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The California Postsecondary Education Commission
was created by the Legislature and the Governor
j.n 1974, as the sucrlessor to the California Coordi-
nating Council for Higher Education in order to
coordinate and'plan,for education in California'
beyond high school. As a state agency: the
Commission is responsible for assuring that the
State's resources for postsecondary education are
utilized effectively and.efficiently; for promot-
ing diversity, innovation, and xesponsivenesito
the needs of students and society; and for advis-,
ing the Legislature and the Gov'ernor on statewide'
educational policy and funding.-

.

like 'Commission consists of 15. members. Nine

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

Senate Rules Committee, and the Govprnor., The
other six represent the major educational systems
of the State. E

The Commission holds regular public meetings
throughout the year at which it .takes action on
stiff.studies and adopts positions on legislative
proposals affecting postsecondary- educat4on.
Further informatiOn about the CommisSion, its

meetings, its 'staff, and Its other publications
may be` obtained frbm.the Commission offices 'eat

1020 Twelfth Street, Sacramento, California
95814; telephone (9r6) 445-7913.
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I

ONE'

INTRODUCTION TO THE PROGRAMS

This the fourth consecutive annual report prepared by Goriss on staff
that provides comments and recommendations to the Legislature on all existing
and proposed State-funded outreach and support services and programs designed
to increase and retain he number of -low-income and ethnic minority students
in the three public segments of California postsecopdary.e4Ucation. It
focuses specifically on issues relating to the 1984185 Budget and.includes-
tomments and information presented to, legislaVve'committees in recently
concluded hearings ori. the budget. As in previous reports, for the basis of
these recohimendations Commission staff has use0 the Commission's policies
and principles as stated in its reports, tqllal,Edurational Opportunity in
California Postsecondary Education, Parts III and IV (1980 and 1982), both
of which include- detailed analyses of equal educational opportunity programs
in California's public colleges 4nd universities.

OVERVIEW*

All threeTuhlic postsecondary segments, .as well as the State Department of
Education and the Caliarnia Student Aid Commission, admiftister programs
designed to/increase the numiler of loW-incthrie and ethnic-minority students
who eriYoll in and graduate from college. TheSe equal educational opportunity
programs ald,,services are funded through allocation; by the federal and
State .governments, as well es through fees,in the University of.California.
They are generally classified by their primary objectives and purposes:. (1).
developmental Arittreach, -(2) informational outreach, (3) retentionand(4)
comprehensive services, as follows:

1. Developmental Outreaoh: These programs seek, to rai,k' the academic
aspirations or isprove the academic preparation of studeRts in junior
and senior high school, so that they complete nece'ssary.cotlege-prepiira-
tory courses, or students in Community. Colleges, so that they can mare
the transition to four-year colleges after completing their Community
College educational objectives.

2. Informational Outregch: These' programs seek to provide information
either about financial assistance and postsecondary alternatives generally,,
in order to'facilitate-access and admission. into postsecondary educatto.tr,
or about a specific institution in order to facilitate recruitment into
that institution.

0

3. etention: TheSe programs seek to strengthen the academic skills of
students enrolled in college so that they can successfully complete
their"academic or vocational programs on time,.

rt

Comprehet4ive Services These programs provide a broad range of serilices,
including outreach, orientation, admissions, and retentionyin order to
increase the number of low-income and ethnic minority students who
enroll in and graduate from college.

-1-
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Currently,/ the. State supports twelve major programs' to provide these services

for low-income and ethnic minority students, with current funding at approxi-
mately $26 million in State Funds and $13 million cierilied-from student fee

revenue fees. (These funding levels inclUe financial aid granted Under. the
, Educational Opportunity Programs of the University of California and the

California State University, And the Extended Opportunity Programs and
",Services of the California Community Collegep)

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 Appendix B. both the tables and

these appe dices ar' organized to provide the following ten facts about each

,

program:

1. 'Name of the progrdm;

j 2., Agent responsible for progrm implementation;
3. Target group served;

- Year started;
5.'' Specific objectikres;. .

6. Methods or services used to achieve these objectives;
7. Number of people served duping 1983-84;
8., Agent responsible for evaluating relative success;

9. Funding level, 1983 -84; and

10. Source of funding.

AS noted in these tables; the Commission'has had responsibility for evaivat-

',ing some of these programs. For the other- programs, .ComMission staff has
reviewed or commented on evaluations 'conducted by other agencies and, when

feasible;.has conducted site visits to campuses. In its evaluations, Gommis-
sion staff has been particularly concerned that piograms pronite the most
effective.use of resources and; to tkis end, expand cooper tive efforts by

educatipal institutions. Among the driterie it has used f these evalua-,

lions a e the 'programs' objectives, their data management, their career

orientation, their continuity oE services, their coordination with'other

support services, and their involvement of non-college personnel, such as
parents, community oroupg, business vepresenthtives, and local gov4rnment

officials.
w.

In the follO0 wing,descriptions of toe programs and the subsequent recommenda-

films about their fund4.ng, these characteristics are frequently mentioned.

Fot example, as later Pages indicate, the Commission staff has found the

data management of most Equal Educational Opportuoity Programs to be accept-.

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

ranee to projects from systemwide officl has also gre.atly improved resulting

in tore efficient - program management, data collection and analyses. The

exception to this continues to be the Extended OppOrtunity ,Program and

Services under the California Ogmmunity Colleges, which the Commission finds:
still lacloing.in adequate data collection,, analyses, and technical assistance.

The COmmission also previously cited data collection and management problemg

for the Early 04treach and 'Academic Enrichment Program under the Upiversgy

of California. The problems and progress made. to date under these progras
are discussed in the following section,-Conclusions About the Programs.

'AL

-2-1 0
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TABLE 1 DevelopTenta2 Outreach Equal Educational Opportuniy
Program t Funded by the State of California, 1983-84

Early
Outreachso

Characteristic Program

Implementing University of
Agent California.

Target Group

Year Started

Ethnic minori-
ty students in
grades. 8711 at

approximately.
par junior
high schools
and high
schools.

Partnership:
1976; Part-
ners: 1978

Program To 'increase
Objectives 'the-number

of low income

O./

Program
Services

and minority
students who
are eligible
to enroll in
public four-
year colleges

p

Academic
Enrichment
Program

University (.1

'California
jr
campuses at
Berkeley,
Davis, Irvine,
and Santa'
Barbara.

Ethnic minori
ty students i'

rt

ades 10-11'
25 high

schools,
,

Mkt

1979

Mathematics, En- University
gineeritig, Science and College
Achievement _(MESA) Opportunity Progia6m

Collection of.
18 colleges,
working in.16
centers and
serving 138
high schools.

Underrepresent-
ed minority
students in
grades 9-12.

1970

Y

To increase To increase
the enrollment the number of
of ethnic mi- minority stu-
nority students dents with the
in postsecond- academic back-
aty education ground necessary
through the in- to pursue a

volvement of university or
University college
faculty _in education in a
developmental math-based
enrichment field.
programs for
secondary
schools.."

Academic Summer
advising; - academic

Role Model .enrichment
presentations; projects;

College and Academic
university . advising;
visits; Field trips,

Dissemination and campus
of ptiRted tours;
material; Tutorial

services;

r'

-Tutoring;
Academic and
career
counseling;

,Field trips;
Summer enrich-
ment and .

etployment
programs;

S.&lolarship

incentive
awards.

-3-

1.1

State Department
of Education;,
working with
23 school

Y. districts.

Ethnic minority
and low income
students in high
school.

1979

To increas,e

the number of -

ethnic minority
. and low-income .

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

p

Tutoring;
Academic and
career
counseling;

Field trips;
Staff development;
Instructional and
curriculum
improvement.

(continued)



TABLE 1 (continued)

Chancteristic

Program.
S'ervicel

(continued)

Number of
Students
Served During
1982-83

1983-84
Funding

. Funding
Source

EvaluatiOn
Component

11-

Early
Outreach
Program

Paredt
meetings;
Field trips;
Summer
enrichment
programs;

Tutorial
Services

Counseling on
financial aid,
college, and
careers,

8,933 junior
high school
students and
11,451 senior
high school
students.

$2,303,000

75% State
General Fund;
g5% Educa-
tional Fees.

The University
has the re.--

sponsibility
'for program
evaluation,

, and some
impact data
are available.

Academic
Enrichment-
Program

Scholarship
incentive
awards;

Summer
,residential
programs.

Mathematics, En- University
gineering, Science and College -

Achievement (MESA) Opportunity Program

737 4,015 4,000

Approximately
$200,000

State General
Fund.°

The University
has the re-
sponsibility
for program
evaluation,
and some
impact data
are available.

at
1

$1,044,000 $19a,00n
)

65% State State General
General Fund; Fund.

35% private
industry and
foundation grants.

The MESA staff
makes annual re-
reports to its
governing board
abOut the number
of students served
at each center.
In addition, an-
outside evaluation
of MESA has been
corpleted by the
Center for the
Stiidy'of Evaluation
at UCLA, through
funds provided by
the Hewlett.
Foundation.

Not available

State General Fund supports coorOination and technical assistance by the State

Department of Education. Sthool activities are funded froma variety of State,
local, and federal sources, as each district deems appropriate.

Source: Reports provided to the Commission by each program.

-4-.
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.TABLE 2 'Tnformation'al Outreach Equal Edgrational Opportanjty
Programs Fund( by the State of.ta1:iforni-a, .1983-94

Characteristic

Implement i9"
Agent

S.

Target CA.04

',4t5Y

Year Started

Program ss

Objectives

Program
ilervices

Number of
Students
'Served During
1982-83

1983-84
Funding

Fun4ing
Soutl'cg

Evaluation
Component

`California Student Opportunit
Ina Access .Program (CalSO/114 University Immediate_ Outreach

Five consortia of two-year and
four-year colleges working yith
secondary schools.

Low-incdme.ethnic minority
students in secondary-sch6ols
pnd Cmpunity Collegds..

w,

1979

Td expand postsecondary
,,opportunities for lowincome
high school s,t6dents, and to
assist low-income Community

toCollege studentd
four- ,year, inst

transfer

PostseCondary e

financial aid
Tutoring;

ion and
ement;

Codrdinated information
(Aissemination;
Summer residential prdgrams;
Field'trips;
Skills development seminars;
Career seminars.

Approximately 10,000 students
receive counseling and tutoring.
services and/or benefit froms
cootdinated information
,dissemination.

$700,925

$275;225 from the State General
Fund, and $425,7'00 from

inseitutional' matching funds.

The California Postsecondary
Education Cbmmission has the

y',regponsibility for evaluation
'mid published its final evalua-
tton.in. February 1983.

Source: ;Reporfs proyidd to the CommissiOn hy

St'

All nine University' of California
campuses.

Ethnic minority students in the
twelfth grade and Communty.
Colleges.

a

1978

To Increase the number of- unAr- -

represented ethnic minority'and
low-income students who apply tos_
and enroll in the University of
California-

Campus visits;
High school visits;
Publications;
Cultural activities;
Admissions counseling sedsions;
Peer counseling.

867

$596,000

tr, v

75% state General Fund;
25% educational Fees.

The University has the responsi-
bility for program evaluation. .

VIO

each program.

1.3 *.*
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TABLE 3. Retention-Oriented Equal Educational _Opportunity
Programs Funded bg the State of California, 1983-84

". Student Affirmative Action
Characteristfic- -Support Services

Implementing
Agent

Target Cioup

Year Started

Program
ObjectiVes

Program
Servic4

All nine University
oe"California cVmpuses.

Ethnic minority and low-income
students enrolled in the
University of California.

1976

To increase the number of
. ethnic minority and low-income

students who successfully
'complete their University
education.

SuMmer transitional programs;
COunseling and advising on both
.academic and personal matters;
Learning skills assistance;
Tutoring.and instructional

University Minority
Engineering Program

Fou.4een projects at selected
four-year public and independent
uniVersities.

Underrepl-esented minority students
enrolled in engineering and computer
science baccalaureate programs.

1982

To increase the number of under-
,

represented minority students who
graduate.with B.S. degrees in
engineering, computer science, and
related fields.

First-year transition support;
Professional counseling;
Student study. center;
Career development and summer jobs;
'Financial aid and scholarship

Nysistance; assistance.
Career planning and advising on
graduate and professional
schools.

,Number of Unduplicated number not
Studets
Served During
1982-.83

1983-84'

Funding

Funding
Source

EvatuatiOn
OoMponent

f

$1,406,000

75% -State General Fund;
25% Eddcational Fees.

The University has the respon-
sibility for program
evaluati,on.

1 .
.

1 795

$1,4000,000

50% State General Fund;'
50% private sources,

The MESA statewide office will
gather data to assess program
impact.

Source: Reports provided to the Commission by each program.

14
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TABLE 4 Comprehemii.ve Equal Educational Opportp.p;ity Programs.
Funded by the State of Cd.7, forr1 i a, 1983 B4

Core. Student

Affirmative.
Characteristic Action Progm

A

Implementing" All 19 Stare
Agent -University

campuNes.

Target :Troup

Year Started

Program
Objectives

Program
Services

Ethnic minori-
ty students
in senior high
schosols and

enrolling in
the State .

University

19 79

o increase
the number
of ethnic
minority
students who
gain admis-
sion to
dollege and
'sucdesafully
complete
their

education.

Diagnostic
testing;

Economic
counseling;

Tutorial
programs;

Home visits
with parenh;

Use of bi-

materials; .

Counseling
and advising;

Campus" tours;

Academic.
advising.

Ecucativna,i'-

. Op.portuniq
Proram

The California
,State

University.

Low-income and
ethnic minority
students with
"disadvantaged':
educational and
economic

Educational
.',Opp5rtiln1 ty

Program

University
of California.

Extended Opportunity
Programs

and Services'

California
Community
Colleges.

Low'- income Low- income
qhnic 14,inori students
ty students
who_ need

academic
support*

hackgrounds'.0 services.

1969

To increase
the enrollment
and retention
tate of,low-
income, educa-
tionally
.disadvantaged
ethnic minority
students who
may not meet
the State
University's
regular
admission
criteria.

Financial
assistance;"

Tutoring;.
Counseling;
Academic
'advising;)
Summer
orientation
sessions;

Diagnostic
testing.

-7-

1964

To increase
the enrollment
and retention
rate of'low-
income ethnic

'minority
st,udents

attending
the

University.

Financial
assistande.;

Tutoring;1
Counseling;
Academic'
advising;,

Summer
orientation

' sessions;
DiAgnostic
testing.

15

196-9 A

To increase
the enrollmentk
and retention
rate of people-
'handicapped
by language or
social anotior,
economic
disaavantages.

Financial
assistance;'

Tutoring;
.Counseling;
`Academic

advisAng;
Basic skills
instruction;

Career planning
and job
placement.

(continued)
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TABLE 4 .tcontinued)

°Core Student Educational

Affirmative Opportunity
Characteristtc Action Program' 'Program°-

, .

47,777Number of
Students,
Served During
1982:83

1983-44
Funaimg

Funding
Source

Evaluation
F

Component

. .

Approximately
1 17,000, with
:30,000 others
receiving :

admissions: 'admissions
' services.

$2,275,293

State General
` Fund

The California
Postse'condary
Education
Commission and
the' State

University)
cooperatively
develop and
implement an
evaluation
framework.
Two reports
are currently
aueilable

$6,903,000,

State General
Fund

The State
University
Chancellor's
Office
completed a
Limited
program
evaluation in
1978. Campus
annual reports
and system-.
wide data base
serve as a
bast for

evaluating the
academic
achievement
the student

Educational
Opportunqy
- Program

Approximately
10,000.

$2,400,000

Registration
Fee revenues

No evaluation
has been
planned.

J

Extended Opportttnity
Programs

and Services

Approximately
68,000. ,

),
$14,435,188

State.General
Fund

e
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 InStit6te.
During the past
year, the Chancel-
lor's Office has
established a
process to update
and improve
evaluation
strategies for M
EOPS in the 380s.

The 1983-84 funding,hlevels shown 00 not include funding for student financial aid.
p.

Source: Reports provided to the Commission by each program.
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TWO

CONCLUSIONS ABOUT THE PROGRAMS

EARLY OUTREACH AND ACADEMIC ENRICHMENT
PROGRAMS, UNIVERSITY 04C CAUFORNIA.

ljr oft Ai

The objective of the rly Outreach ProgramtandAcademic Enrichment Program4.11,

of the ,University is to increase the number of underrepresented ethnic
minority students who achieve eligibility for admission to public fqur-year
colleges_r.All nine'of the University's caqusep conduct Early .Outreach #

Programs, and four offer programs titled "Academic Enrichment." The other
five tarry out many academi4 ent-icriment activities as part of their Early
Outreach Programs where, no formal Academic Enrichment Program exists.
Regardless

$

of title, the primary services offered by. the Early Outreach and
Academic Xnrichment Programs are academic adviSingt tutorial and learning
skills service, college and career counseling, parent meetings, campus .

tours,.and summer bridge progTams.

Outcome data for the Early Outreach Program, begun in 1975, have been avail-
able for the last several years. Comparable data on the Academic'Enrichment
Progra were made available for the first time this year at the request .c)

Commission staff. This past March, the President's Office of the University
submitted to the Legislature and the Commission two reports, An Audio of the
Evaluation Systems for 1982-83,4AA Program, and Evaluation of Early-Outreach
and the Academic Enrichment Progkam.-- 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 ttley4provided to the Office of ,,the President, and 'the
numbers reported generally were traceable to the. documentation.
Selected reported figures',,for this most part, were reproducible.
And the'procedures described typically yielded accurate, reliable,
and valid data. Where problems existed they tended to be minor
and easily correctable.

110

According to the outcome data, both the Ear OutreaCh and Academic Enrich-
ment efforts have yielded good resulp.in meting their goals of motivating
students toward postsecondary educatilOn'in general, counseling these students
to take requisite courses, and providing resources to aid these etudents in
succeeding En these coutses. Specifically, University of California system-
wide office reports:

A

1. During 1982-831 21,14 students Ot 1,354 junior and senior high schools,
4 were served by one or both of these programs -.- 10:1iicrease over 1981-82

of 14 percent in the number of students and 32 perceht in the number" of
schools served,

2.* Of all the programs' high school graduates.in the, class of 1983, 70.3
percent went on to a postsecondary institution.

17
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The eligibility. Late of these
24.A, percent.

Of the, graduates, 26.5 percen
or in the California State Uni

graduae; for entering the Univvsity

enro Led at jttie University of California
ersity.

Overall, the evaluation found th,t.participants in the ninth, tenth, and

eleventh grades are on track toward eaering 1 college or nniversity, and by
enrolling in college preparatory classes are likely to perform at a level to

gain admission. .-

Commissibn,staff finds he Uaivet-sity's evaluation report generally a7rept-.

able, but the report raises two questions for future diScussion.

1. Only two or three campuses appear to be responsible (Or the increases in

the enrollment and .,retention of under4resented'ethnic minority-students.
This variation 9f program outcomes among campuses raises the issue of

what the University might be able to -do to improve tlt' situation.

Perhaps a full-scitle study comparing these and other campuses such as

Davis, whichcontinues to show-negligible increases in spite of the,

resources expended, is needed at this time. :

-

A 2. The report contains no 4ecific outcome data or conclusions regarding

the four Academic Enriftment Program pilot* projects originally funded

separately from the Ealc.ly Outreach Program. Many Academic Enrichment
activities are carried out on the majority of campuses under theis

existing Early .and :Immediate Outreach Prograds, but while therepoit

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

and charatteristics of students served by the Academic Enrichment Program

from the Early Outreach Program, it combines outcome data and conclusions

about the two programs. This slack of differentiation in the report,

together with the offering of Academic Enrichment-like activities by

other programs, leads Commission staff to conclude that two separate

programs arc' no longer needed. t ,

CORE STUDENT AFFIRMAIIVE ACTION PROGRAM,
THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY

The Core Student Affirmative ActiOn (8AA) Program is designed to increase

the number of underrepresented ethnic minority and low-income students who

enroll in and graduate from the California State Universit: Unlike many

students in the Educatitnal Opportunity Program,of the Sta e,University,

'Core-SAA students are regularly admissible. A secondary purpose of Core-SAA

is, to work with secondary, schools and Community Colleges to increase the

number oft target students who are regularly admissible candidates.. Several

campuses Wave initiated Core-SAA activities for students belowthe eleventh

grade leirel as a means of directing more of these students into areas of

academic study that will,increase,their opportunity to be regularly' admissible

'to, and complete their programs. at, the State University. Servicestpong



these lines are considei-ed vital to increasing the participation of underrep-
resented grqnps in postsecondary education in general and in the State.
-University in partilular..

A

The throe PurAtisAns of Core'-)SAA \ire outreach; retention, and educational
enhancemenlik The)Coallisgion .reviewed thAde acti4ties and their outcomes
during the program's, fourth year of operation:in 1982 with the expectation
of undertaking a more thorough. anti comprehensive ,assessment by the end of
1983. Irk.,view.of the" program 'consoLidation effort currently underway 16r4
the-State University's Core -SAA and Educgtional Oppdrtunity Programs, the
Commission has erected to 'postpone such ari evaluation until this effort is
complete

K -
A "

Most current informatiOK provided by Core-SAA's annual report of-activities
indicates that the program, now operational on all 19 campuses, Ls meeting
the goals of serving Underrepresented students Vlia-outreach, retention, and
educational enhancement efforts. Earlier, the Commission` staff fourid that a

number bf campuses had not been successful in establishing intfrsegment.al
outreach efforts and in coordinating,Core-SAA efforts with their other
existfn? outreach activities. Most current data indicate that progress Is
being, made on a number of campuses in this regard!. A number of.campeses
report more active involvement or leadership' lin developing intersegmenta
committees Of secondary- and postsecondary. representatives designed to. better
_coordinate outreach activities. Commission staff anti&ipates 'documenting
evidence of these impeovements when it undertakes its comprehensive evalna-
tion,of Core -SAS sometime during the_next year.

,(4

a

N
EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY PROGRAM -9F
THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY

The State University's Educational...Opportunity Program (EOP) focusses on
students who have high achdemic.potentiar and motivation to attend -college
but who might not-otherwise'attend due to prvious academic, aronomic, and
social disadvantages.

or
students 'may therefore be admitted eithir as

regularly admissible or as an exception to regular'admissions.- A number or
services are provided under the Program as a means to eproll and retain
these students among them, recruitment, admissions assistance, pre-enroll-
ment' services, orientation, financial assistance, special summer program,
and special retention 'services such as peer tutoring and academic anclA)er-
sonal counseling.

Information on the activities and outcomes'of EOP at the State University
proyided in annual reports that Commission staff finds to be among the most
comprehensive reports °Call equal.eddcational opportunity programs. la
EOP reports show decteases during recent years in the number of students?
.recruited and retained through graduation, which may be a function of decreased
Federal financial aid and, increased student fees since 1980. Nonetheless,
EOP continues to serve a large number of new and returning ethnic minority
students in the State University of a4 equal educatiorialpportunity pro-
gram -- some 17,000 new dnd returning students. during 1982-R3.. The current
91 percent retention rate among first-year enrollees points- to as increasing
,fodus on retention by its staff. 4hus EOF continues to play an important

7
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role inproviding access and support for low-rincome and .ethnic minority
students who do not meet regularly admissible criteria but have the potential
to succeed.

MESA (MATHEMATICS, ENGINEERING, SCIENCE ACHIEVEMENT)
v.

The goal of MESA, which originated in 1970 at Oakland, Technical High SCho
is td. increase the of secondary students from ethnic groups wh'd major
in mathematics, engineering, and the physical sciences in c'allege. Irmeetsf
its objectives through,a variety of activities for high school ,and college
studenet including tutorial services,, academic advising, mdtivational-work-
shops,. ecture services,- campus and worksite.visitationgs,, And summer siupy

1.,

and emplo ent. It derives .fiecal and personnel support from major corpora-
- tidns committed to increasing technical employment opportunities to ethnic

minority college graduates!' Currently, its 17 California sites serve more
than-4,000 students, and it is now being replicated in Arizona, Colorallo,
New Mexico, New York, and Washington. . N

An independentostudy of MESA in 1982 concluded that it is successfully
expanding.the pool of ethnic minority students who undertake and comvlete
courses, in high school thttt 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.school graduates enrolled in c011ege, 68 percent chose
math-based fields. Of the 890 high 'schdol graduates served by MESA in 1983,
93,peroOnt intended to enroll in college,ftan4 61 perce9t intended to major
in a math-based A

1.

MINORITY. ENGINEERING PROGRAM

The Minority Engineering Program (MEP), begun over ten years ago at California
State VniversitY, Northridge,-and transferred to the MESA qtatewide office
in1983, is. replicated from models at other institutions across the country.

Its goal to :improve the retention rates of ethnic. minority studegts-
undereaking engineering in California's colleges and universities. Under

MESA, MEP operates.at 14 California postsecondary institutions. Its.support
is derived Tom.HESA's funding, with supplemental funding ffom the Investment
in People. allocation-to the University California and the California
State University.

Through services includinwbut not limited to assisting/students in admissitn,
financial aid, academic counseling, and supervised'stddy centers with tutorial
assistance, MEP seeks to implement on each of its 14 campuses a supportive
community of minority students, program staff, and fl'cultY within the engineer-

ing slifhicol. Outcome data on the program as aiyhole is not yet available,
Mtbut P anticipates that 1,7,5 students,will bi-terved by the 14 institutions.

during 1981-84,.as compared with DODO in 1982-83. The ethnic acid gender

composition o its students has remained the same for the past two years,:
41 percent Hispanic, 41 rcent Black, and 31 percent women. Approximately
85 percent of its' students are engineering majors, 'with the balance in
computer sciences,

/ -12-
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CALIFORNIA STUDENT OPPORTUNITY AND. ACCESS PROGRAM (CAL-SOAP)

The California Student4Opportunity and AccesS Program (Cal -SOAP) was initiated
in 1979 to establish interinstitutional pilot projects to,: (1) increase
accessibility into postsecondary education for low-income and Community
College students; (2) reduce duplication in outreach and recruitment efforts
among the postsecondary_segements, '.and (3) engage college.students as' peer
counselors for low - income high school students.

On a competitive basis, four projects throughout the State: were funded by
the Student Aid Commission for 1983-84 at a tbtalcost of $175 00. These
fo.ur were located to Alameda County (East Bay' Consortium), San diego County-
(San Diego Consortium), Solano-Yolo Counties (Project SUCCESS), and Orange

4014. County (South Coast EOP/S Consortium). An additional $39,060 was awarded to
the San Diego County project to develop a junior high school Cal-SOAP compo-
nent.

The four projects repOrted that 7,800 secondary school and Community College
students were served through a variety of activities, such as motivational
programs for students and parents, tutoring, and academic counseling. In

addition, eachkproject coordinated and -disseminated information to target
students about postsecondary education.

.

'Based on the ComTission's 1983 evaluation of Cal-SOAP 'projects in 19844
which concluded that three years of ekperimentation had demonstrated substanT
tial benefits from the Cal-SOAP projects to provide services to ethnic
minority and low-income secondary students via interinstitutional outreach
services, the Commission supported SB 800 (Hart) of 1983 to extend CaFSOAP's
enabling 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 pas:sed and called for an increased emphasis on serving secondary
students'and involving secondary school districts.

EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY PROGRAM AND SERVICES,
CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES

No evalUative inforMation has been proVided to the'Cdmmission 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 obtaia"
idg more data on students in the program, its services, and its outcomes
through a new effort, the EOPS Operational Program Review. This evaluation
proc4sA is an outgrowth of a special 'study group convenedby the Chancellor's
Office to develop a-mechanism to assess the efficacy of EOPS, which now
operates on all 107 Community College campuses. Under contract with the
.Center for Evaluation and Research of UCLA, the perational Program Review
process includes a site visit to each campuby a our-member team: a staff
membe4 of the Chancellor's Office; a 1epresentativ o he UCLA Center; an
EOPS director; and an qbsetver from either the Legisl e Analyst's Office,
the State Department of Finimce, or the PQstsecondar Education Commission.
TO date, Commission staff members have been observers on four of the visits

-13-
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scheduled for fiscal year 1983-841 Funding tliat limits evaluations to only
20 camOlses per year will not permit the completion of the Operational
Program Review un4iirl 1989.7 this is perhaps the most significant disadvantage
of'the proceSs, 'and,.the Commion staff hopes theft funds and staff can be
made available to allow this review to be completed in no less than one more
year, or June L983.

Ih addition to implementing the OpelWrional Program Review process, ttw-

Center for- Evaluatioh and Research-recommended thaC the _Chancellor's Office
seek upport to implement, a comprehensive data-management system to measure
the p greys of EOPS in serving its designated targeC'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
inliib ed.by the lacloblf data on all EOPS students, The Availing problem
cited by EOPS staff in gathering such data is that the typb 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 not available at the tight time.

-.The four site visits'in which Commission staff have participated yielded
adequate quantitative data and useful qualitative information for evaluating
the EOPS activities of these four colleges and indicates that the Operational
Program Review process is an effective evaluation tool. However, Commission
staff believes that some of the problems uncovered by the visits would have
been best liandled via ongoing technical assistance between the Chancellors
Office and the olleges. Commission stafi observed that EOPS directors and
staff were receptive to the review process and amenable to suggestions'and
recommendations emanating from the visiting team. T,tis 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.siRce 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 addition, 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 Statei.n determining this fact
as well as in learning from the successes and failures of EOPS what might
better serve the vowing number of minority students, irrespective of their
income status. Because of this, a reassessment of EOPS is important at this

time. While expecting more accountability 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.

ab.
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THREE

CURRENT EFFORTS FOR COORDINATJON AND CONSOLIDATION

Two activities were mandated by the 1983-84 Budget, and its Supplemental
Language in response to concerns raised by both the Legislative. Analyst and
the Comihission abotit the goals, management, and evaluation-of equal.educa-
tion.1 opportunity programs: (1) creation.of the Al Roc Task Force on Equal
Educational Opportunity Policy, and (2) development of,a plan to consol,idate
equal educational opportunity pro'grams within the University of California
and the Carifornia State University.

r.

AD HOC TASK FORCE ON EQUAL EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY POLICY -

Bppresedtatives of the public secondary and postsecondary education systems
were selected to serve.on this Ad Roc Task Force, which was directed by the
Le,gislature to work with the Commission in preparing a State plan to implement
/olicies for equal educational opportunity effort-'s that will:

1. Place expanded responsibility for strengthening college preparatory
Curricula for minority and low-income students with the se-condayy schools;

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

Place greater responsibility for the delivery of informational outreach
services on iritersegmental efforts in the geographical areas where they
seem most appropriate;

4. Propose an evaluation strategy to be used by the Commis'sionin its
annual review of all State-funded equal educational opportunity programs
so that comprehensive and comparable information is available about the
operations and effectiveness of each prOram.

AO.

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 suilkyr of
1984.

PLAN TO CONSOLIDATE EQUAL EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY,
STUDENT AFFIRMATIVE ACTION, AND OTHER APPROPRIATE
PROGRAMS AND SERVICES WITHIN THE UNIVERSITY OF
CALIFORNIA AND THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY

Concern regarding overlapping and duplication of services and a lackof
coordination prompted the Legislature to direct both the University and the

ACP

23



State University to prepare a "plan to-oonsolidate allItqual educational .

opportunity, stadent affirmative actiOn,and other appropriate programs and

servijee to be submitted Co the [legislature by ,June 1984. While'"coasol-

idation" was not expliciyly defined, .budget language requires that these

plans:

1: Allow sufficient flexibility. iri the' implementation of the c9ncept so

that each campus -h9 the ability to adopt d model which is responsive to

local campus.needs;

2. Allow' for the continuation of all necessary services provided by these
programs;

.

3. Restructure the programs based on an appraisal of the effectiveness. of

existing services;

4. Include a process for the distribution of program funds which recognizes
and rewards institutional effectiveness in.achieving the objectives of

the program; and l
4

5. Emphasizethe active involvement in the operatiofts of the program by
senior administrators and faculty, with equal educe onal opportunity

efforts defined aslomprehensive institutional of its coordinating all.

existing campus resources.

Regarding the aim of consolilatiOn, the University of California reports
that the' goals of 'consolidation will be achieved through improved coordination;

using the structure outlined in its Student Affirmative Action Five-Year

Plan (due to the Legislature June 198. 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 Testatin budget language intent and providing definitions of what'
"consolidated" effort might entail. Each campus prePare a plan for

review by the Chancellor's Office, with the final decisions on the State

University consolidation plan pending the outcome of these processe.

In his review of the ,1984-85 Goyergor's Budget, thLe Legislative Analyst has

raised only one issue relative to the funding of equal educational opportun-

ityity programs A- namely, anticipation that the consolidation of programs wil4

result in General Fund savings.

The California PoStsecondary Education Commission Believes that the elimina-

tion of duplication through_ improved coordination. and cooperation will

result in more efficient utflization' of State resources devoted to equal

educational and student affirmative action. ',However, the Commission staff-
belieivesethat more "effiCient utilization" of the State's resources should
not necessarily result in less financial suppOrt. Equal educational opportun-

ity programs are designed to 1Mtfease the pool of .academically prepared

ethnic minority students who enter and graduate from California's postsecondary

institutions. The growth in numbers,and divek-sity'Cif needs ofethnic minority
students, coupled with evidence of decreased enrollment of lack students,

may warrant funding st previous or higher levels, as programs are realigned

to maximize resources and services for identifying and assisting more students.

24
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The COmmission staff will review the consolidation plansfof th4University
.and the State University with the view. that they insure that their equal
educational opportunity programs are student centered, that resources'are
channeled to meet the diverse needs of .,students, and that the State's commit-
ment to equal educational opportunity wall continue to be expressed
adequate funding.

-Ma
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FOUR

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUNDING Or EQUAL
EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUI(11TW PROGRAMS, 1984-85

>

In order.to increase Substantialll the number of low-income and ,ethnic
minorities who attend and graduate from California's public post_secondary
institutions, the 'Commission staff recommends that the Legislature give
priority funding to Programs that place emphasis on the following thre:f
strategies, each Of which has been endorsed in previ.ous equal 'edueational,_
qppdrtunity reports adopted by the Commission-

1. Improving the academic preparation of 'low-income and ethnic X-Inotity
students while they areenrolled in grade school and high school;

2. Increasing the retention of low-income and ethnic minority students
enrolling in college and particularly those majoring in mathematicsaand
science-based disciplines; and

3. Assisting Community College mianrity students to complete their academi::
objectives at these colleges in order to increase their transfer
four-year institutions.

rate to

A.

In addition to funding programs that emphasize these strategies, the staff
recommends that the State fund, and expand where resources permit, programs
that

4. Reflect interinstitutional rather than individual institutional e4itori,:,

and include cooperative relationships with other nearby colleges an,:
universities;

5. Involve- active and coordinated efforts by secondary and postsecondary
educators, working intersegmettally within a region when passibli;

6. Recognize
objectives

and reward institutional effectiviness in achievi program

7. Includea comprehensive data management component so that Information
about the number and characteristics of students served and the impact
of services islavailable; and

In addition, programs funded should continue to promote the State's angoing
\ commitment to provide financial assistance and comprehensive academic support

for students from low-income and disadvantaged educational and cliltural
backgrOunds who are admitted to two- and four i-year colleges and have lemon-
strated7the motivation and potientialto succtea academically.

Within the framework of these eight strategiet, the staff offers the fa:low-
ing specific recommendations regarding Ow funding of equia eOlucational
opportunity programs for the 1984-85 Budget:

-I9-
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FUNDING,OF EXITNO PROGRAMS

Table S on the following page Lists the.1983-84 and proposed-1984-85 State
funding for' equal education-all opportunity programs discussed in this report:
With the exceptiOn of-the-Community Colleges' Extqaded Opportunity Programs

and Services (EOPS), ttle Commission staff recommends approval oerill, funding
levels contained'in the Governor's Budget for equal educational opportunity
and student affirmative action by-the UniveAity of California, the Califor-
nia State University, the Student Aid Commission for Cal-SOAP, and the State
Department of Educltion for MESA.

In view of the lack of evaluative data on EOPS'students and outcomes, Commis-
sion stadff feels that'It cannot recommend proposed ,funding _levels nor the
augmentation requests by the Chancellor's Office staff. As previously
discussed in Part'Two of this report, the Operational Program Bevies,/ of the
Chancellor's Office has begun to address these evaluative concerns-but the

-,proposed scheduling of these reviews over the next four years Will-not alloy
,..

'the comprehensive overview and assessment of EOPS that the Commission staff
believes - is now warraitted.

EXPANDING EQUAL EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY PROGRAMS

If the Legislature wishes, to augment equal educational opportunity, the
Commission staff believes*that priority should be given to additional,funding

as fotlows:

1. Provide sufficient funds to the California Student Aid Commission to
increase the number. of Cal-SOAP .projects funded for 1984-85 from fQur
to five or six.

In extending Cal-SOAP to 1987 by passing SB 800 (Hatt) last year, the Legia-
latgre recognized that this program- has successfully realized its, goal of
developing i-ntersegmental activities designed to increase both the pool of
low-income and ethnic 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 add

less-institution-centered approach to working with targeted students,' The
Commission staff believes that Cal-SOAP has validated its effeftiveness and
should be extended beyond those geographic areas where the four existing
Projects have proven- effective. In-turn,' the Commission voted in 1983 to
support SB 800 (Hart) which extends the Cal-SOAP effort for another five

years.
4

In its call for proposals 'from both existing an'proposed new projects, the

Student Aid Commission noted its intent to expand Cal-SOAP based on its
proven effectiveness. However, the proposed 984-85 Budget level proposal

does riot allow, for expansion, but instead, ifore projects are funded, a
lessening of resources for each project below a level proven necessary to

-20-
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,t TABLE 5, 1983-84 and Proposed 19
Educational Opportunity

-85 State. Funding of Eqqa1
nd Student Affirmative Action Programs

CNIVERSITY :,F CALIFORNIA

Faculty Ind Staff Affirmative Action.
:tudant Atfirmative Action
EdtUistional Opportunity Program'

. kcademic Enrichment Program
Graduate Affirmative Action
Graduate Opportuntt7 Feilowship Prograa;

1983-84
Goveenors 800tt

1984-85 hanne Increase

2,455,000
5.884,000
9,300,000

201,000
150,000

2,100.000

3 2,955,000
5,884,000
9,300,000

201,000
' 650,000

2,100.000

S + 50Q,000

+ 500,000
'1.J130,000 + 3.0%

.TOTAL 3
$20,090,000 $21,090,000

.3eneinl Funds 5.471.000" 12,940,000 -7,4,69,000
University 3pportunity Fund 1,600,000 1.600,000
Student Educational Fees Q.219,000 Z,450,000
Student RegistracioP ides 4,300,000 3,300,000
EndGwments -0- 500,000 500,000

S

4- PRE CiL1FGRNIA STATE ;:NIVERSITY

tore Student Affirmative Action Program 5 2,571,000 $ 2,797,000 226,000
, Educational Opportunity Progwl

including ,rants) 14,588,000 16,005,000 +1,417,000

" S17,159,000 18,302,000 -1'1-643,000 + 9 61,

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES
- I

Extended Opi.ortunity Programs
and Services (EOPS) b

S24,691,000 $25,701,7301,
9 ?61 2 0' 4 '.4,

.+1.010.730
+9,961,2,70

(including grants) $35, 3,009 10,972,000 +44.01

CALIFORNIA STUDENT AID COMMISSION

California Student Opportunity and
Access\Program (CAL-SOAP) 329,000 ,00p i- 19,000 + 6.0%

STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATZON .

Mathematics, Engineering,
Science Achievement, and Minority
Engineering PrOgram $ 1.,7517000 $ 1,751,000

.o

1 COLA ::Cost-Of-Living-Adjnstment) at 3 percent,

r 2 Total to,be adds available for financial aid to aft:set the recently imposed tuition. et $50.00
per semester (full-time) and $30.00 (part-time) in the Communil* Colleges. These funds,
however, will not be administered by the SOPS program.

3 Increase reflects COLA and financial iid for tuition offset.

Source: Legislative Analyst, 1984.
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accomplish Cal-SOAP's goals. Commission staff thus supports the' efforts now

underway to obtain additional resources to etcpand the Cal-SOAP effort to

other areas of the State.

Prov'ide to MESA (Mathematics, Engineering ,. Science
Achievement) and MEP (Minority Engineering Program).
an augmentation to cover cost-of-living increases
that neither prog-ram 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 'persodnel coats due to salary coat-of-

living adjustments, s4rit adjustments and fringe benefit increases for its

staff which are University and State University elaployees. 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 personnel costs without any increase in State supportsince 1982-83,
Commission sltaft has concluded that thiA augmentation tequest has merit and

should be supported.

In addition, since 1982-83, one-third oI the State's funding for MES4 has

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

establ4hed because it was clear that while MESA services'in the secondary

schools were successful in increasing the numbers` of ethnic minorities
enrolling in math-based disciplines in college, the retention rate of these

students was discKuragingly low.
0

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

1982-83 to a projected 6,000 in 1984-85,with the Site funding remAining 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 inereassed number of students served by the program, and the

expanded college retention effort of MEP. Thus the Commission staff believes

the $400,000 augmentat,ion request is conservative.

j. Provide State support to continue and expand
the Professiohal Development Program (PDP).

In the Commission staff's 1983 report on the budget for equal educational

opportunity programs (1983b), the staff-recommended State support for the

Professiorial Development Program (PDP) at the University'of California,

Berkeley. A major source of PDP's support -4 fpderal funding -- ended. Arne

30', 1983, and since that time, it has managed to continue opesating --

although at a greatly reduced level -- with a combimition of support from

industry And the niverSiTty, PDP continues to evidence success in raising

the grade - point average and increasing the retention rate of ethnic minority

students enrolled at Berkeley. The pre-college component of the PDP program

that begins in feeder high schools and contfnues through the.undergraduate

levet providqsa concentrated approach to 1ping students improve their

competence ad grades in mathematics,' science, and English courses. Thus

PDP represents an ef
tctive

secondary-postsecondary cooperative Activity

which has had aopositi impact on increasing the retention rates of ethnic

minority students at the University of California at Berkeley. )

s
)
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4. Provide f nding, as stipulated in SB 813 (Hart),
for the C,,lifornia Academic Partnership Program (CAPP).

The California Academic Partnership Program, to he administered by the
Chancellor's Office of the California State University, is designed to
Improve the academic preparation o a larger number of underrepresented
ethniCMinoPity students thrOugh a combination of direct and in4irect services
Projects proposed for funding under the CAPP legislation utilize a variety
of apprbaches to meeting this objective:

Planning for curricular revision nr edhAncement and instruction4I change
at the secendary level;

.

K

.
iActivities for postsecondary faculty to work in partnership with secondary

s (choo teacher's in an effort to improve the academic quality of corlege
preparatory instruction;

Providing direct services to students that'wilr entrance their ability ty.
benefit from college preparatory curricula;

Sponsoring in-service training activities to increase they collqe aspira-
tions of students from groups with low participatkon rates in postsecondary
ed4cation_ .

Projects will be selected for funding on a competitive basis by the Chancel-
lor's Office in consultation with an advisory committee composed of secondary
school teachers and curriculum .specialists, and Cal-OSAP project director,
and representatives from the Community Colleges, the California State Univer-
sity, the University of California,.and the California Postsecondary Educa--
tion Commission.

Commission staff supports thy: types of activities and relationships proposed
under-the CAPP legislation as consistent with the C6nunission's assessment of
thOse strategies and services. that heve proven effective in achieving the
aims, of the equal educational opportunity policy. Commission staff recommends
that funds be. provided in the 1984-85 budget for CAPP projects.

5. Encourage transfer of ethnic minority students
rrom Community Colleg6 to four-year institutions

Currently several projects are underway and several bills are under discus-
sion in the Legislature that seett to remedy the low rates of ethnic minority
student transfer from.Community Colleges to four-year institutions. .Among
these are pilot projects funded by the Ford Foundation at several California
Community Colleges, a variety of. local institutional and regional intersegmen-
tal activities to identity prospective transfer studenti and provide 'support
services to increase their likelihood of tragsferring, a bill that would
establish .transfer Centers at all Community Colleges and 'a bill requiring
data rfgarding the number of EOPS students who transfer to four-year colllees.
In addltion, although not aimed directly at ethnic minority students, the
Commission gas appointed, an Ad Hoc Committee which is asseqsing the "health"
of the transfer function and be making recommendations regarling the
transfer function Aid examining pqicy issues,

/0'
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In a report to the Legislature late last year evaluating three pilot project3

funded to increase .t.he transfer rates of ethnir minority students (1983c),

Commission staff concluded that while these projects succeeded in identifying

barriers to transfer, they were not successful in incresing the transfer

rates of students during their funding period. Any new efforts should

address this problem tntersegmentally, including secondary schools where

ethnic minority students can be motivated toward a goal of completing baccv

laureate degree programs. At the same time, these efforts lshould 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 finan6.ally able to enter four -year institu-

'tions-directly out of high school. Granted that this task-is not simple,

given the varying constituents that Community Colleges are requested to

serve. However, the large concentration of minority students in Community

Colleges warrants new initiatives withladequate resources: and time to test

.varied approaches to remedying the existing situation.

JA
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APPENDIX A

Enrollment and Program Completion Trends
of Underrepres'ented Ethnic Minority Students

From data available to the Commission, California's iostsecondary institutions
appear to be having mi3ced success in achieying thlt State's goals of equal
educational opportunity, given the first-time freshMan enrollment and comple-
tion rates of Hispaaics and Blacks -- the two primary targeted underrepre-
sented ethnic minority groupa. In most cases, there have been iriereases in
.the 'pool of Hispanic students eligible to attend four-year institutions, but
a continuing enrollment decl-fte among Black students. Both groups remain.
severely underrepresented in the University and State University, although
they are not underrepresented in the Community Collegeq. Hispanic women
students are not only more heavily cpncentrated id, the Community Colleges
than in the other Ewo segments, eheir transfer ,rates 'to these segments
remain particularly low. A similar situation exists among Black.male students:
few attend four-year institutions directly out of high school and enroll
instead in Community Colleges, where their transfer rate and thzq of Black
women also is low. Among the 5,305 students who transferred from Community
Colleges to the University of California in 1983, 472, or 8.9 percent, were
Hispanic, and 223, or 4.2 percent, were Blacks. Of 'the 30,274 Community
College students who transferr&I to the California State University that
year, 9.7 percent, or 2,937, were Hispanic, while 6.6 percent, or 1,998,
were Black.

What is obvious from these findings is.that strategies are needed that both
increase enrollment across the b9ard 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 woiking with Hispanic women and
Black men.

In. addition, although American Indians are not considered underrepresented
,overall in California postsecondary education, based on reported.data, they
require additional prepara.5.aey and outreach services to.insureAphat they are
eligible. for- postsecondary education, as well as postsecond4ry 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 Commission's current study of the
elgibility pool for University and State University admission.. The'following
paragraphs summarize data Currently available to the Commission about the
freshman enTollments and baccalaureate and master's degree completion rates
of both men and women combined from these selferal ethnic.,groups as well as
of Asian students. Figures 1 through .7 mid 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, those of the University on blue
paper, and those of .the Community Colleges on green paper.
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HISPANIC STUDE S

First-Time Freshman Enrollment

The California State University: In 1977, Hievarties, 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 1.977 to 2,433 in 1983.

University of California: In 1977, of the 14,000 first-time freshme enroll-

ing in the University of California, 708, or 5.4 percent, were Hisp ic. By

1983, their representation had increased only slightly -- up 0.9 rcent, or

less than 300.

California Community Colleges! Comparing 1977 and 1983, the number of

Hispanic firqt-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 0.7 to 14.0 per-cent. This growth in the

number Hispanic student6 attending Community Colleges directly out of
high school can be attributed to is number of factors, including- outreach
efforp to increase their enrollment in postsecondary education in general.
Noneaeless, this increased access to postsecondary education via Community
CollegeS does not seem to be having a positive impact on their participation
rates in four-year institutions, particularly as transfer students.

4

Graduation sates

The California State University: Hispanics have made some gains in their

number and Percentageof bachelor degrees earned at the State University
from,20150 in 1977 -.78 to 2,473 in 1981-82 and from 6,3 percedt.to 7,.4 percent.
Data on their.areas of concentration reveal a subs.antial- increase in the
number receiving degrees in engineering and business and management. I

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. .

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

graduate level.

University of California: Although onlIr828 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 mister's level, although
the overall number pf Hispanic prograni completers at this level is signifi-
cantly lower than at the baccalaureate level -- 121 (3.0 percent) in 1977

compared to 193 (4.7 percent) in 1981. These increases indicate that success-

ful strategies do,exist and should be expanded.

1
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BLACK STUDENTS

First-time Ft4tshman Enreillment

No,

\. The CaliTornia State University: Blacks have declined as a percentage of
State University first-time freshmen. Thus, while their headcount number
increased from 1,283 Nin,1977 compared to 1,544 in 1983, their percentage
dropped by 1.3 points -- from 8.6 to 7.3 percent of all State University
first-time freshmen.

4

JIniversity-of California: The same numerical increase among Black students
has not held at the University of daliforna, where both their number and
percentage-among all first-time feshmen declined from 630 o-t. 4.4 percent
in 1977 compared to 571 or 3.4 percent in 1983.

California ,Community_ Colleges: Black studen6 have made no app ciable gain
in their pet-ventage of first -time freshman enrollment at the !inanity
Colleges comparing 1977 and 1982. Their percentage remained at out 10
percen;L, while otper ethnic groups, ,primarily _Asians and Hispanics, made
discernible percentege gains.

GraduatiQn Rates.

The California State University: In 1977-78, 1,65t or 4.8percent of the
34,343 bachelor's degrees granted by the State University ere 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
significant change, howevercoccurred in the distribution of degrees between
Black men and women: 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 continue to decline, while those of Black women continue to
increase.

At the master's level< Blacks, like Hispanics, continue to be severely
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,leclined slightly -- from 247
campred to 234 -- but the numerical decline in degrees awarded to Black
male students was greapter from 127 to 11,1.

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).

4udents als# experienced a 27 p'ercent declide in their number ,of
master-'s degrees -- from 166 in 1977-78 to 121 in 1981-82 -- but the number
of these degrees awarded to glack *omen. increased, while men's declined.

.1
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AMERICAN INDIANS

First-Time Freshman enrollment

California State University: Virtually no change has occurred in either. the

percentage or number of AmericauIndian students enrolling as first-time
fres*On in the State Universyytomparing 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 1033 of nine students.

University of California: While the proportion of American Indians among
the fi t-time freshmen at the University of California" remained the same
for 1977 and 1983 (0.4 percent), a net gain of 13, from 57 to 70, occurred
in the number of these students. ,

California Community Colleges: American Indian first-time freshman enrollment
remained under 2percent comparing 1977 4nd 1982, but increased from 3,392
(1.4%) 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.

University of Chlifornia: 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 abopt one-half oilOdneqiercent of all 18,000

bachelor's degrees it granted during both years.
,

.
i

Of the roughly 4,000 master's degrees 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.

r

ASIA. STUDENTS

Tables 7-13 reflectpsiinificant increases-in AY'an students' participation
and completion rates among all three segments of public postsecondary educa-
tion in California. Two groups among these stitdents Filipino aneln:do-

Chinese -- warrant particdlar domments.

-28-
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Filipino Students

Data from the three segments on student ethnicity' usually do not isolate
Filipino students from other Asian groups. In addition, Filipino students
are counted as "underrepresented" in only the two party of the State where
they are most highly concentrated -- Los Angeles and the San Francisco Bay
area. Where data are avaLlable

efforts
these student 4, the segments indicate

that devdlopmental and outreach efforts are in priice to recruit and retain
them and that there have been increases in their participation and
completion rates.

Indo-Chinese Students

The sharp rise in the participation and completion rates among Asian
students in recent years may be attributed in large part, to the large number

,:of Indo-Chinese immigrants settling in California beginning in the late
1970s.

TABLE 6 Sex and Ethnicity of All 1982 -83 High School Graduates
and All Public School Graduates in the Commission's
Current Sample of High Schools and of All 1980-81
Public School Graduates

1982'-83 Sample df Graduates 1980-81 Graduates
All Schools Ail Public Schools All.Public Schools

Number Percent Number Percent Percent

Men'' 11,7,014 49.5%
. 105;270 49.6% 49.1%

Women 119,57'2 50.5 106,869 50.4 _ 50.9

Numbed' 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
Hispanic .41,285 17.5 *v, 38,65d 17.7 15.7
American dndianP 1,714 0.7 , 1,629 0.7 0.7
Asian 13,237 5.6 12,568. 5.8 5.1
Filipino 3,604 ..1.5 3,287 1.5 1.3

1

Number of Schools 1,18Q- 1,108 100.0

Source: California llostsecondary Education Commission

st, Opy.AyApkBLE,
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FIGURE 1 (51 First-Time Freshmen Expressed as a
Percent .of Total First-Time Freshmen Enrolled at
the California State University,- Fall 1977 and
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

Number or
Year Percent

1977 Headcount
Percent

1983 Headcount
Percent

Change in
Proportion
for Each
Ethnic
Group 1977
Compared to
1983

Source: California

THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY

White Black Hispanic
American
Indian Asian Total

11,347 1,343' 1,283 167 1,345 15,485

73.3 8.6 8.3 ' 1.1 8.7. 100.0

13,920 1,554 2,433 159 3,119 21,185

65.7 7.3 11.5 0.8 14.7 100.0

-7.6 -1.3 +3.2 -0.3 , +6.0

Postsecondary

*Non-respondents and non-resident

Education CoMmistion.

alin$ not included.
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4 FIGURE 2 Ethnicity of First-Time Freshmen Expres'sed as a
Percent of TotalFirst-T4me Freshmen Enrolled at
the University of California, Fall .L977 and
Fall 1983
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TABLE 8 Ethnici
of Cali
Proport
183

Number or
/ear Percent

1977 Headcount
Percent.

1983 Headcount
Percent

Change in

Proportion
for Each
Ethnic
Group 1977
Compared to
1983

Source:

5 , 4 6

0.4 0,4
1 1

t'\1NC-54 -4)

FALL 1977

FALL 1983

tg of First-Time' Freshmen at the University
fornia, and Percintage Point Change in Their
ion of the Total Between Fall 1977 and Fall

California

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA.'

American
White. Black Hispanic Indian Asian. Total

10j67 630 768
36.0 4.4 5.4

11,529 571' 1,043
69.6 3.4 6.3

-6.40 -1.0 +0.9

5A, 1,955 14,177
0.4 7 13.8 100.0

70 3,352 16,565
0.4 20.3 100.0

No Change +6.5

Postsecondary Education Commission.

*Non-respondents and non-resident

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
U,

aliens not inclutied.
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FIGURE 3 Ethnicity of First-Time Freshmen Expressed as a
Percent of Tatal First-Time Freshmen Enrolled-at
the California Community Colleges, Fall 1977 and
Fall 1983
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TABLE 9 Ethnicity of Full and Part -Time First-Time Freshmen at
the California Community Colleges, and Percentage Point
Change in Their Proportion of the Total Between
Fq11_1977 and Fall 1983

CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES

-) Number or
Year Percent White Black

1977 Headcount 173,353 23,761

Percent 73.1 10.0

1983, , Headcount 158,484 24,515

Percent 66.1 10.2

Change in
Proportion
for Each
Ethnic
Group 1937
Compared to
1983

Source: California

-7.6 -1.3

Postsecondary

*Non-respondents and non-resident

American
Hispanic Indian Asian Total

25,263
10.7

33,713"
14.0

+3.2

_3,392 11,325 237,094
1.4 - 4.8' 100.0

4,063 19,189 239,964

1.7: 1 8.0 -,100.0

-0.3 6.0

Education Commission.

aliens not. included.
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FIGURE 4 Ethnicity of Saccalaureate Degree Recipients Expressed
as a Percent of Total Baccalaureate Recipients dt the
California State Urfiversitv, 1977-78 and

198i.--132
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TABLE 10 Ethnicity of Baccalaureate Degree Recipients at the
California State University, and Percentage Change
in Their Proportion of All BaccalaureAte Degree
Recipients, 1977-78 to 1981-82

Number or
Year Percent

1977-78 Number
Percent

1981-82 Number
Percent

Change in
Proportion
for Each
Ethnic
Group
19,7-78
Compared
to 1981-82

THE CALIFORNIA' STATE UNIVERSITY

White Black Hispanic
American
'Indian Asian To .1

27,847 1,656 2,150 408 2,282 34,343
81.1 4.$ 6.3 1.2 6.6 100.0

25,766 1,715 2,473 444 3,047 33,445
77.1 5.1 7.4 1.3 9.1 100.0

-4.0 +0.3 +1,1 +0.1 +2.5

Source:' California Postsecondary

'Non- respondents and non- resident

BESICLIFAVkILABLE

Education Commispion.

aligns not included.
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Ethnicity of Master's Degree. RecipAhts Expressed
as a Percent of Total Master's'Degree Recipients
at the California State University, 1977-78 &QC/
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TABLE 11 Ethnicity cif Master's Degree Recipi6nts at the .

California State.Universitv, and Percent4ge Change
in Their Proportion of All Master'S Degree Recipients,
1977-78 to 1981-82

Year

1977-78

1981-82

THE CALIFORNIASTATE UNIVERSITY

Number or
Percent White Black Hispanic

American
Indian Asian Total

n-
?

Number 5,583 374 't327 76 398 6,758

Percent " 82.7 5.5 4.8 1.1 5.9 100.0

. Number 5,314 345 387 107 . 486

Percent 80.1 5.2 . 5.8 1.6 . 7.3. -100.0

Change in
Proportion
for Each

.

Ethnic, -2.6 -0.3 +1.0 +0.5 +1.4

Group
q

1977-78
Compared
to 1981-82

Source: California Postsecondary Education Commission.
. .

*Non- respondents and non-resident aljens not included.

-34%.
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FIGURE 6 Ethnicity of BaccalaUreate Degree Recipients
Expressed as a Per &ent of Total Baccalaureate
Degree Rdcipients at the University of California
1977 -7$ and 1981-82
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TABLE 12 Ethnicity of"Baccalaureate Degree Recipients at the
University of California, and Percentage Change in
Their Proportion of All Batcalaureate.Degree
Recipients, 1V7-78 to 1981-82

N. UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
N. ../

Number or America
Year Percent White Black Hispanic Indian

1977-78 Number . 15,033 567' 628. 91
Percent 83.0 3.1 .3.5 0.5

4
. /

.

1981-82 Number 14,217 447 . 828 82 '\'

Percent 79.6 2.5 4.6 0.5

Change in
Proportion
for, Each

Ethnic -3.4 -0.6 . +1.1 No Change
Group
1977 -78 . 6

Asian Total

,790 18,109
9.9 100.0

2,293 17,867
.12.8 100.0

+2.9

Compared , .

to 1981-82 ,

SOurce: California Postsecondary.Edupation Co6mission.

*Non-respondents .and, non-resident aliens nett included.
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FI9UR 7 Etfindcity of Master's Degree Recipienjs
,'Expressed' as a Percent of Total Master's Degree

Recipients at the University of California '

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 tn
Their Proportion of-All Master's Degree Re- ipients,
1977-78 to 1981-82

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

1 40

Number O. , American
Year Percent : White Black

/

Indian Asian Total

.197-78 Number 3,373 166. 121 25 287 3,972 1

Percent 84.9 4.2 3.0 0.6 7.3 100.0

1981-82 Number 3,407 121 193 "'"122 368 4,111
Percent 82.9 2.9 4.7 0.5 9.0 100.0

Change in
Proportion
for Each:
Ethnic
Group -1'

1977-78
Compared'
to 1981-82

. -2.0 -1.3 +1.7 -0.1 +1.7 ,

Source., California Postsb.condary Education Commission.

*?Non- respondents and non -'resident aliens not included.
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APPENDIX Bt,

Summary of Equal Educational Opportunity Programs

California State University Core Student
Affirmative Action Program (CORE-SAA) '39 .

California State University Educational 6

Opportunity Program (EOP)"
4.5

California Student Opportunity and Access
Program (Cal-SOAP) 49

MathematiCs, Engineering, Science Achievement (MESA) 53

Minority Engineering Program (MEP) 57

University of California Academic Enrichment Programs

University of California Academic qupport Services 63

University of California Early Outreach Program 66

University of C ,4ifornia Immediate Outrea.01 Program 68

California State Department of gducation,.
Special Projects Unit- 70

Ale
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CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY
CORE STUDENT AFFIRMATIVE ACTION PROGRAM

INTRODUCTION

The Core Student Affirmative Action program is designed to respond to the
underrepresentation of ethnic minorities, low-income individuals, and women
who are regularly Admissible to the California State .University system. As
implemented on each campus the State University-system in 1980-81, the
"Core' program provides f: (1) intensive outreach at the undergraduate
and-graduate llrel.toicithtify and assist regularly eligible applicants; (2)
expansion of bisic retention efforts for minority, low-income and women
students; and (3) educational enhancement and improvement in counselor and
teacher pre ration.

In 1998-79,'State General Fund support ($130,000) was Rrovded foc' pilot
outreach efforts by three State University campuses Dominguez Hills, Fresno,
and San Jose. The primary emphasis of each of these pilot projects was to
experiment with nontraditional outreach approaches. At.the Fresno campus,.
for example, the primaryl-objective was to increase the enrolOW 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.

In 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 or

the four CSUlkampuses located in the Los Angeles Basin a unique regional
outreach effort in conjunction with theLos Angeles 'Unified School District;
and (3) establish on two CSU campuses ;regional outreach approaches in rural
settings. The project in the LoAngelea area linked four GSU campuses with
17 high schools, in a cooperitive program with four basic components: (1) a.
regional'advisory group with representatives from the hilh schools, Community
Colleges, aqd the State University, which had the responsibility to "coordi-
nate and deploy available resources to meet most effectively the needs of
the regilpn;" (2) paraprofessional-outreach to high schools, with trained
college students assisting professional staff; (3) extensive i0olvement of
parents in the outreach effort; and (4) counselor in-service trpining programs
designed to develop workshop models and materials whichwifl rovide relevant
and accurate information to counselors to, increase their awareness of the
needs of ethnic minority stOdents.

As a result of these pilot projectg, 4,169 applications to higher education
institutions were -generated. Of these applicaticos, 3,261 were offered
admission to a college or university? Of the nearly 4,200 applications
generated, 47.8 percent were to CSU campuses, 36.6 percent were to Community
College campuses; and 15..6 percent were to theUnivrsity of California or
other institutions (independent colleges, out-of-state colleges).

1
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In 1980-81 nand subsequent years, State General Fund support was provided to

establish and operate a "Core Student Affirmative Action" effort ,om all 19

CSU campuses. Each campus devhloped a action plan designed to coordinate

kand expand, whore necessary, existing rvices, resources,' personnel, and

policies within the areas of outreach, etention/supportive services, and

educational enhancemerit. Through a competitive proposal review proces.s,

available funding is allocated among the 19 campuses, with the funding

levels during 1982-83 ranging from, low of $50,618 to $165,879. (Repre-

sentatives from the Department of Finance, Legislative Budget Committee, and

the Poltsecondary Education Commission participated 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 c,irected to the

family unit; (2) .expanded .direct relations between the University and the

minority community; (3) use of nontraditional, culturally sensitive media

and information dissemination practices; (4) development of a more supportlys,o-

college environment; (5) CSU faculty and staff in-service activities; (6)

intersegmental cooperation between high schools, Community Colleges, the

University of California, and other postsecondary institutions; and (7)

improvement and augmentation of counselor and teachtr education programs.

In P980-81, Available ftinds were alli.cated with 60 percent for outreach, 30

r percent for retention, and 10 percent for educational enhancement.. Dilring

aobsequentr years, 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 pilot projects. The primary

objectsive of she centers was to augment current retention resou through

41?19the development of a centralized inteke, diagnostic, milt referr mnK anism

that would assist SAA target,studentk to better utiliz4 existing resou es.

The five campuses with these referral centers were: Chico, Dominguez, Hills,

Northridge, San Jose, and Sonoma. In 1982-83, CSU, Fresno was added to this

experiment.

For 1982-83, administrative provision for MESA was shifted to the State

Department of Education. This resulted in a $262,00 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 canipus

was in the planning mode which means that all CSU camplises have operatiotial

Core SAA efforts.

FUNDING HISTORY

197a79 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1982 831.

$130,000 $730,000 $1,881,828 $2,389,481 12,558,489

46
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NUMBERS-SERVED,,

A

The CSU Chancellor's Officeannually publishes a _report entitled "Funded
Student Affirmative Action Projects in the California State University:
Activities and Accomplishments" which provides detailed information concerning
the number of outreach and retention activities, the number of participants.
in each activity, the number of applications generated, and the number of
applications accepted.

These-reports provide the following information:

. Outreach Activity

-5

Outreach events

Number of distinct participants

Number Of applications generated*

Number of applications accepted*

1980-81

.

3,1981-82 1982-83

4

1,392

48,991

6,930

4,440

1,139

41,913

7,530

5,143
t

1,307

47,772**

9,850

6,670

*Includes applications o, all segments of higher education.
*';Includes 551 graduate outreach participants.

Retention Activity

These retention activities include: academic advisory, counseling, tutoring,
peer mentor, faculty mentor, orientation, workshops, cultural events, referrals,
learning assistance, and testing.

1980-81 1981 -82 1982-83

Number of distinit partiCipants. 5,964 ,

Referral Center Projects: Numbe'r of
distinct participants

Educational Enhancement Activity

3,739

1,380

8,495

2,935

These edutationatephancement activities include: campus and field in-service
sessions, campus and field class presentations, and campus and comma pity
organization presentations.

-417. 47



0

. 1980-81 1981482 198283
p

Educational Enhancement Activities 81 4'S-52 532

Number of participants 6,581 7,254 9,533

,

EVALUATION DATA

Since the Core SAA prograis in the fourth year of its operation, the data'

necessary for a comprehenlave assessment of the program are not yet available.

The Postlecondary Education Commission, which has the responsibility to

evaluate the program, reported in a review of the program published in

January 1983, that:

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

implementing the Core program. This process reflects the involvement of

senior campus administ'ators and faculty as well as strong administrative

support from the Chancellor's Office.

o The outreach component of the Core program has been positively'received

by high school COunaelqrs and-staff, who regard the Core staff as tellable,

well-trained, and effective. Available data indicate that increasing
numbers of minority students from secondary vhools served by the Core

program are enrolling in corlege-.
41.

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 outreach services on most of these

campuses. Better coordination among these offices will .increase the
effective use of the limited resources available for this function. The

Office Of Student Outreach SeAces on the San Dieg6 State Utliversity
campus provides a model for outreach coordination that other campuses

might well adopt.

o
40)

Most State University ciMpuses have not ehcceeded in establishing inters eg-

mental outreach efforts. The Chancellor's Office has prescribed that
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 objective,

and most State University outreach-staff have only limited contact with

their University of California colleagues. 1

o Finally, the Chancellor's Office has developed an effective irocess for

diAtributing Stat*=funds to those campuses making the most progress in

'implementing the Core program. Its competitive grant approach has stimu-
lated institutional efforts at student affirmative action; rewarded those

campuses that demonstrate high commitment and successful efforts; and

penalized those with lower ttommitmeir and success. As the Core,program

moves into its fourth year, the funding cycle for campuses with successful

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

-42-



competitive !element. while reducing time consuming proposal preparation on
these campuies.

During the coming year, the Commission will complete a comprehensive evalusa-
tion of .the Core SAA program.

4-
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CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY
EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY PROGRAM (EOP)

INTRODUCTION

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

directed toward the goal of providi4ig access-and academic/financial support
for low-inpme, disadvantaged students who have the potential to succeed
academicalAY in accredited curricula. The grogram focuses on disadvantaged
itudents with high academic potential and motivation to attend college,-but
who may not otherwise attend because of circumstances beyond their control,.
The focus of EOP is to admit opsadvantaged students, thus an EOP student can
be admitted as regularly-admissible or as an exception to regular admissions.

The Educational Opportunity Prqgram enrolls both high school students -- pri-
marily seniors -- and transfers from Community Colleges who need support
services to succeed at the University. Each campus serves high 'schools
within its service area that hate a high ptpulation of disadvantaged/minority
students.

EOP admits-students-based on Pout- major factors:

1. Applicants who are educationally disadvantaged andzkrequire EOP support
services to succeed;

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

3. Potential for-succestin CSU-acciedited curricula; and

4. Level of educational, cu'tural, and environmental disadvantageness

While access i6 a major focus of the EOP program, retention is just as
important. EOP provides a continuum of services begi7ning with recruitment
through admissions, with a heavy emphasis on tutorin and counseling. As
CSU's most comprehensive program serving minorities, the' Educational Opportun-
ity Program provides the following:-

Recruitment

High school and college on-site visits

Campus tours

Bilingual outreach efforts

Presentations to parents

Cultural events

-45-
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Admissions

Application review and processing

Applicatibn and follow'up

Admissions interviews

Admissions screening

Recommendation for admissions

( .

Pre-Enrollment Services

Diagnostic testing
1

Course) election counAling

Ortientation

Campus orientation

Library tours

Campus,program visits

Learning center touts

Financial Assistance

I

-t

LOOP grants to financially needy students

c., s

Summer Programs

Improvement of academic skills for new enrollees

Classroom instruction

Retention Services

Peer tutoring

Academic adVising

Personal. counseling

Career Cunseling

Learning skills services

Subject labs

' 51
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FUNDU(G HISTORY

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

$11,965,'859 $12,602,984 $13,460,955 $14,890,849 $14,784(,208 $14,452,402

Fifty percent of ,the budgetis allocated for EOP grants to assist students
with financial need. r' .

STUDENTS SERVED

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

1978-79' 1979-80 1980-81

13,799 114,797

'1981-82

15,225 15,139

1982-83

13,799

(Budgeted figure per staffing formula. Actual data will be higher.)

1983-84

12,6b1

Among new EOP enrollees in 1981-82, 35.6 percent were Black, 27.3,percent
were Chicano, and 10.5 percent were white.

EVALIXATION DATA
4

The Chancellor's Office annually collects comprehensive data pelvaining to .

EOP students. In -fact, among equal educational opportunity programs, this
program appears to have the most comprehensive data network, including
information about the academic performance and graduation rates of student,s
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 large 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 thtin 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 acadeihic
reasons; the first-year retention rate for new enrollee was 87.1 percent;

2. 708 of the seniors enrolled were graduated, with the largest number of
these majoring. in Business Management (147) and Public Affairs and
Services (99); and

-47-
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3.- The mean total GPA for all EOP students in 1980-81 was ;2.31.

For 1981-82, the Chancellor's Office ports that:

1. Among the 5,499 new EOP enrollees in 1981-82, only 186 were disqualified

for acadehic reasons; the first-year retention rate for new enrollees

was 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 Sciences

(117); (the number of graduates will increase since not all graduations
are officially posted until after the spring term); and

3.- The mcan total GPA for all EOP students enrolled in 1981 -82 was 2.32.

The Educational Opportunity Program continues to significantly impact CSO

enrollmeAt and to service minority students.' Examples are:

o 6,000 new disadvantaged minority students are enrolled tiy the program
each year, representing approximately 30 percent of all new CSU freshman

enrollees.

o 17,300 disadvantaged students enrolled in the pitgram, representing 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 11-year period between 1969 and 1980, 70,000 students enrolled
in EOP and 11,353* graduated, represehting. 18.4 perceht of those enrolled.

o Each year, EOP provides over $7 million in grafts to financially 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 they program across 19 campuses.

o Btlihgual brochure and booklet for parents of Hispanic students.

o 1969-1979 graduates: Campus reported data, 1981.

-co
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CALIFORNIA S`UDOT 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
school and Community College students. The projects are also expected to
reduce\unnecep6dry 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 g4s-nt-awards, as selected. by the Student Aid Commis-
sion, ate the following:

1. Central Coast EOP/S ConsortiUm
(Prokict AQUI) -(Santa

2. East Bay Consortium

Clara County)

3. San Diego County Cal-SOAP Consortium

4. Solano University and Community
.College Education Support Services
(SUCCESS) (Solano-Yolo Counties)

5. South Coast EOP/S Consortium
(Orange County)

ur for 1983-84; Central Coast not funded.

1980-81 1981-82

$41,400

$50,

$71,000

$36,000

$62,100

$86,250

$43,800 $54,970
A

$43,800 $54,970

1982-83 198384

$36,530, -O-

.

$55,591 $64,723

$81,174 $90,306

$54,965 $60,097

$50t965 $60,097

ends which might have gone to Central Coast were distributed among the four
remaining projects, for a special emphasis on Community College transfers;
the San Diego allotment is exclusive of a special grant of $39,000 for a junior
high school program.

Each project targets students who meet the income-eligibility requirements
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
postsecondary opportunities; each project cgptains elements of both goa16.

(7t
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FUNDING HISTORY

1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 19P3-84

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

NUMBERS SERVED

$275,225 $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 projects

_

1. Central Coast EOP/S Consortium (Profect AQUI)
High School Students Served

(unduplicated number)
Community College Students Served

( unduplicated number)
TAal expenditures, 1981-82
Total expenditures per student served

2 East Bay Condprtium
High School Students Served

(unduplicated number)'
Community College Students Served

(unduplicated number)
Total Expenditures, 1981-82
Total Expenditti.res Per Student Served

3. San Diego County Cal-SOAP Consortium
High School Stdents 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

-50-
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1981-82 82 -83

..

296 299

93 64

$ 78,000 $ 87,252
$ 201 $ 240

7'03 1,644

208 115

$124,652 $116,915

$ 132 $ 65

3,933 3,821

545 1,297

$251,609 $226,063
56 44

324 572

13 61

$104,287 . *$102,289

$ 309 $ 162



S. South Coast EOP/S Consortium
High School Students Served

(unduplicated number) . .
. 642 41 3 402

ComTunity _College Students Served
(unduplicated number)

Total Expenditures, 1981-82
Total) Expenditures Per Student Served

...
,

45

$126,681
$ 184

i239
,

$ 35-.

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

EVALUATION DATA

*The possibility of the Postsecondary Education Commission for evaluating
the Cal-SOAP pilot projects was discharad with the filing of a final report
with 'the Legislature early in 1983. F67. the most part, the Commission's
,report covers the program through the year 1981-82-.

The California Student Aid Commission,aSsumed therespoasiOility for,contia-
uing the evaluation for the two final years of the pilot program, 1982-83
and 1983-84.

The evaluaion for 4982-83 was carried out by representatives of the Student
Aid Commission who have been assoCiAed 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
"third quarter of the current yeafi.

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

.separately.

East Bay
1,

It is recognized that the East Bay project.underwent desirable
organizational changes in'1982-83, though the separation from the
Educational Guidance Center had some °negative impact, undoubtedly,
on aspects of the program . . . . In total,,East Bay is to be
commended for- many positive prftram aspeCts and the significant
strengthening of the consortium.

San Diego'

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

i(
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's.p.gmented through strong project le-adership into a well-balanced

and involved consoftium. Emphasizing from the beginning wide
outreach in preferehce to concentrated work with small groups or

individuals, the San Diego project has compiled impressive and

fully supportable statistics; in so doing, it ha's provided a model

for Cal-SOAP type service to a large urban area.

Solano SUCCESS
ir

The program has been well managed; consortium organization and

isupport have been outstanding. The problems of geography inherent

in a "rural" project have been attackip with industry andlimagiaa-

tion.

South Coast

South Coast incr ed its outreach significantly in 1982-83.

Especially to be ed: 1. The expanded service to transfer students;
the project's leadership in campus visitation involving many high

schools and colleges in the area; the increased 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 tie amount allocated 4y .the UC System is'open to

question, and institutional participation needs to be fulkther

stabil'zed. In total, a very good)year6.1.--Cal-SOAP service.

1\A

Central Coast

The Student Aid Commission's decision not to fund the projegt for

1983-84 was based on the following reasons: Lack of parti4pation
in this project by the public four-year colleges within the region;

instability in'the services provided to secondary schools; decreas-
ing financial support from the member institutions within 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.

The enabling legislation specified that the pilot Cal-SOAP projects should

not continue beyond June 30, 1983. In'the 1982-83 Budget Act, the Legisla-

ture extended this deadline to June 30, 1984.,k The Postsecondary Education
Commission has-recommended that a new Cal-SOAP program be established in

summer 1984, with tilt newivegram hsving'a narrower range of projects embody-

ing critical featur of the existing interinstitutional efforts which have
been successful.

f



C.

MATHEMATICS, ENGINEERING, SCIENCE ACHIPVENT (MESA) PROGRAM

INTRODUCTION
VP

The Mathematics, Engineering, Science Achievement (MESA) Program is a multi- 1

component effoK,t 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, and (2) to increase the number of
students who actually complete a college prograai 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 In

4
ians, 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

The primary goal of the MESA Pre-college program is to increase the number
of California high school greivates from-underrepresented ethnic groups with
the neededvinformation and academic preparation in mathematics, science, and
English to pursue a university or college education in a mathematics-based
field. The specific objectives of the program areto:

._- 1. Increase the number of students from target ethnic groups who major in
mathematics, engineering, and the physical sciences in college;

2k Promote career awareness so that participating students mv learn of
opportunities in the mathematics- and science-related profesNOIns early
to prepare for. them; and

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

The MESA Pre-College program began in 1970 with 25 students at Oakland
Technical Ugh 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. Each center is working with
4 to 13 senior high schools and serving from 80 to 400 sttudents. In addition,
the MESA Pre-College program has been replidated 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 acadeTic programs; parent
meetings; incentive awards; academic and career codhseling; recognition
events; and field trips to industrial plants, research centers, universities,
engineering firms, and computer centers.

-53-
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I The criteria used for selecting participaffits are:

1. Completiott of Algebra T before the end of the 10th grade and enrollment

in the next'academic mathematics class;

2. Interest in a career that requires a year of calculus; and

3. Membership in A minority group underrepresented in mathematics and the

related professions.

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

co/legfatpreparatory mathematics, English and science courses, maintain an

above-Average grade point average, and participate in the MESA-sponSored

activities. A

FUNDING HISTORY

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

$481,479 $728,598 . $1,020,550 $1,044,000 $1,200,000 $1,400,000

During fiscal year 1983-84, the .SA Pre-College irogram wak funded 14'

percent by the Hewlett Foundation, 21 percent by private industry, and 65

percent- by the State General Fund.

NUMBERS SERVED

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

1,517 2,232 2,251 2;673 '3,382 4,015

EVALUATION DATA

The MESA statewide office is gathering the data necessary to assess the

impact of the program on the students served. _paged on date. provided by

that office, of the 665 MESA high school graduates in (June 081, 94 percent

were enrolled in college and 68 percent of those began studies in a-math-based.

discipline (engineering, life science; business administration/economics,
computer .science, and mathematics). Of the 785 June 1982 graduates, 90

percent were enrolled in college and 68 percent of those cho'se math-based

fields. Of the 890 MESA high school graduates in June 1983, over 93 percent,

indica%ed an intention to enroll in college and over 61 percent-indicated

they wauld major in a math-based field of study. An 'independent evaluation

of MESA was completed in December 1982; through funds provided by the Hewlett

-54-
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Foundation. Results of the study indicated that MESA is sueeessfullfcontrib-
uting to the pool of minority students pursuing degrees in in.
related fields. Among the evaluation's findings:

o MkSA was perceived i;vs effective by. program coordinators, advisors-, students,
and parents.

o Data on aOdemic 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.

4'
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MESA UNIVERSITY PROGRAM (MEP)

INTRODUCTION

During 1982-83, MESA developed a new initiative to create and support minority
engineering grograms (HUB) at 14-California universities.

This initiative was the vault of a growing concern about low retention
c-ratee'of minority engineering students-in both California and the nation.
Nationally, \while,thA number of minority engineering freshmen has increased
rapidly over th'e past 10 years, the percentage of them graduating 5 years
from entry has steadily declined. In California; the retention rate to

.graduatiod for minority engineering studelit's is less than one-half that or
all students.

The primary goal of the REP initiative is to increase the number of underrep-
resented minority students graduating from California engineering schools.
The establishment of REP programs extendsMESA's pipelint from the end of
the 9th grade year through graduation from -College,. Through this.initi'ative,
the retention rate of MESA high school graduates will be substantially
increased, thereby increasing the overall efectNiveness of MESA.

Rather than take a "reinvent the wheel" approach, the MEP initiative involves
implementation 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 enginering. By building "academically based" support programs, the
program leverages the fiscal, human, and physical plant resources of the
engineering school.

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

1. Recruitment and Admissions: MEP staff assist students in completing the
application for admission and work with the admissions p cess to ensure
that all qualified applicants are admitted to the Univ rsity and to the
MEP program.

2. 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.

3. Freshman-Year Transition: Participants are provid;c1 with a structured
freshman-year transition program consisting of: (a) otientatlon and
adjustment to the environment of the institution, (b) study skills
building, (c) special academic support, (d) monit ring student progress,
and (e) motivation and career awareness.
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4. Counseling: Trirget students benefit from intensive academic advisement
and, personal counseling coordinated through the MEP program.

5. Student Ludy Center: Each MEP program offers participants A large,

contiguous study center that houses additionatexts and materipls, and

is the site for supervised student study groups and-tutorial progEams.

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

employment with industry.

7. Financial Aid: MEP staff work to genarate special financial aid and
scholarshiPTresources specifically for MEP stadents.

8. Student Orjanizations: 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 -$3. These included

four UC campuses, nine CSU campuses, andone 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 grants 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.

FUNDING HISTORY

A total of $7160,000 was allocated to the MEP centers for 1982-83. Of She

total, $480,000 was provided by MESA with the remaining $280,000 coming from

the-UC and CSU a/stems 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:

MEP III Total

UC, Berkeley ' $44,000 $20,000 $ 64,000

UCLA 40,000 16,-000 56,000.

UC,
\
Santa Barbara 34,000 16,000 50,000

UC, Davis 44,500 19,000 . 63,500
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CSU, Fresno

CSU, Nthridge

CSU, Sacramento

San Diego State

Cal Poly, Pomona

CSU, Long Beach

CSU, Los Angeles

San Jose State

USC

Cal Poly, Sly/Luis Obispo

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

-awe

29,644 20,356 50,000

62,42 44,014 106,256

29,644 20,356 50,000

17,800 29,644 47,444

24,555 25,445 50,000

50,000 50,000

33,555 25,445 59,000

32,572 19,728 52,300

40,000 ** 4ON0
29,644 20,356 5.0,000

In addition-to the funds received from the State through TIP and from MESA,

74

programs also received matching support from thelochl campus and are encour-
aged to seek support from private ind try. It is estimated that the 14

cc ters receive an additional amount of $600,000, bOnging the total funding
to $1,400,000.

A

EVALUATION DATA

Over 1,000 students part cipated in MEP programs in 1982-83. Forty-one
percent were51ack, 45 per ent Mexican American, and 31 percent were women.
Eighty-five percent were mit oring in engineering with the remainder majoring
in computer science. Forty- ne percent were freshmen and 24 percent partici-
pated in MESA while in high school. For9198384, 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 ACADEMIC ENRICHMENT PROGRAAS

The Academic Enrichment Program (AEI') resulted from a special legislative
initiative in the 1978-79 Budget Bill which recogniied the critical need to
involve University faculty in the effort to increase the enrollment of
underrepresented groupp in postsecondary education. Responding to this
initative, MESA-like projects were developed for students who had been in
the Early Outreach and were interestedvin majoring in areas other than
mathematics, engineering, and the sciences. Four pilot projects were estab-
lished and deiigned 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 students to achieve
more than the minimal standards for regular University admission and to
excel as University undergraduates.

The/ primary objective of this program is to iprovi,de academic enrichment 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 services, college career
counseling, parent meetings, Ompus tours, and simper programs.

The criteria used to select program participants vary from one area to
another, but the following guidelines are used to consider all applicants.

Students must earn at least a "C" average in all subjects.
9

2. Students must agree to enroll in both college preparatory courses and in
tionvs courses in them major area of concentration.

3. Students lust have and maintain 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.

S. Former Earl* Outreach students receive priority consideration.

\AEP schools are selected on the basis of the following criteria:

1. Existence of a strong academic curriculum.

2. Significant numbers of Early Outreach partitipants showingan interest
in preparing for a college major in areas other than math,.engineeringi
and the sciences.- 41k

3. An active interest. on the part of the school administration and faculty.
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Funding History

1978-79 *1979-86- 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84

$180,000 1/ $192,000 $192,600 $192,000 $192,000

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

The funding provided in the 1978-79 udget Act was not utilized during
that fiscal year by the University fe4 he establishment of the Academic

Enrichment Program. The Legislature, therefore, carried the $.180,000

appropriation forward to fiscal year 1979-80, without adding additional
funding.

Numbers Served

Mere were 512 students ''Served Ify 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 schooks,

and in 1982-83, 737 students 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 0 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 morschools, over 55 percent

of the participants at 3 of the 4 campuses maintained a GPA Or 2.5 or better.

Information was not availible for one campus; data were based on random

samples.

In addition.to the annual evaluation, this yeWr 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.
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Campus

Berkeley

Davis.

Irvine

Santa Barbara

- -1 "'TS,

Academic/
Career Focus iServices Provided

.pusiness adminis- ,Tutoring, counseling,
Itration/cconom- field trips, summer pro-
ics grams, to stimulate inter-

rest in target careers
use of Learning Assistance
Center
resources.

Computation/written Academic advising, career
communication skills counseling', academic

tutorials, field trips,
. scholarship incobtives.

. Writing, humani-
ties/fine arts,
computer science/
math

Fine arts/humani-
ties

Monthly meetings
4

joint

Partners/AEr\stimmOr in-
stitute, tutoring, faculty
guest lectures and advis-
ing, parent meetings and
participation in program
activities.

Summer program and em-
ployment, enrichment
courses in fine atts/
academic year pro:tram
of: counseling,/Tield
trips, tutoring, incen-
tive awards.

404.
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N of Students
Served

J26 (79-80)

53 (80-81)
115 (81-82)
109 (82-83)

173 (79-80)

113 (80-81)

99 (81-82)
176 (82-83)

130 (79-80)

144 (80-11)

192 (81-82)

222 (82 -83)

"7

83 (79-80)
72 (80 -81)

170 (81-82)
210 (82 -83)

# of High
Schools Served

7 (79-80)
9 (80-81) .

11 (81-82)
12 (82-83),

4 (79-80)
4 (80 -81)

9 (8)-112)

16 (82-63)

5 (79-80)
9 (80-81)

10 (81-

13 -81)

3 (79-80)
3 (80-81)

3 (81-82)
3 (82-83)
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA ACADEMIC SUPPORT SERVICES

The University of California campuses offer-a broad range of services for
students who need help with their course work or with Ptraonal Problems
related to campus Life. ,These services are used by a substantial proportion
of the student' body (as much ilk_ant-quarter on some campuses), and have
become an integral port. of the University's .activities. Since 1%76, the
University has supplemented the academic support services available to
students at large with additional or more intensive services for minority

s and low income students. In 198283, these activititts were suppovtp by
$1,248,000 from the jointly funded State/University Student Affirmktive
Action Program.

The services offered vary somewhat among Use campuses, but generally include
r .

four basic types of programs: (1) learning skills (assistance, including
small-group sessions and individual consultation on reading, writing, and
study skills such as time management, notetaking, and test preparation; (2)
summeXtransitional programs, varying from week-long orientations to six or
eight week academic programs; (3) advising and counseling sessions, including
advising on careers and on graduate and professional schools; and (4) tutor-
ing and instructional assistance.

t

i.,.

Students' use of most SAA suppoiN services in 1982-83 increased over the
previous year. Across campuses, the majority of participants were Hispanic
(Chicano and LatinO), and Blricks 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' CPA's
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 res.ch an above-avdrage level.

Y
4:"

The specific number of students using each service varies considerably,
depending on the type of service. Because records a kept for each individual

1
program separ ely, it is impossible on most campus s to determine an un
duplicated co J t of the number of students using all services. The following
is a brief summary.

BERKELEY: The Student Learning Center (SLC) provides most of this campu's'
support services. It served 1,172 EOP/SAA students through its SAA-funded
services. This represers an increase of 5.6 percent over the previous
year. Of this total, 81.4 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 graduitte school information serviced' showed the greatest .in-

eases in student participation over 1981-82.
. .

.

DAVIS: Support services. on this campus are provided by the Engineering,
English, and Mathematics Departments, and by the Learning Skills,and Counsel-
ing Centers. Each of these service units involved a different number of
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EOP/SAA students, rangir4 from 145 to 2-,171. All but one of these units
(Counseling) showed an increase in student participation, ranging from 11.9
percent to L13 1 percent over 1981-82. The Departments of Engineering and
Mathematics rep rted the greatest increase.

IRVINE: Between 424 an 790 EOP/SAA students were served by each of this
,,campus' four major service units: the Tutorial Assistance Prograti, Learning
Skills Center, Office, of Special Services, and the Career Planning and
Placement Center. The first served as many as it did in 1981-82; pie_second
increased by 21.54)ercent; the third decreased by 19.5 percent; and the last

decreased by 6.6 percent.

LOS ANGELES: The Academic,Advancement Program (AAP) provides all of this
campus' support services.), ,rts different service programs involved from 61

to 1,606 EOP/SAA. students. The Acaslemin and Personal Counseling unit was
used the most, and it showed a student participation increase of 75.7 percent

It
over 1981-82. The Freshman Summer Program and the Tutoring unit , bowed a

decrease in student participation cf 2.2 percent.and 9.8 percent, re. ectively
The Peer Advising unit, on the other hand, showed a 36.9 percent increase.

RIVERSIDE: Support Allervices_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 available about the class levels and
grade-point averages of participants.

SAN DIEGO: The Office of Academic Support and.Instmctional Services (OASIS)
provides this campus' support services. It offers seven SAA-funded service

programs: The Academic Success Program, Tutorial Program, Reading Program,
Study Skills Program, Writing Program, Language Program, and the Summer

Bridge Pi:6gram. ,These programs served from 80 to 725 EOP/SAA students

during 1982-83., The latter .figure represents 70.5 percent. of the total

number of students served by OASIS through all of its programs, regardless

of funding. Ag,:first five showed a decrease in student participation
ranging fromJ2:2 percent to 17.9 percent. The Language Program is a new

service, and the Summer Bridge Program which is going on its oixth, year

showed an increase of 92 percent over the previous year.

SANTArBARBARA: Campus support services are dispensed through .the EOP/SAA

Office. Three service programs are provided: the Summer Transition Program;

Tutoring Program,. and the. Academic 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 oxer

1981-82, the Tutoring Program s'decline of 84.4 percent, and the Academic

Internship/Scholars P6gram a 76.3 percent drop in participation.

SANTA CRUZ: Most support services are provided through the EOP/SAA 0 fic
Ehe Student Learning Center, ,and the Counseling Center. Informatior was

available on four services which involved 104 to 356 -EOP/SAA students in

1982-83: Mathematics and S.Jriting Workshops, Orientation, Academic ind

Personal Counseling, and Peer Counseling. .These last two units showed
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decrease in student participation -of 40 -.4 percentivand,,h7.2 percent, respectively,
over the previous dear. The other units we're addled this year.

Funding History:

1979-80

$1,014,000

t.-

1980 81 1981-82 1982-83 198314

$1,266,000 $1,472,000 $1,406,000 -$1:266,600

Funding for Academic Support Services' is derived from student fees and the
-State General-Fund, with the General Fund paying 75 percent and educational
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 Teasure.
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 specifiesupport service programs, notably the
summer transition programs and' the purse-related workshops in mathematics
and seience. Those available data confirmed the importancepE these programs
in improving academic performance and persistence rates of participating
students. ,
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA EARLN? &UTREACH PROGRAM

Thecilniversity began its early outreach effort in 1976 with the Partnership
Program. The,effort was expanded in 1978 with the University Partners
Program, Now called Early Outreach, these programs were designed to enlarge
th,e pool of. minority students and studehts from low-- income families eligible
to 'enter the University and to

,increase the number of application's from
underrepresented minority students, thereby increasing the number

who eia.old. in and graduate from the'University.
"

At the junior -high school level, the goals of Early Outreach, are (I) to
increase the number of minority. and low- income studehts who-aspire to attend
a postsecondary educational institution; to inform them of the Admissions
requirements of the campus they are considerinetknd (3) to motivate them to
pursue college preparatory' work.

At the senior high school level, the goals are (1) to encourage minority and
low- income students to emroll in and successfully complete a college prepara-
tory;j3rogram, and (3) to increase the number of participants who become.

admissible. to the University. 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.

During 1982-83, 443 California public high schools participated in Early
Ovtreach. These ,schools were selected-on the strength of the following
criteria:

1.. .The le4el of minority student enrollment;

2
. 4The 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

5. The ddvelopment of an appropriate ethnic mix of students participating

114

in the program.

The criteria used to select program participants vary froMone°area to
another, but the basic gu'id nes considered for all applicants are:

4r4,.

1. Enrollment in a junior os senior high school;

2. Being a member of underrepresented group, coming from a low-income
IPfamily, or both;
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3. Potential to benefit from the Early Outreach Program and its activities;

4. Potential for admission to a postsecondary educational institution upon

graduation from high school; and

5. Desire to participate in the program.

Early Outreach provides direct acadel'ic'"support 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 he years ha= been increasingly in tutorial and learning

skill's services. artLcipants io do not take college preparatory courses

are referred to othe tread programs more closely tailored to their needs

and aspirations.

During 1982-83, Earl reach served 20,384 students from 443 schools who

had been selected on thf ba s of these criteriat

Funding History
1

976-77 1977 -78 1978-49---(, 1979-80

$462,000 $1,162,000 $1,454,000 $1,830,000
c

1981-82 1982 -83 1983-84

$2,267;000 $2,303,000 $2,303,000

1

1980-81

$2,030,000 (

vsck

The University prOvided the financial support for this program during its

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 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 California eligibility rate for Early Outreach

and AEP was 24.1 percent for the Class of 1983. The Statewide eligibility

rate for all students is only 14.'8 percent and only 5 percent for underrep-

resented students. In the Class of '83, 26.5 percent ofjtarly Outreach-ind
AEP graduates enrolled in UC or in the CSU system; 73 percent went on

some postsecondarypostsecondary institution.

With respect toqAcademic,achievement, on seven of the eight campuses, '27.8

percent of,the participants received a'v'erage grades of B- (2:51) or above 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.
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA IMMEDIATE OUTREACH PROGRAM.,

The final phase of the University's student affcrmative,action oulireach
effort is its recruitment component, Immediate Outreach. The principal goal
of Immediate Outreach is to augment the number of applicants from regularly
eligible underrepresented minority and low- income students; and to increase
the number of tha4e students who actually enroll in the University of Cali-
fornia. The University began this program in 1976 as part of its initia
Student Affirmative Action program. The specific program objectives are:

1. To seek out and assistegularly qualified high school seniors and
Community College studenAid making application to the University;

2. To assist former Early Outreach students in'their application to the
University;

3. To hrlp track the progress of current Ond former early outreach'
students who enter the University and other postS'econdary institutions.

While each of the eight UC campuses administers an ImmedtAte Outreach pro-
gram, each program varies in scope and in the type of services delivered.
The administrative unit respongii.ble for Immediate Outreach servichs also
varies from campus to campus. These services may, forAnstance, be provided
through the Educational Opportunity Program, Student Affirmative Action
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 services upon enrollment, cultural, activities, campus tours,
freshman orientation sessioqs/seminars, tutoring, career information days,
admissions counseling, college motivation.nights, summer residential programs,
and mini-information conferences and workshops.

All high schools within the campus service-area participating in the Ear/y
Outreach Program receive the highest priority in Immediate Outreach services.
Many other schools throughout the State are also targeted for services based
upon high percentages- ofminority enrollment and demonstrated desire for
services by counselors, parents, and student,s.

Funding History

1977-78 1978-79 1979-80
$342,000 $318,000 $401,000

1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84
$576,000 $573,834 $596,000 $596,000

The University provided the financial support. for this program during its'
initial two years. Beginning in 1977-78, support was shared .by the State
General Fund (55%) and the University'(45%). In 1'980-81, the State contrib-
uted 71 percent of the funding, and the University coktributed 25 percent.
This pattern was continued through 1983-84.
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Numbers Served

The Immediate Outreach program of the UniVersity of California provides
services to mostjoligh schools and Community Colleges throughout California.

4n 1982783, Immediate Outreach provided services to 700 high schools and

almost all of the Community Colleges. pata.are not available, however, on
the total number of individuals served through this program for two reasdhs.

.First, the Immediate Outreach program attempts to reach its goals by identity-

cr-ing targeted sctZftbs-rsuit, students. Then- schools are selected, in part,

because of the relatively high percentage of underrepresented students they

enroll. Therefore, it is appropriate to evaluate Immediate Outreach in
terms of its success in reaching targeted schools and in providing needed

services.

Second, efforts to obtain the total number of students served by Immediate
Outreach result in an unknown number of duplicated counts. Thi-s is unavoid-

able because of the manner in which campuses provide Immediate Outreach

services.

Evaluation

As stated earlier, ImmediaXe Outreach attempts to reach its goals by identi-

fying targeted schools and providing appropriate services. Because $mmediate

Outreach is a statewide recruitment effort, the type of impact data'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 recruitment done through the EOP/SAA offices and that

done by the Office of Relations with Schools.

As the number of new students from underrepresentedgroups increases system-

wide, it appears that many campuses are reaching the appropriate schools and

providing the needed services. What must be assessed is the extent to which

more schools,should be targeted and services-expanded.
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CALIFORNIA STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION,
SPECIAL PROJECTS UNIT

University and College OppOrttinities Program (ESEA Title IV-C)

Title IV-C of the federal Elementary and Secondary Education Act provides
fuhding for local educational agencies to develop and field test new models,
techniqueS, strategies, and solutions to current educational problems.

'While any of the identified project categories can be direr ed toward the
needs of ethnic minority and low-income students, the Cali nia State Board
of Education has reserved funding for projects whilkh ': Mith the prepar-
ation of minority students for successful college and uni rsity perform-.
ance. Through the framework of the University and College Opportunitie
Program, 10 grants were awarded in 1979 to educational ag cies with the
general goal of increasing the number of students from nderrepresented
groups who are eligible for and enroll in a four-year ,coil ge or university.
The specific objectives of the projects included the following:

1. Parti.cipating 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
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 chillren's
participation in the college preparation program; and

4. Participating students be aware of their career interests and wha41
academii preparation is required for each such career.

Due to the competitive' nature of IV-C funding 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 prbgcam 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 existing 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:
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1. Compton Unified Schools
Served 800 Students

2. Oakland Public S Ools
Served 180 Students

3. Pasadena Unified Schools
Served 162 Students

'4. Inglewood Unified School District
Served 450 Students

5. Shlinas Union High School District
Served 400 Students

1982-83

$148,000

$ 37,000

$ 30,000

$ 67,000

$ 38,060

6. Stock Unified Schools
Sexy- Students $ 25,000

7. Bei.keley Unified School District
Served 240 Students $ 37,500

8. Eastside Union School District
Served 500 Students r, $100,000

. Center Joirlt Union School District
Served 300 Students $ 34,00.0
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