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Summary

The California State University proposes to move the
Contra Costa Center of California State University,
Hayward, from its present leased quarters in Pleas-
ant Hill to a permanent facility in Concord.

In this report, the Commission reviews that proposal
in light of its Guidelines and Procedures for the Re-
view of New Campuses and Off-Campus Centers. It
concludes that a permanent center is needed in Con-
tra Costa County but notes that the Hayward campus
of the State University is currently underenrolled
and that substantial growth of the center could per-
petuate that underenroliment. It indicates that the
State University’s proposal has not met the Commis-
sion’s criterion of “reasonable access” to the site and
that steps shouid be taken to determine if access can
be improved, and it concludes that the State Univer-
sity has not yet provided a plan for serving disadvan-
taged students at the center. Based on these conclu-
sions, the Commission offers seven recommendations
to expedite construction of the center while ensuring
that the center wili meet the Commission’s Guide-
lines and Procedures for the Review of New Campuses
and Off-Campus Centers.

Part One of this report on pages 1-10 provides his-
torical background on the proposal for the center.

Part Two on pages 11-34 evaluates the proposal in
light of the Commission’s guidelines.

Part Three on pages 35-38 contains the Commission’s
conclusions and its seven recommendations.

And Appendices A-U on pages 39-185 reproduce doc-
uments relevant to the proposal and the recommen-

dations.
[ ]

The Commission adopted this report on December 14,
1987. Additioral copies of the report may be ob-
tained from the Publications Offire of the Commis-
sion at (916) 322-8031. Questions about the report
may be directed to William L. Storey of the Com-
mission staff at (916) 322-8018.

ON THE COVER: An aerial view of the Cowell
Ranch site for the Contra Costa Center, taken from
the northeast and looking scuthwest, with Ygnacio
Valley Road (the site’s northern border) at the right
and Alberta Way (its eastern border) at the left.
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Executive Summary

THE California State University proposes to move
the Contra Costa Center of California State Univer-
sity, Hayward, from its present leased quarters in
Pleasant Hill to a permanent facility in Concord. In
this report, the Commission reviews that proposal in
light of its Guidelines and Procedures for the Review
of New Campuses and Off-Campus Centers. It con-
cludes that a permanent center is needed in Contra
Costa County but notes that California State Uni-
versity, Hayward, is underenrolled at the present
time and that substantial growth of the center could
perpetuate that undersnrollment. It indicates that
the State University’s proposal has not met the Com-
mission’s criterion of "reasonable access” to the site
and that steps should be taken to determine if access
can be improved, and it concludes that the State
University has not yet provided a plan for serving
disadvantaged students at the center.

Seven recommendations flow from those conclu-
sions:

1. That the California State University’s reques: to
establish a permanent off-campus center in Con-
tra Costa County be approved.

2. That the Department of Finance release the
$491,000 contained in Item 6610-301-782 of the
1987-88 Governor’s Budget 30 that planning may
proceed for th~ permanent Contra Costa Center to
be located at the site generally known as Cowell
Ranch on Ygnacio Valley Road in Concord.

3. That the Contra Costa Center be planned for an
initial enrollment of 1,069 full-time-equivalent
students.

4. That until such time as the enrollment at Califor-
nia State University, Hayward equals or - .cecds
its current physical capacity, the Contra Costa
Center not be converted to a four-year campus.

5. That the California State University submit to
the California Postsecondary Education Commis-

sion a supplemental report that will include the
following items:

5.1 A plan that demonstrates that transportation
access to the Cowell Ranch site for students,
faculty, and staff, as of the time the perma-
nent center opens for classes, will satisfy the
requirements of reasonable access specified in
Criterion 8 of the Commission’s Guidelines
and Procedures for the Review of New Cam-
puses and Off-Campus Centers. An snviron-
mental impect report should be includied with
this plan that assesses the transportatioa im-
pacts associated with the establishment and
phased growth of the Contra Costa Center to
include mitigation measures as appropriete.
Officials of the Office of the Chancellor of the
California State University will confer with
those of the California State Departinent of
Transportation and appropriate community
officials and groups, including faculty, staff,
and students, to agree on the essential com-
ponents of the plan.

The Office of the Chancellor shall report to the
Commission as soon as possible on the results
of these meetings.

5.2 A complete description of how the center will
serve disadvantaged students both program-
matically and with regard to transportation
access.

. That the Governor and the Legislature approve

no funding for construction of the permanent cen-
ter until the State University has submitted, and
the Commission has reviewed and approved, each
of the items in the supplemental report required
by Recommendation 5.

. That if the State University considers it appropri-

ate to convert the Ccntra Costa Center into a com-
prehensive four-year campus, it shall submit a
complete justification for that conversion to the
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Commission at least two years in advance of tne
proposed conversion date.

Part One of this report on pages 1-10 provides his-
torical background on the proposal for the center.

Part Two on pages 11-34 evaluates the proposal in
light of the Commission’s Guidelines and Procedures

for the Review of New Campuses and Off-Campus
Centers.

Part Three on pages 35-38 contains the Commis-
sion’s conclusions and the above recommendations.

And Appendices A-Uon pages 39-165 reproduce doc-
uments relevant to the proposal and the recommen-
dations.




1 Background of the Proposal

IN 1959, the Master Plan Survey Team recommend-
ed creation of many new institutions of public higher
education but warned simultaneously of the need to
“guard the state and state funds against unwarrant-
.d expansion” of both programs and facilities (p. 27).
To provide a mechanism for assuring that tne seg-
ments would grow in 2 prudent and orderly manner,
the Survey Team advocated that the State’s pro-
posed coordinating agency -- the Coordinating Coun-
cil for Higher Education - be responsible for the
“making of recommendations to the governing
ooards on the need for and location of new facilities
and programs” (p. 44).

In the Donahoe Act of 1960 that implemented major
portions of the Master Plan, the Legislature created
the Coordinating Council and provided that it advise
not only the governing boards but "the Legislature
and the Governor regarding the need for and loca-
tion of new institutions and campuses of public
higher education” (Education Code Section 66903).

In 1973, when the Legislature created the Postsec-
ondary Education Commission to replace the Coordi-
nating Council, it clarified this responsibility by
stating:

It is the intent of the Legislature that sites for
new institutions or branches of the University
of California and the California State Universi-
ty, and such classes of off-campus centers as the
commission shall determine, shall not he auth-
orized or acquired unless recommended by the
comm ssion (Section 66904).

Pursuant to that legislation, the Commission devel-
oped a series of guidelines and procedures for the re-
view of such proposals in 1975 and revised them in
1978 and 1982. Using these guidelines, which are
reproduced in Appendix A on pp.39-44, the Commis-
sion has evaluated the California State University’s
proposal for a permanent off-campus center of Cali-
fornia State University, Haywsrd in the City of Con-
cord.

History of the proposal

The California State University is currently author-
ized to operate seven major off-campus centers:

1. The San Francisco Center of San Francisco
State University (in cooperation with the San
Francisco Community College District),

2. The Stockton Center of California State Uni-
versity, Stanislaus;

3. The Pleasant Hill Center of California State
University, Hayward,

4. The Ventura Learning Center of California
State University, Northridge (operated joint-
ly with the University of California, Santa
Barbara);

5. The Coachella Valley Center of California
State University, San Bernardino;

6. The San Marcos Center of San Diego State
University; and

7. The South Orange County Satellite Center of
Californie State University, Fullerton (not
yet in operation).

The six functioning centers are housed in leased
space. The proposal reviewed in this report is to re-
place the third of those centers -- that in Pleasant
Hill -- with a permaner.t State University-owned fa-
cility to be constructed on State-owned property gen-
erally known as the southwest "Cowell Ranch” in
Contra Costa County on the southeast edge of the
City of Concord.

Origins of the proposal, 1960-1980

When the Master Plan was developed in 1960, it was
assumed that additional enrollments would be ac-
commodated principally through the expansion of
existing campuses or the construction of new ones.
Littie thought was given to the establishment of off-
campus centers. Accordingly, the Master Plan Sur-




five areas in which an additional campus should
eventually be built. Subsequently, three sites were
purchased, one in Concord, a second in San Mateo,
and a third in Ventura. The latter two were sold in
the late 1970s during the administration of Gover-
nor Edr-»4 G, Brown, Jr., when pcpulation projec-
tions we : i3ed downward and the ultimate need
for campuses was perceived to have been sharply re-
duced. The 384-acre Concord site, acquired on Au-
gust 12, 1969 frciu the Neshall Land and Farming
Company fur a total ¢ s of $1,740,000, was retained,
however, primarily because of local support for the
campus concept.

Development of the Pleasant Hill Center,
1980-1984

In 1980, the Stu.e University prepared a five-year
projection of potential enrollments in a local center
based on a countywide survey of potential enrollees.
A projected pool of students emerged from this sur-
vey who were employed, predominantly female, not
of traditional college age, and who regarded the con-
venience of location as a paramount reason for at-
tending classes. These were all fac.ors or needs that
could not be adequately addressed by the Hayward
campus.

In November 1980, the State University's Trustees
submitted a formal proposal to the Commission for
the establishment of an off-campus center in Plea-
sant Hill. That proposal called for the center to be
administered by California State University, Hay-
ward, and established with a planned first-year en-
rollment of 90 full-time-equivalent students. It con-
tained a detailed description of the center’s projected
enrollments, total ard per-full-time-equivalent stu-
dent costs, the needs of County residents, degree
preferences, potential programmatic conflicts with
nearby independent institutions, and general demo-
graphicdata.

Based on the Commission staff’s analysis of the Hay-
ward proposal, the Commission approved the center
as an upper-division and graduate institution with
classes commencing in the Fall of 1?81. The Com-
mission’s March 1981 report, Review of a Proposal by
California State University, Hayward to Establish an
Off-Campus Center in Contra Costa Courty, contain-
ed the following recommendations (p. 31):

vey Team identified Contra Costa County as one of

. The Contra Costa Center should be approved
as an upper-division and graduate facility . . .
to commence operations in the Fall of 1981.

2. The enrollment levels proposed for the Cen-
ter, beginning with 90 FTE in 1981-82, should
be approved subject to the overall limitations
on statewide, State-supported, off-campus
FTE specified by the Legislature during the
198¢ legislative session.

3. Installation of the proposed master’s degree
program in education should be delayed until
after the 1982-83 academic year. ...

4. Installation of the proposed Master of Busi-
ness Administration degree program should
also be delayed until January 1983. . ..

5. California State University, Hayward,
should maintain close relations with the Con-
tra Costa Community College District and
endeavor to meet tl.e academic needs of Com-
munity College students who wish to transfer
to the upper division level.

The Pleasant Hill Center has operated since the Fall
of 1981 in the former Pleasant Hill High School
within the Mt. Diablo Unified School Diswuict. With
a projected Fall 1987 enrollment of 588 full-time-
equivalent students and about 1,300 headcount stu-
dents, it is :he largest of the six operational centers
and accounts for approximately 5 percent of the Hay-
ward campus’s total full-time-equivalent enroll-
ment. The Center offers five undergraduate and four
master's degree programs and six education creden-
tials. The existing facilities were constructed in the
1950s, and while they currently meet m. .imum re-
quirements, they are gradually decaying and will
soon require refurbishing. Mt. Diablo Unified
School District’s future plans for this facility and
property have not been formally determined or an-
nounced, therefore, any long-term prospects for the
State University to continue leasing this facility are
uncertain at this time.

Displays 1 and 2 on pages 3 and 4 show the approxi-
mate location of both the Pleasant Hill Center and
the Cowell Ranch site. Display 3 on page 5 shows a
closeup of the Cowell Ranch site with land-use pro-
posals derived from the City of Concord’s 1984 Gen-
eral Plan.
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DISPLAY 1 General Locations of Existing and Proposed Contra Costa Centers
of California State University, Hayward
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DISPLAY 2 Sites of Existing and Proposed Contrc Costa Centers (Countywide Detail)
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DISPLAY 3
General Plan Land Use Proposals

Detailed Map of the Cowell Ranch Site, with City of Concord
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Planning for the permanent center, 1984.1987

In 1984, Cnancellor Reynolds of the State Universi-
ty formed an ad hoc staff committee to examine
areas of the State that might require State Univer-
sity services in the foreseeable future. That com-
mittee reported in January 1985 (State University,
1985) that 11 areas be considered, six of them imme-
diately: (1) Napa-Solano Counties; (2) Monterey-
Santa Cruz Counties; (3) Santa Barbara County; (4)

Ventura County; (5) Northern San Diego County;
and (6) Contra Costa County.

Regarding the need for services in Contra Costa
County, the ad hoc committee reported:

Current Contra Costa County participation
rates to CSU campuses and the accessibility of
public and private colleges and universities sug-
gest that substantial additional enrollments
would be unlikely to result should a major new
facility be established in Contra Costa County.

16




Should a new full-scale university be located at
the State-owned site there would most probably
be some shift of enrollments from the San Fran-
cisco campus, and especially the Hayward cam-
pus. Furthermore, the outlook for a largely
static age group, 20-39, in the county through
2020 indicates that ary new facility should be
justified on the basis of current prospects, not
future ones.

On the other hand, the success of the Pleasant
Hill Center and the potential of greater partici-
pation from a growing and underserved Solano
County suggest that expanded upper division
and postbaccalaureate programs, perhaps lo-
cated on the existing State-owned site, may be
an economical and efficient way of meeting the
area’s needs. It appears clear, however, that at
this point in time establishment of a full-scale
CSU campus is not warranted (pp. 15-16).

The ad hoc committee reviewed various alternatives
to establishing an off-campus center, satellite cam-
pus or full-fledged campus on the Cowell Ranch site.
It included in its report an analysis by csu Hayward
Vice President Dance of the current Pleasaat Hill
site in comparison to the Contra Costa site (repro-
duced in Appendix B on pp. 45-50) that indicates a
number of positive and negative aspects of each site.

Also in 1984, the State University contracted with
The Planning Center, a consulting firm headquar-
tered in Newport Beach, to perform a physical plan-
ning study and assessment of the Cowell Ranch
property to determine the site’s suitability for future
development as a University facility. The Planning
Center submitted a final report to the Trustees in
November 1984 in which it described the Cowell
Ranch site as having a number of benefits:

¢ It consists of rolling hills covered by native grass-
es and scattered buckeye and oak trees.

Its visual aspects include a view of Lime Ridge to
the south and west, Mt. Diablo to the southwest,
Los Cerros Costenos (commonly referred to as the
Navy Hills) to the north, the City of Concord and
San Francisco Bay to the northwest, the Sierra
Nevada Mountain Range to the east, and San
Francisco to the west.

Its geotechnical benefits include an absence of
confirmed active earthquake faults, no existing
iandslides, and several drainageways with the

{

pearest 50 and 100-year flood plains located off-
site.

In spite of these benefits, however, Th» Planning
Center indicated numerous potential development
problems. Among them are three inactive earth-
quake faults, proximity to active faults thai will
probably result in structural shaking during the
useful life of on-site buildings, slope stability haz-
ards, and the need for costly engineering solutions
and design treatment to resolve various geotechnical
problems.

Early in 1985 Senator Daniel E. Boatwright intro-
duced Senate Bill 785, reproduced in Appendix C,
that required the Trustees to establish a permanent,
State-supported off-campus center on State-owned
property in Contra Costa County and to continue to
offer education programs at the upper-division and
graduate levels. The bill included a $150,000 appro-
priation, $100,000 to prepare “a master plan for the
physical development of the center,” and $50,000

for a detailed survey of Contra Costa County,
to include, but not be limited to, official popu-
lation projections, an industry and income
profile, an assessment of unmet demand for
educational resources at the upper-division
and graduate levels, and an analysis of spe-
cific education program requirements of po-
tentially qualified students.

In April, Senator Boatwright introduced an amend-
ment -- principally because of objections by the De-
partment of Finance -- requiring the Trustees to de-
velop criteria for the approval of all proposals for
Stata-funded centers and to have those criteria re-
viewed and approved by the Commission. Then in
August, responding to Commission staff’'s concerns
that SB 785 failed to recognize the Commission’s
responsibilities under Education Code Sections
66903(5) and 66904 to review “the need for and loca-
tion of new campuses and off-campus centers,” he al-
so introduced an amendment changing the language
from "shail establish . . . a permanent off-campus
center” to "shall consider the establishmentof ... a
permanent off-campus center.”

The Office of the Legislative Analyst analyzed only
the April 29 version of SB 785 and included no rec-
ommendation for approval or disapproval in its anal-
ysis. It stated, however, that the miaimum cost of a
permanent off-campus center would be "several mil-
lion dollars,” and noted that if the State University
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eventually built a permanent four-year campus, the
facilities cost "may exceed $100 million” (Appendix
D, pp. 51-54). That estimate has subsequently been
revised upwards by the State University to $125

million.

The Department of Finance opposed 3B 785
throughout the legislative hearings, for several rea-
sons (Appendix B, pp. 59-64); principally because
“the need for permanent facilities has not been
demonstrated” (Department of Finance emphasis).
A similar recommendation emerged from the Gover-
ror’s oducation assistant, who opposed the bill on the
grounds that the State University had not offered a
general framework for the consideration of off-cam-
pus centers, and because ihe bill carried the pre-
sumption that the Commissiun would approve the
proposal to move to the permanent site.

Nonetheless, the Governor signed SB 785 (Chapter
744) on September 17, 1985.

Following passage of SB 785, the State University
contracted with Irs Fink and Associates, Inc., of Ber-
keley to conduct a study of the need for, scope of, and
timing of additional State University higher educa-
tion programs in Contra Costa County, primarily at
the upper-division and graduate level.

In March 1986, Dr. Fink released his report, the ex-
ecutive summary of which is included as Appendix F
on pp. 65-72. In it, he noted that while the county’s
population is expected to increase by about 265,000
in the period between 1985 and 2020, virtually no
growth is expected in the primary college-going age
groups -- those between 19 and 34 years of age. Dr.
Fink also analyzed enrollment demand, effect on
adjacent institutions, employment trends, physical
advantages and disadvantages of the site, the racial
and ethnic composition of the area, and transpor-
tation and physical access considerations -- all of
which are discissed in Chapter Two below.

Following publication of Dr. Fink’s report, the State
University proceeded with its planning for develop-
ment of the permanent center. Although the Trus-
tees approved a capital outlay budget request for
1987-88 in the early fall of 1986 that contained no
planning funds, they subsequently included
$491,000 in an amendment to that request, with
$385,000 allocated for infrastructure, landscape
planning, and working drawings, and $106,000 to
plan an "initial multipurpose facility.”

These requests prompted the Legislative Analyst, in
her Analysis of the Budget Bill, 1987-88, to comment
as follows:

Similar to the other proposed center (in San Di-
ego), it appears that development of the state-
owned site is premised on the future develop-
ment of a full-service campus. Based on avail-
able data, it is unclear that development of this
site is necessary for an off-cempus center. On
the other hand, it appears that the current leas-
ed facilities may be adequate to accommodate
the projected enrollment. Thus, the Legislature
may want to consider purchasing the leased fa-
cility.

CPEC’s review of this proposal may assist the
Legislature in determining the best method of
providing permanent facilities for this off-cam-
pus center. Consequently, we withhold recom-
mendation on the $491,000 under Item 6610-
301-782 for planning and initial development of
the state-owned Contra Costa site, pending re-
ceipt of the CPEC study.

Cn March 18, 1987, the State University transmit-
ted its needs study for the Contra Costa Center to the
Commission (Appendix G, pp. 73-90). Commission
staff responded on March 30 (Appendix H, pp. 91-96),
indicating several deficiencies.

The State University’s response on May 26 by John
Smart, its Deputy Provost (Appendix I, pp. 197-102),
answered many of the Commission staff's questions
and concerns satisfactorily, with three impo: tant ex-
ceptions — enrollment projections, consideration of
alternatives, and service to disadvantaged students.

Concerning enrollment projections, Dr. Smart indi-
cated that they were forwarded on June 5 to the Pop-
ulation Research Unit of the Department of Finance
for its comments. The Department responded short-
ly thereafter by telephone that the projections re-
quired additional refinement. On August 26, the
State University’s Division of Analytic Studies sup-
plied new ones. They have now been approved by the
Department of Finance and are discussed on pages
11-18.

Concerning consideration of alternatives, Dr. Smart
stated:

As I have indicated, it is our position that the
exploration of alternatives is contrary to the in-
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tent of the Legislature as expressed in SB 785
(Boatwright, Chap. 744, 1985) which states:

89011. (b) The Trustees . . . shall consider
the establishment of a permanent, state-
supported off-campus center on state-
owned property in Contra Costa County,
the purpose of which shall Ye to continue
to offer education programs at the upper
division and graduate levels.

This intent was underlined by the Subcommit-
tee on Higher Education of the Senate Appr::-
priations Committee during the hearing on the
capital outlay budget item for the Contra Costa
center. At that hearing, held on May 4, the
Subcommittee received a recommendation from
the Legislative Analyst that would have called
for a cost/benefit analysis of purchasing the
leased facilities (Pleasant Hill High School).
The Subcommittee failed to adopt such lan-
guage and endorsed the capital outlay proposal,
as did the Assembly Subcommittee.

May I reiterate the position of the Trustees,
which is that given the demonstrated need for a
permanent off-c.mpus center in Contra Costa
County, it is the best use of state resources to
"utilize the state-owned site.

The recommendation of the Legislative Analyst re-
ferred to by Dr. Smart replaced the "withhold recom-
mendation” contained in the earlier Analysis of the
Budget Bill (Appendix J, pp. 103-108) as follows:

The Legislature specifically directed CSU to con-
sider establishment of the proposed off-campus
center in Contra Costa County on state-owned
property which was originally acquired in the
1960s as a site for a permanent campus. One
alternative that was not considered in the in-
itial studies was the cost/benefits of acquiring
the leased facilities rather than development on
the 380-acre state-owned site. An analysis of
this alternative would assist the Legislature in
detormining the best solution to providing per-
manent facilities for the off-campus centers. It
may also identify locations that would be supe-
rior to the cur: ent state-owned site in providing
service to the area.

Accordingly, the Analyst recommended that the fol-
lowing Budget Bill language be added as a condition
to the $491,000 appropriation:

Provided that prior to expenditure of any funds
appropriated in this item for the permanent off-
campus center in Contra Costa County, the Cal-
ifornia Postsecondary Education Commission
shall act to approve the proposed center. In ad-
dition, the CSU shall complete a cost/benefit
analysis of purchasing the existing leased facili-
ties and constructing any necessary improve-
ments that would adegquately serve the proposed
permanent center. If the cost/benefit analysis
indicates that purchase of the leased facilities is
effective from a cost and programmatic view-
point, the cSU shall not expend any funds for de-
velopment on the current state-owned parcel.
The CPEC report and the CSU cost/benefit analy-
sis shall be submitted to the Chair of the Joint
Legislative Budget Committee and the chairs of
the fiscal committees (Legislative Analyst,
1987).

As Dr. Smart indic. " d, the State University op-
posed the addition of this language, stating that the
decision of where to locate the center had already
been made with the passage of SB 785 in 1985. This
argument persuaded the sommittees to reject the
Analyst’s recommendation in favor of the following
substitution:

The California Postsecondary Education Com-
mission shall review and approve the Ventura
Off-Campus Center and Contra Costa Off-Cam-
pus Center projects prior to the release of funds
for acquisition.

Commission staff remained concerned that consider-
ation of only the Cowell Ranch site conflicted with
Education Code Sections 66903 and 66904 that re-
quire the Commission to "advise the Legislature and
the Governor regarding the need for and location of
new institutions and campuses of public higher edu-
cation” (italics added) as well as with the Commis-
sion’s second criterion in its Guidelines and Proce-
dures for the Review of New Campuses and Off-Cam-
pus Centers, which specifies that “the segment pro-
posing an off-campus center must submit a compre-
hensive cost/benefit analysis of all alternatives.”

To resolve this issue, on June 30 the Commission’s
Executive Director requested staff in the office of the
Attorney General to clarify the Commission's role in
the review process, asking whether the phrase
"State-owned property” in SB 785 meant any State-
owned property or spezifically the Cowell Ranch site.
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He sent copies of his inquiry to Senator Boatwright
and the State University. On July 10, Senators
Boatwright and Petris wrote to Commission Chair-
man Dean that SB 785 definitely established leg-
islative inwent that the Cowell Ranch site was the
only property under consideration (Appendix K, pp.
109-111):

The clear intention of the bill was to have the

trustees consider building a perm .nent off-cam-
pus center on one site only -- the state-owned
384-acre Cowell Ranch property in the
southeast portion of the City of Concord.

These actions mnke clear that the Commission is re-
quired to review only the need for the center and the
merits of the Cowell Ranch location.
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Analysis of the Proposal

AS noted in Chapter One, the Commission approved
its guidelines and procedures for the review of new
campuses and off-campus centers in 1975 and r.-
vised them in 1978 and 1982. These guidelines in-
clude 11 criteria under which off-campus center pro-
posals must be considered, 10 of which relate to
State University proposals. They are concerned
with a number of subjects, including enroliment pro-
jections, a cost-Lenefit analysis of alternatives, con-
sultation with other segments and adjacent institu-
tions, avoidance of program duplication, adequacy of
access by both public and private transportation,
and service to disadvantaged and underrepresented
populations. Taken collectively, they constitute a
test of 2any new center’s overall viability for at least a
five- to ten-year period. In this chapter, the Com-
mission discusses the State University’s proposal for
its permanent off-campus center on the Cowell
Ranch property in Contra Costa County.

The following discussion aiso takes into account,
where appropriate, the State University’s 11 criterie
for the approval of off-campus center proposals,
which it developed in response to Senate Bili 785
(Boatwright, 1985) and which the Trustees approved
on January 15, 1986, and the Commission approved
on June 9, 1986. Most of those criteria parallel the
Commissior’s, with the exception of three that re-
quire a history of off-campus involvement in a given
area prior to the establishment of a permanent cen-
ter, specify a minimum enrollment of 200 full-time-
equivalent students, and pern.it joint usage of facili-
ties by other campuses and segments.

Adequacy of enrollment projections

Commission Criterton 1. Enrollment projections
should be sufficient to justify the establishment of the
new off-campus center. Five-year projections must be
prouvided for the proposed center, with enrollments
indicated to be sufficient to justify its establishment.
For the University of California and the California
State University, five-year projections of the nearest

campus of the segment proposing the center must also
be provided. For the Community Co:leges, five-year
projections of all district campuses, and of any other
campuses within ten miles of the proposed center,
regardless of district, must be provided. When State
funds are requested for an existing renter, all pre-
vious enrollment experi>nce must also be provided.
Department of Finance enrvllment estimates must be
inciuded in any needs study.

Overall growth of Contra Costa County

As of the 1980 Census, Contra Costa County was the
tenth largest county in California and the fifth
largest in northern California, with a population of
658,612. It was one of only two of the State’s ten
most populous counties without a California State
University campus, Riverside being the other. The
Population Research Unit of the Department of Fi-
nance estimates that between 1990 and 2020, Con-
tra Costa County will add 257,524 people, growth
that will move it to ninth position statewide and
fourth in northern California, passing San Francisco
in 1995,

Contra Costa’s growth rate between 1990 and 2020
currently ranks forty-first in California and twenty-
fifth in northern California, but an.ong large coun-
ties (those with more than 100,000 population), it
ranks twenty-first and fifteenth, respectively. In
terms of numerical growth between 1990 and 2020,
Contra Costa County is projected to rank twelfth in
California and fifth in northern California, positions
which closely parallel its projected size rankings
(ninth and fourth, respectively). Its 1990 to 2020
growth rate of 0.97 percent per year is only slightly
below the statewide large-county average of 1.05
percent, and the comparable northern California
rate of 1.03 percent. Displays 4 and 5 on pages 12
and 13 show the growth for the 30 most populous
California counties between 1990 and 2020. Dis-
plays 6 and 7 on pages 14 and 15 show ccmparable
figures for the 21 northern California counties with
more than 100,000 people.
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DISPLAY 4 Rank Order of California Counties with Over 100,000 Population, Ranked by 1990 to 2020
Total Population Growth.
Northern or Population .
Southern Total Poputation Growth Rates Growth
County Rank California 1990 1995 2000 220 1990-2020 2000-2020 1990-2020
Los Angeles 1 ] 8,543,687 8,885,846 9,132,563 10,119,311 0.566% 0.516x 1,575 626
San Diego 2 s 2,387,862 2,630,296 2,852,513 3,644,719 1.420 1.33 1,256,877
San Sernerdino 3 ] 1,281,983 1,476,210 1,660,980 2,287,881 1.949 1.614 1,005,898
Riverside 4 S 1,002,066 1,177,125 1,349,961 1,9%1,125 2.2%9 1.833 939,079
Orange S ] 2,302,183 2,463,752 2,599,246 3,043,973 0.935 0.793 761,850
scramnto 6 " 993,038 1,091,299 1,183,990 1,511,721 1.411 1.229 518,68%
Snts Clars 7 " 1,487,727 1,569,902 1,639,959 1,877,131 0.778 0.678 389,404
San Josquin 8 " 482,85 550,573 611,97 837,67 1.853 1.582 354,820
Fresno 9 ] 628,998 683,213 733,962 934,057 1.398 1.320 325,039
Ventura 10 s- 663,734 726,219 784,465 987,638 1.33 1.158 323,904
Kern 1" s 539,598 602,081 662,641 839,746  1.565 1311 320,148
Contra Costa 12 ] 768,829 824,996 870,558 1,026,353 0.968 0.827 257,524
Tulare 13 ] 315,992 354,605 393,436 549,678 1.863 1.686 233,686
Alamads 1% " 1,270,858 1,323,606 1,361,190 1,498,828 0.551 0.483 227,97
Stnislaus 15 N 341,605 380,409 418,198 363,153 1.680 1.499 221,548
Solanc 16 [ ] 313,778 353,708 391,399 520,938 1.704 1.640 207,160
$an Luis Obispo 17 s 28,957 (267,066 302,208 421,020 2.051 1.672 192,063
Sonome 18 ] 369,905 401,580 429,053 530,443 1.209 1.066 160,538
Merced 19 ] 186,271 211,916 238,209 139,585 2.022 1.789 153,314
Honterey 20 N 363,956 396,182 426,312 514,299 1.15% 0.966 150,343
Santa Cruz 21 N 339,740 263,816 286,114 376,912 1.502 1.361 135,172
Placer 2 N 159,426 181,965 203,741 287,973 1.991 1.745 128,549
Sutte 3 N 183,233 202,574 221,861 296,135 1.613 1.454 112,902
Sants Rsrbara 2% H 364,764 390,129 407,392 461,013 0.78 0.620 96,249
Shasta S ] 148,167 166,351 179,628 227,345 1.437 1.18% 7,178
Yolo 26 ] 134,074 143,657 152,170 182,103 1.026 0.902 48,029
San Mateo r1g ] 636,265 650,617 656,870 662,890 0.137 0.046 26,625
Nerin a8 N 30,137 334,383 236,518 232,660 0.036 -0.082 2,583
hmboldt 2 N 116,916 118,972 119,982 118,060 0.032 -0.081 1,144
San Francisco 30 N 773,558 781,456 763,79 684,185 <0.408 -0.549 (89,373)

Totals 27,460,059 29,502,610 31,268,919 37,556,529 1.069%  0.920% 10,096,470

Source: California State Depaiument of Finance, Report No 86-P-3.

Growth of the college-age population State University system, the primary college-going

- age groups are those between the ages of 21 and 34

To determine the probable need for higher education  years of age at the upper-division level and 25 to 44
facilities requires an analysis of the age groups in vears at the graduate level; 80.3 percent of the total

~ which this growth will occur Within the California  are at the upper-division level. The State University
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DISPLAY 5 Rank Order of California Counties with Quer 100,000 Population, Ranked by 1990 to 2020
Population Growth Rates

Northern or Population
Southern Total Population Growth Rates Growth

County Rank California 1990 1995 2000 2020 1990-2020 207 -2020 1990-2020
Riverside 1 S 1,002,066 1,177,125 1,349,961 1,961,125 2.229 1.833 939,079
San Luis Obispo 2 S 28,957 267,066 302,208 421,020 2.051 1.972 192,063
Merced 3 ] 186,271. 211,916 38,209 339,585 2.022 1.789 153,314
Placer [} [ ] 159,426 181 85 208,741 287,973 1.991 1.745 128,549
San Bernardino S S 1,281,983 1,476,210 1,660,980 2,287,081 . 1.9%9 1.614 1,005,898
Tulare 6 N 315,992 354,645 393,436 349,678 1.863 1.686 83,686
San Josgquin 7 ] 482,554 530,573 611,979 837,67 1.853 1.582 354,820
Solano 8 ] 313,778 353,708 391,399 520,938 1.706 1.640 207,160
Stanislaus 9 ] 341,605 | 380,409 418,198 563,153 1.680 1.499 221,548
Sutte 10 [ ] 183,233 202,576 21,868 296,135 1.613 1.454 112,902
Kern 1  § 539,598 602,081 662,641 859,746 1.565 1.311 320,148
Santa Cruz 12 ] 839,740 263,816 286,114 74,912 - 1.502 1.361 135,172
Shasta 13 ] 148,167 164,351 179,628 27,348 1.437 1.185 ™,178
Sen Diego 1% H 2,387,802 2,630,296 2,852,513 3,644,719 1.420 1.33 1,256,877
Sacrasento 15 ] 993,038 1,091,299 1,183,990 1,511,721 1.411 1.229 518,683
fresno 16 " 628,998 683,213 733,962 954,037 1.398 1.320 325,039
Venturas 17 S 663,734 726,219 784,465 987,638 1.33 1.158 323,904
Sonoms 18 ] 369,905 401,580 429,053 930,443 1.209 1.066 160,538
Monterey 19 ] 363,956 (396,182 426,312 514,299 1.159 0.966 150,343
Yolo 20 ] 134,076 143,657 152,170 182,103 1.026 ° 0.902 48,029
Contra Coste 21 " 768,829 826,89 870,558 1,026,353 0.968 0.827 257,524
Orange 2 s 2,302,183 2,463,752 2,599,246 3,043,973 0.938 0.793 761,850
Senta Barbaras 3 S 364,764 390,129 407,392 461,013 0.78 0.620 96,249
Santa Clara 26 ] 1,687,727 1,569,902 1,639,9%9 1,877,131 0.778 0.678 . 389,404
Alameda S ] 1,270,858 1,323,694 1,361,190 1,498,828 0.551 0.483 227,970
San Mateo 26 [ ] 636,265 650,617 636,870 662,890 0.137 0.046 26,625
Marin rig L] 230,137 234,383 236,518 232,660 0.036 -0.082 2,583
Humboldt a8 ] 116,916 118,972 119,982 118,060 0.032 -0.081 1,16
Los Angeles 2 H 8,543,687 8,885,846 9,132,563 10,119,311 0.566% 0.514% 1,575,624
San Francisco 30 N 773,558 781,456 763,79 684,185 -0.408 ~0.549 (89,373)
Totals 27,660,059 29,502,610 31,268,919 37,556,529 1.049% 0.920%10,096,470

Source: California State Department of Finance, Report No. 86-P-3.

estimates the average age of its upper-division Displays 8 and 9 on page 16 show growth figures for
students at about 25 years, and its graduate stu- California and Contra Costa County by age group
dents at 33. This varies somewhat by campus, with between 1990 and 2020 Display 9 indicates that
the smaller campuses tending to have slightly older most of this growth will not occur in the age groups
students at all levels. most likely to enroll in upper-division and graduate

N
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DISPLAY 6 Rank Order of Northern California Counties with over 100,000 Populai.on, Ranked by 1990
to 2020 Total Population

Population
Growth Rate Growth
County Rank 1990 1995 2000 2020 1990-202C 2000-2020  1990-2020 .

Sacramento 1 993,038 1,091,299 1,183,990 1,511,721 1.411% 1.229% 518,483
Santa Clars 2 1,487,727 1,565,902 1,639,959 1,877,131 0.778% 0.678% 389,404
San Joequin 3 482,854 550,573 611,97 837,67 1.853% 1.582% 354,820
Fresno 4 628,998 683,213 733,962 954,037 1.398% 1.320% 325,039
Contra Costa s 768,829 324,096 870,558 1,026,353 0.968%  0.827% 257,52
Tulare 6 315,992 354,645 393,436 549,678 1.863% $.686% 233,686
Alameds 7 1,270,858 1,323,606 1,361,190 1,498,828 0.551% 0.483% 227,97
Stanisisus 8 341,605 380,409 418,198 563,153 1.680% 1.499% . 221,548
Solano 9 313,778 353,708 91,99 520,938 1.704% 1.640% 207,160
Sonome 10 369,905 401,580 429,053 530,443 1.209%  1.086% 166,538
Merced 1 186,271 211,916 33,209 339,585 2.02% 1.789% 153,316
Monterey 1 363,956 396,182 426,312 514,299 1.159%  0.966% 150,343
Senta Cruz 13 9,740 263,816 286,114 374,912 1.502% 1.361% 135,172
Placer % 159,424 181,985 203,761 287,973 1.991% 1.75% 128,79
Sutte 15 183,233 202,574 221,868 296,735 1.613% T.454% 112,902
Shaste 16 148,167 164,351 179,628 227,345 1.637% 1.185% 79,178 .
Yolo 17 134,07 143,657 152,170 182,103 1.026% 0.902% 48,029
San Mateo 18 636,268 650,617 656,870 662,890 0.137%  0.046% 26,625
Marin 19 230,137 T%,383 236,518 ZZ,660 0.036%  -0.082% 2,583
Humbo ldt ..} 116,916 118,972 119,982 118,060 0.032X  -0.081% 1,146
San Francisco 2t 773,558 781,45  763,7% 684,185 -0.408%  -0.549% (89,373)

Totals 10,145,325 10,883,826 11,516,950 13,790,103 1.028%  0.905% 3,644,778

Source: Califotnia State Department of Finance, Report No. 86-P-3.

courses. As it shows, 77.9 percent of the growth, or to 124,634, a drop of 15 percent before it starts
200,474 people, are projected to be over 45 years of increasing again. While.the increases are
age, with 75.6 percent deing 50 or older and 35.2 per- consistent, it will be almost to the year 2020
cent being over 64. In the primary college going age before the number of persons in the 17 to 29
groups of 20 to 44 years of age, only 5.2 percent of the year old age group in Contra Costa County is
population increase is expected to occur. Accurding- projected to reach 145,100, the same level as in
ly, it can be expected that the enrollment pool cur- 1985.

rently in place will not change appreciably in the
next 30 years. A similar observation was offered by
the State University’s consultant, Ira Fink, who
stated that (p «xi):

Twenty-five to 34 year olds, the age group most
likely to enroll as graduate students at a CSU
campus, will not peak until 1990. when among
Contra Costa residents it reaches 125,133 This

The age group of persons ages 17 to 29 years is
that group most likely to enroll as undergradu-
ates at a CSU campus. In 1985, the Contra Cos-
ta population in the 17-29 age group reached a
peak of 145.081 persons. [t is projected to de-
cline throuvgh the ' ear 2000 when it decreases

ERIC
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group will decline by nearly 18 percent to
102,641 by the year 2005. By the vear 2020,
when this population is expected to total
121,900, the group will not be as large as it is
projected to be in the year 1990.




1990 to 2020 Population Growth Rates

DISPLAY 7 Rank Order of Northern California Counties with Over 100,000 Population, Ranked by

Population
Growth Rate Growth

County Rank 1990 1995 2000 2c20 1990-2020 2000-2020  1990-2020
Merced 1 186,271 211,916 238,299 339,585 2.02x  1.7e% 153,314
Plecer 2 159,426 181,985 203,741 287,973 1.991%  1.745% 128,549
Tulare 3 315,992 354,645 393,436 549,678 1.863%  1.686% 333,686
San Josquin ‘ 482,85 < 550,573 611,97 837,67 153% 1.58% 354,820
Solano 5 313,778 - 353,708 91,3 520,938 1.7063  1.440% 207,160
Stanislaus 6 341,605 380,409 418,198 563,153 1.680%  1.499% 21,58
Sutte 7 183,233 202,57 1,88 296,133 1.613%  1.456% 112,902
Santa Cruz 8 39,740 263,816 286,114 37,912 1.50%  1.361% 135,172
Shesta 9 148,167 164,351 179,688 227,345 14637 1,182 - M,118
Sacramento 10 993,038 1,091,299 1,183,990 1,511,72% 14118 1.229% 518,683
Fresno 1" 628,998 683,213 733,962 954,087 1.396X  1.320% 325,039
Sonoms .1 369,905 401,580 429,053 . 530,443 1.209%  1.066% 160,538
Monterey 13 363,95 396,182 42,312 514,299 1.159%  0.966% 150,343
Yolo 1% 134,07 143,657 152,170 182,103 1.0268  0.90% 48,029
Contra Costa 15 768,829 820,96 870,558 1,026,353 0.968x  0.827x 87,52
Santa Clars 16 1,407,727 1,549,902 1,639,959 1,877,138 0.778X  0.678% 389,406
Alamede 17 1,270,858 1,323,606 1,361,190 1,498,828 0.551X  0.483% 97
San Mateo 18 636,265 650,617 636,870 662,890 0.137%  0.046% 26,625
Merin 19 30,137 24,383 236,518 232,660 0.036X  -0.082% 2,53
Husboldt 2 116,916 118,972 119,962 118,060 0.03%  -0.081X 1,166
San Francisco 21 773,558 781,454 763,796 684,185  -0.408%  -0.549% (89,373)
Totals 10,142,325 10,883,826 11,516,950 13,790,103 1.0282  0.905% 3,644,778

Source: California State Department of Finance, Report No. 86-P-3

Demographic characteristics of students

The enrollment history of the Pleasant Hill Center
from Fall 1982 to Fall 1987 is shown in Display 10
on page 17. Data for 1981 were not available in the
detail shown in this display, but it is known that the
opening enrollment in Fall 1981 was 105 full-time-
equivalent students. Displays 11 and 12 on pages 17
and 18 show various student characteristics and
demographics and indicate that the typical Pleasant
Hill Center student is a 33-vear old woman, married
with a family, and emploved outside the home.
Display 11 shows that about a third of the center’s
students also attend the Hayward campus for part of
their programs. Display 12 shows that about 70 per-
cent of the students live near the center, that most

are employed full time, and that they attend pri-
raarily in the evening.

The population and enroliment characteristics of
Contra Costa County residents are reflected in Dis-
play 13 on page 19, which shcws the enrollment pro-
jections for the proposed center produced by the
State University and by the Population Research
Unit of :he Department of Finance. Thev actually
indicate a decline in unadjusted headcount enroll-
ments between 1991 and the vear 2000 before vari-
ous factors are incorporated into the projections. The
reason the full-time-equivalent enroliments increase
between these two vears is due to the application of
several factors such as out-of-area attendance and
the number of units taken per student, both of which
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DISPLAY 8 California Population by Age Groups, 1990 to 2020

Total
Growth
Age Group 1990 2000 2020 1990-2020

Caulative Cumulstive Cumulative Cumulative
Percent Growth Growth Growth Grouth
of Total Ascending Percent Descending Percent

0- 1 6,652,411 7,129,419 8,019,596 1,367,185
15 - 19 1,875,375 2,600,788 2,561,343 685,968
20 - 26 2,145,375 2,288,95 2,686,702 541,327
5-2 2,341,836 1,997,597 2,647,817 305,981
30 - 3 2,516,550 2,216,653 2,891,203 37,683
35-39 2,460,477 2,519,721 2,840,546 380,069
40 - 4 2,150,120 2,638,396 2,353,7M 193,651
45 - 49 1,640,357 2,545,290 2,135,67% 495,317
50 - 66 3,707,062 5,120,803 7,321,873 3,614,811
65 and Over 3,271,606 3,796,995 6,159,981 2,888,375

12.60% 1,367,185 12.60% 10,847,367 100.00%
6.3 2,053,153 18.93% 9,480,182 87.40%
4.99%  2,5%,480 B §,796,214 81.07%
2.82% 2,900,461 26.74% 8,252,827 76.08%
3.45% 3,273,144 30.19% 7,946,906 73.26%
3.50% .« 3,655,213 3.70% 7,572,283 69.81X
1.79% 3,848,864 B4 7,192,156 66.30%
457X - 4,344,181 40.03% 6,996,503 6.5
33X 7,958,992 73.37% 6,503,186 59.95%
26.63% 10,847,367 100.00%. 2,888,375 26.63%

®Gacavcaacccaas B S P N N 0 0 P R 0t PP aat s PRl P PPt P PPl P R P al P NN E I N S PP PR 00 P a PPttt ettt landttttvardd tanastndtoNedadinr S00RBTE

Totals 28,771,169 32,852,616 39,618,536 10,847,367

Source: Califormia State Department of Finance, Report No. 86-P-3.

100.00%

DISPLAY 9 Contra Costa County Population by Age Groups, 1990 to 2920

Total Camlstive Cuv’eu;ve Cumulative Cumulative

wrowth Percent Growth Growth Growth Grouth
Age Group 1990 2000 2020 1990-2020 of Total Ascending Percent [escending Percent
0- 14 163,504 179,727 196,794 31,290 12.15% 31,290 12.15% 257,526 100.00%
15-1 45,457 56,144 7,79 12,322 4.78% 43,612 16.94% 226,234 87.85%
20 - 2% 48,784 45,043 55,125 6,341 2.66% 49,953 19.40% 213,912 83.06%
S-2 66,474 49,316 65,045~ °  (1,6429) -0.55% 48,524 18.84% 207,571 80.60%
30 - 3% 68,281 63,501 12,647 4,366 1.70% 52,890 20.54% 209,000 81.16%
5-3 61,653 74,910 67,145 S,492 2.13% 58,382 22.67% 204,634 79.466%
40 - 44 63,431 n,m 62,099 (1,332) -0.5% 57,050 22.15% 199,142 77.33%
45 - 49 51,099 63,411 56,924 5,825 2.26% 62,875 26.42% 200,476 77.85%
50 - 64 110,575 153,907 214,690 104, 115 40.43% 166,990 64.84% 194,649 75.58%
65 and Over 89,571 110,828 450,105 90,534 35.16% 257,526 100.00% 90,534 35.16%
Totals 768,829 870,558 1,026,353 57,526 100.00%

Source: California State Department oPFinance, Report No. 86-P-3.

the State University expects to increase over time to
levels exceeding those currently experienced at the
Pleasant Hill Center.

Regarding the factor for out-of-area attendance, cur-
rently the State University estimates that the
number of students from outside the county equals
40.8 percent of those from the county. This conflicts
slightly with data provided by the Hayward campus,
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shown in Display 14 on page 20, which place the per-
centage at 32 4 percent in 1985 and 24.3 percent in
1986. This percentage is assumed at 40 0 percent in
the official enrollment projection for the period
between 1991 and 2000, when the center is proposed
to be located on the Cowell Ranch site, but given the
problems of physical accessibiiity discussed on pages
23-30 below, there could be a reduction in this num-
ber, particularly because two-thirds of the out-of-
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DISPLAY 10 Program and Enrollment History of the Pleasant Hill Center, Fall 1982 to Fall 1987

Fall Fall
Major 1982 1983
Criminal Justice 10
English 9
Human Development 7
Public Act~ i ration
Business < ...istration
Counsel ing
Education
Liberal Studies
Undeclared & Credentisl 121 200 259 ar?
Other ” 101 82 107 103
Total Students 538 669 847 1037 1155 1317
Growth Rete - Students .e- 26% 2% 2% 1% 14%
FTE Students 191 261 365 486 545 88
Grouth Ret~ FTE Students 2% k17 40% 33% 1% ™

I LTI IR L I I L L Rl R Y P Y L Y L Y R Y Y Y L P L L L P P R Y L L L Y )

Average Units/Student 5.3 5.9 6.5 7.0 7.1 6.7

Fall
1985
33 35
36 &b
21 42
35 39

Fall Fall Fall

-
- P~

30
21
36
448
49
2

54
56
164

56
26
188

el

59

sivpasBa.an
;]

Source: The California State University.

DISPLAY 11 Charact. “istics and Demographics of Students at the Pleasant Hill Center, Fall 1986

Students Attending
Students Attending 8oth the Center and only the
[tem only the Center the Hayward Campus Hayward Campus

STUDENT CHARACTERISTICS

Students Attending

Class Level:

Undergraduate '
Graduate

Gender:
Male
Female

Age:
Under 25
5 -
30 and Over

Total Students

The California State University.

432 (54.2%)
365 (46.8%)

229 (29.7%)
568 (71.3%)

131 (16.4%)
178 (22.3%)
488 (61.2%)

™7

253 (70.7X)
105 (29.3%)

139 (38.8%)
219 (61.2%)

150 (41.9%)
97 (27.1%)
111 (31.0%)

358

8,491 (75.7%)
2,727 (2.3%)

4,801 (42.8%)
6,417 (57.2%)

5,515 (49.2%)
2,315 (20.6%)
3,388 (30.2%)

11,218




DISPLAY 12 Demographics of Students En-

rolled at the Pleasant Hill Center, October 1986
Number of

Respondents

[tem

Center Located Nesr:
Home
Work
Soth
Total

Esployed:
Full-Time
Part-Time
Not Esployed

Total

Attend Classes:
Oay
Evening
Both
Total

Class Location:
Center Only
Center and CSU, Hayward
Total

Educstional Objective:
Saccslaureate
Megters
Credential
Other

" Total

Marital Status:
Married
Single

Total

Children:
Yes
No
Total

Gender:
Female
Male

Total

Aveuge Age of Respondents:

39

5e
115
559

m

159

559

168
516

16
m

607

307
213
520

a8
249
527

392
130
522

53

Source: The Califorma State University.

Perce:t

70.1%
9.3%
20.6%
100.0%X

55.6%
28.4X
15.9%
100.0%

12.5%
66.9%
20.6%
100.0%

67.4%
32.6%
100.0%X

41.5%
26.5%
28.0%
4£.0%
100.0%X

59.0%
41.0%
100.0%

52.8%
47.2%
100.0%

75.1X
26.9%
100.0%

county students come from Alameda County, which
is hoth further away from the new site and more
difficult to reach than the Pleasant Hill Center.

The other factor that produces rising full-time-
equivalent enrollment between 1991 and 2000 is the
number used tv convert headcount students to full-
time-equivalent students. This is projected at 8 26
units per headcount student in 1991 and 9.45 units
in 1995 and 2000. Such levels contrast with the unit
load data provided by the Hayward campus and
shown in Display 10 that vary between 5.3 and 7.1
units over the past six years, with Fall 1987 having
been recently reported at 6.7 units per student. For
the Fall 1984 term, the Chancellor’s Office reported
the unit load at the Pleasant Hill Center at 7.4 units
and the average for all off-campus centers at 6.5.
The Hayward campus reported a 6.7 unit load for the
Pleasant Hill Center in the same Fall 1984 term.
Given these figures, it is quite possible thut the
projected unit loads for the center are somewhat
higher than may actually be expected. Were they
reduced to the most recently reported load at the
Pleasant Hill Center -- 6.7 units per headcount
student -- the projected full-time-equivalent enroll-
ment would decline from 1,069 to 867 in 1991 and
from 1,457 t0 1,042 in the year 2000.

Although the assumptions underlying enrollment
projections can, and usually are, debated, the issue
that has historically faced the Commission is wheth-
er the projections are reasonable, and whether mini-
mal assumptions will produce suffir.ent students to
justify the center’s establishment. In the present
case -- and even though the projections for the Cow-
ell Ranch location may be high by a few hundred
full-time-equivalent students -- there are still suffi-
cient enrollments to produce a viable operation.
Population projections indicate that enrollments will
not grow appreciably in the next 20 to 30 years, but
even at current levels, there is sufficient size to jus-
tify the center’s continuation.

Consideration of alternatives

Commission Criterion 2. The segment proposing cn
off-campus center must s»»bmit a comprehensive cost-
benefit analysis of all alternatives to establishing the
center. This analvsis must include: 1, the expansion
of existing campuses. (2) the expansion of existing off-




DISPLAY 13 Conira Costa Center Enrollment Projections

Contra Costs Upper Ofiv. & Post Baccel. Projected Lecat Out-of-Ares Adjusted FTE

Age Group County Populetion Participstion Rete Enroliment Attendancs attendance Enroliment Enroliment
(Cotumn 1) (Column 2) (Coiumn 3) (Column 4) (Column §) (Colum 6) (Colum 7) (Coiumn 8)
1991
17-1 5,089 0.00010 3 1 0 2 1
0 - 24 49,27 0.03117 1,535 el 295 1,018 561
S-9 o, 667 0.00788 $10 240 9 338 186
3 -% 69,534 0.00617 N 137 86 193 106
5-3 62,845 0.00537 212 100 61 140 ”
40 - & 65,236 0.00344 24 106 43 149 82
45 - &9 53,032 0.001467 8 &2 17 59 32
S0 - 54 42,343 0.00092 ¥ i | 7 % 1
55 -5 35,043 0.00028 10 S 2 7 4
60 - 6 34,806 " 0.00042 15 7 3 10 H

Totale 502,954 2,927 1,378 562 1,91 1,069
1995
17-19 27,286 0.00010 3 2 1 2 1
20 - 2 43,031 0.03117 1,341 803 328 1,133 ne
S - 57,532 0.00788 453 e " 38 21
30 - 34 72,640 0.00417 303 182 %% 856 161
3 -3 .61 0.00337 261 %S 39 204 128
&0 - &4 62,890 0.00344 216 130 53 13 113
45 - &9 64,376 0.00167 108 65 1] 14
50 - 5% 51,378 0.00092 (Y4 8 12 40 S
s - %59 40,292 0.00028 1" 7 3 10 é
60 - 66 13,539 0.00062 1 8 3 12 7

Totals $2¢,578 2,738 1,643 670 2,313 1,457
2000
17-1 32,022 0.00010 3 2 1 3 2
20 - % 43,043 0.03117 1,406 8h2 %4 1,186 (Y4
S-9 49,316 0.00788 389 33 ” 328 07
30 - 3% 43,501 0.00417 263 159 65 26 161
35 -3 7,90 0.00337 52 151 (] 213 134
&0 - &4 nm 0.00344 4 152 62 216 138
45 - 49 63,411 0.00147 106 66 26 »® 56
50 - 54 66,461 0.00092 59 36 15 50 32
S5 -959 50,506 0.00028 14 8 3 1
60 - 64 38,960 0.00042 16 10 - 1% 9

Totals 556,481 2,783 1,658 676 2,33 1,670

Column Explanstions: ceium 2. Envellment dete frem the Depertsunt of Finance, Report Mo, 86-P-3
Column 31 Porticipstion retes besed en sttencance by Contre Coste County
residents ¢ ~ollied ot any Stete University caspus n 1986.
Column 43 Column 2 mui.iplied Column 3.
Column St Lecsl Attendence sssumnd te equal (1.5 percent of the tetal In 1991, and SO percent therssfter.
Column 6: Out of county sttendance sssumed to equei 40 percent of In-county etterdencs for el yesrs.
Colum 7: Column S plun Column 6.
Column 8: Column 7 odjusted for PTE sesuming 8.26 units per hesdcount student
in 1991, ond 9.45 unite per student In 1995 ond 2000.

Source: The California State University and the California State Department of Finance.
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DISPLAY 14 Pleasant Hill Center Enrollments
by Area of Residence, Fall 1985 and Fall 1986

Fall Fall
Residence Area 1985 Percent 1986 Percen:
Alamo LI § 4 7 0.8X
Antioch 6 4.4 S8 5.0
Srentwood-Byron-Cakley 15 1.4 18 1.6
Canyon-Norege 18 1.7 17 1.5
Clayton 15 1.4 5 1.3
Concord-Plessant NHill a7 26.1% 270 23.4
Crockett-Pinole-Hercules 17 1.6 & 2.0
Rodeo-Pt, Costa
Danville-Disblo 2 3.1 3 a7
Lafayr te 40 3.9 45 3.9
Mertinez-Pacheco &8 6.1 92 8.0
Orinds % 1.4 11 1.0
Pittsburg 33 137 4 4.0
Richrond-EL Cerrito- % 2.8 & 35
Sen "sblo-E!l Sobrante
$an Ramon 2 2.1 S 2.2
Walnut Creek 152 16.7 162 14.0
Subtotal, Contrs Costa-County 783 75.5% 860 74.5%
Alameds County 178 17.2 199 17.2
South Solano County % 5.2 61 53
Other Counties 2 21 ¥ 3.0

Sabtotal, Outside Contra Costa 256 24.5% 293 25.5%

Total, All Counties 1,037 100.0% 1,155 100.0%

Source: California State University, Hayward.

campus centers in the area; (3) the increased
utilization of existing campus and off-campus
centers; and (4) the possibility of using leased or
donated space in instances where the center is to be
located in facilities proposed to be owned by the cam-
pus.

As noted in Chapter One, the State University needs
study of March 18, 1987, contained only a brief anal-
ysis of possible alternatives to building the Contra
Costa center on the Cowell Ranch site, a circum-
stance that prompted the Commission’s Exccutive
Director on March 30 to request a more compre-
hensive treatment of this criterion. The State Uni-
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versity responded by stating that “it is our position
that the exploration of alternatives is contrary to the
intent of the Legislature as expressed in SB 785.”

In spite of that position, the State University did
consider some alternatives in its original planning
process and presented three of them in its March 18
needs study. Among them was the possibility of ex-
pand ng existing campuses, continuing the present
lease agreement with the Mt. Diablo Unified School
District, and leasing space at another facility in cen-
tral Contra Costa County (Appendix B and State
University 1987e).

The State University rejected the first of these op-
tions -- expanding existing campuses -- for the same
reason that it created the existing Pleasant Hill Cen-
ter in 1981: to improve access for local residents who,
because of job or family responsibilities, have diffi-
culty attending the Hayward campus or other State
University campuses in the region such as Sonoma
or San Francisco. This is a point of view that the
Commission also accepted when it considered the
Pleasant Hill Center proposal in 1981.

The State University considercd continuing the
present lease agreement with the Mt. Diablo Unified
School District for classroom, library, and adminis-
trative space at P.casant Hill High School. It calcu-
lated that, assuming the school district permitted
continued occupancy of vhe present quarters, the
lease would result in an expenditure of $530,000 by
1991, based on an enrollment of approximately 1,000
full-time-equivalent students, a proportionate in-
crease in space needs, and an increase of 5 percent
pe. year in lease costs. Additional funds would be re-
quired, however, for major renovations to bring the
present facilities up to the standard of most other off-
campus centers.

Another possibility considered by the State Univer-
sity was leasing space in more modern office build-
ings in the area and at a location that would provide
easy transportation access, adequate parking, room
for expansion, and reasonable cost. It fcund that sev-
eral such facilities were available, but lease costs
would be somewhat nigher than the existing lease --
probably in the range of $1.10 to $1 25 per square
foot per month rather than the present $.95, with an
additional $100,000 possibly needed to tailor the
facilities to me.. current enrollments in the 600 full-
time-equivalent student range. A facility for 1,000
full-time-equivalent students would probably in-
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volve additional State University financial partic-
ipation to render the facility adequate.

Other potential alternatives, such as purchasing the
existing site, concluding a purchase agreement with
other State and county agencies involved in that site
to build a "government center,” and purchasing a
site in another location -- an alternative that could
involve the sale of the Cowell Ranch site -- were not
actively considered due to the statement, and subse-
quent interpretation, of legislative intent contained
inSB 785.

Effects on other institutions

Commission Criterion 3: Other public segments and
adjacent institutions, public or private, must be
consulted during the planning process for the new
off-campus center.

Commission Criterion 5: The proposed off-campus
center must not lead to an unnecessary duplication of
programs at neighboring campuses or off-campus
centers, regardless of segment or district boundaries.

Commission Criterion 6: The establishment of
University and State University off-campus centers
should t-ke into consideration existing and projected
enrollment in adjacent institutions, regardless of
segment.

Because of their relationship, the Commission con-
siders these three criteria together in this section.

Normal procedures in the analysis of any off-campus
center proposal require the sponsoring segment, in
this case the State University, to obtain official evi-
dence from neighboring institutions of consultation
during the planning process. In most cases, corre-
spondence indicating that the proposed center will
not conflict with or duplicate existing programs in
the area is sufficient.

When the Pleasant Hill Center was first proposed,
both Saint Mary's College of California in Moraga
and John F. Kennedy University in Orinda objected
to several program offerings -- Saint Mary’s to some
in education, and John F. Kennedy to some in busi-
ness administration. Through a lengthy process of
negotiation, these potential conflicts were resolved,
and the Pleasant Hill Center currently offers degree
and credential programs in hoth disciplines. The

State University proposes to continue them in the
permanent center.

In response to the State University's inquiry about
the potential impact of the proposed conversion from
a leased to a permanent center, the chief executive
office. s of both institutions have indicated that the
conversion does not concern them. Brother Mel An-
derson, President of Saint Mary’'s College, stated
that "as far as [ can tell at this time, whether the sat-
ellite campus is at Pleasant Hill or at the Cowell site
(which is further away from Saint Mary’s) there are
no indications that there are or will be adverse ef-
fects upon Saint Mary’s enrollments.” President
Donald J. MacIntyre of John F. Kennedy University
responded that "it is my position that any expansion
of the availability of higher education in Contra Cos-
ta County benefits all of us. The more we increase
access to learning, the more we all can potentially

benefit” (The California State University, 1987b). ’

John Carhart, Chancellor of the Contra Costa Com-
munity College District, also saw no conflict between
the proposed center and his district’s colleges -- Con-
tra Costa College in San Pablo, Diablo Valley Col-
lege in Pleasant Hill, and Los Medanos College in
Pittsburg -- stating that "the curriculum planned for
the CSUH Outreach Campus on Ygnacio Valley Road
will not duplicate any of the curricular programs at
our three colleges. In fact, the CSUC program will
complement our curriculum” (ibid.).

One 1emaining concern, however, relates to the a'-
most unique popularity of higher education among
Contra Costa County residents and the possibility
that a substantial increase in the center’s enroll-
ment will come at the expense of the four Bay area
campuses of the State University -- Hayward, San
Jose, San Francisco, and Sonoma. Currently, Contra
Costa County has the highest total participation rate
of any county in California among first-time fresh-
men: 70.7 percent of its high school graduates at-
tended a public institution of higher education in the
State in 1986. In addition, Contra Costa County has
a higher State University participation rate than
five counties with State University campuses --
Kern, Los Angeles, San Bernardino, San Diego, and
Stanislaus -- and although it ranks fifteenth in
terms of the number of students it sends to the State
University system among the State's 33 counties
with over 100,000 inhabitants, 10 of the 14 counties
with higher rates contain State University campus-
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es, and two of the remaining four -- Placer and San
Mateo -- have virtually identical rates as it has.

It is well known from participation rate studies that
the proximity of an educational institution bears a
direct relationship to the likelihood of attendance.
In concert with the already high participation rates
among Contra Costa County residents, this could ex-
plain the popularity of the Pleasant Hill Center, in
spite of the fact that the facilities it occupies are sub-
standard in comparison to both the State Universi-
ty’s campuses and all of its existing centers. Given
this situation, there is at least the possibility that
the permanent center, with much improved facili-
ties, could divert students from other State Univer-
sity campuses and particularly from California
State University, Hayward, which administers it
and which enrolled Z,329 Contra Costa residents in
Fall 1286. Given their further distance, the other
three Bay area campuses of the State University
should show lesser effects, although 1,804 Contra
Costa residents attended them in 1985, with 1,317 of
those attending San Francisco State.

The State University’s consultant, Ira Fink and As-
sociates, con:luded that the permanent center would
probably not have an adverse effect on Hayward or
the other State University campuses, principally be-
cause the current center serves primarily older and
employed studer’s who would be unlikely to enrol:
elsewhere if the center were not available. If the
center is eventually converted to a four-year cam-
pus, however, the State University recognizes that
“there would most probably be some shift of enroll-
ments from the San Francisco campus, and especial-
ly the Hayward campus” (State University, 1985).

Of the two campuses, Hayward would clearly be the
one to watch most closely. San Francisco State cur-
rently has a physical capacity of 16,221 full-time-
equivalent students and a projected 1988-89 ernroll-
ment of 16,908. It is one of several impacted institu-
tions where some enrollment reduction might be
beneficial. Hayward, on the other hand, has a capac-
ity of 11,246 full-time-equivalent students but a pro-
jected 1988-89 enrollment of only 8 232 -- almost
3,000 less. In addition, as Display 15 shows, the
Hayward campus has been underenrolled for its
physical capacity for many years. Given that situa-
tion, any futur~ evidence that it is losing enroll-
ments due to the existence of the permanent center
should be examined closely. Thcre are few indica-
tions that the leased center is diverting students

Q

DISPLAY 15 Enrollment and Capacity Figures
at the California State University, Hayward,
1973-74 to 1988-89

Copacity

Exceeds
Year Capacity  Enroliment Enroliment
1973-76 12,305 10,584 116.3%
1974-75 13,554 9,435 143.7%
1976-77 12,39 7,168 172.7%
1977-78 11,287 7,749 145.7%
1978-79 11,689 7,292 160.3%
1979-80 11,399 6,983 166.7%
1980-81 1,2n 6,5N" 171.5%
1981-82 11,206 6,854 163.5%
1962-83 10,980 7,156 153.4%
1963-84 10,881 7,814 139.3%
1964-85 10,903 8,082 134.9%
1985-86 11,302 8,380 136.9%
1986-87 11,303 8,395 134.6%
19687-88 10,857 8,199 132.4%
1988-89 11,246 8,292 135.6%

Source: The Califcrnia State University.

from Hayward at the present time, but this may not
continue to be true if the permanent center were to
double or triple the leased center’s enrollment.

Meeting community needs

Commission Criterion 4: Programs to be offered at
the proposed center must meet the needs of the com-
munity in which the center is to be located. Strong
local or regior::l interest in the proposed facility must
he demonstrated.

Commission Criterion 9: The programs projected for
the new off-campus center must be described and
Justified.

The existing center, which currently enrolls 588 full-
time-equivalent students, offers the eight degree and
six credential programs shown in the first column of
Display 16 below. If the permanent center is
construc.ed, all eight of these programs will be
transferred and additional degree programs in
bio'ogy and history will be added. Between 1987 and
1990, anticipated enroilment growth will permit the
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DISPLAY 16 Academic Plan for California State University, Hayward's Contra Costa Center,

1987-88 to 1997-98

Proposed Proposed
Degree Program Existing Program 1967 to 1990 1990 to 1998
Biology EA/B5
Business Administration BS/MBA
Computer Science BS
Counseling MS
Criminal Justice Administration BS
Education MS
English BA
History BA
Human Development BA
Liberal Studies BA
Psychology BA/BS
Public Administration MPA
Multiple Subjects Credential X
Single Subject Credential X
Administrative Services Credential X
Learning Handicapped Specialist X
Credential
Reading Instruction Credential X
Pupil Personnel Services Credential X

Source: California State University, Hayward.

addition of programs in computer scieace and
psychology. Thus at the time the new center opens,
the curriculum should consist of the 12 disciplines
listed in Display 16 in which either bachelor’s or
master’s degrees can be earned wholly at the center.
By arrangement with the Hayward campus, op-
portunities will also exist for students to earn de-
grees in a variety of other subjects by taking some
courses at the center and the balance at the main
campus. In its needs study and supplemental sub-
missions, the State University has provided the
Commission with su:nmary descriptions of each of
the existing and proposed degree programs, and it
appears that all of these programs conform to the
curricular desires of local residents recorded in pre-
vious community preference surveys.

Concerning local or regional interest, the fact that
the Pleasant Hill Center has been so successful, be-
coming the largest in the system in only five years,
provides the strongest argument for community in-
terest. A large number of letters supporting the cen-
ter have been submitted by local businesses, govern-
ment agencies, newspapers, and private citizens, but
such letters virtually always accompany any seg-
mental needs study and are not as significant as the
enroliments themselves. The additional fact that
the State’s proposed sale of the Cowell Kanch site in
the mid-1970s was thwarted by local opposition also
provides support for the idea that an off-campus
center in Contra Costa County is held to be highly
desirable by local residents.

3’)
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Reasonable commuting time

Commission Criterion 8: The proposed off-campus
center must be located within a reasonable commut-
ing time for the majority of residents to be servec.

Display 2 on page 4 above shows the major roadways
servirg the Cowell Ranch site, principally Ygnacio
Valley Road - a four-lane thoroughfare that is the
only direct access to the site at the present time and
that connects to Interstate 680 to the west and Clay-
ton Road to the east, with Coweil Road and Treat
Boulevard to the north and east.

The State University’s consultant, Ira Fink and As-
sociates, noted that many of the freeways and roads
in the immediate arpa of the site are heavily con-
gested and are expected to become more s0 in the fu-
ture (1986, pp. 174, 179):

Unprecedented growth during the last two de-
cades has caused considerable traffic conges-
tion on the highway network throughout Con-
tra Costa County. During the 1960s, signifi-
cant growth in freeway traffic took place on
Interstate 80 in western Contra Costa County.
The Interstate 680 corridor (I-680; running the
length of Contra Costa from Solar.o County to
Alameda County has shown the largest gains
in traffic since 1970. Increases in the volume of
ehicles have ranged from 43 percent to 82 per-
cent above 1970 estimates.

The Route 24/1-680 inte~change is heavily con-
gested. According to the California Depart-
ment of Transportation (CalTrans), more
traffic per lane uses this section of Route 24/1-
680 than any other freeway in the Bay Area,
except for Rcute 101 at Army Street in San
Franciseo. . . .

Ygnacio Valley Road in Walnut Creek and
Concord, a four to twelve-lane roadway with
controlled access for most of its length, shares
many of the same operational characteristics as
a major highway. Current traffic on Ygnacio
Valley Road, which would serve the cSU-Con-
tra Costa Center permanent site, is almost one-
half of the volume measured on the busiest por-
tion of 1-680 and carries two to three times as
many cars as most other arterials in the coun-
ty.

The State Department of Transportation (CalTrans)

Q

uses a six-ievel coding system to measure traffic
congestion. These levels range from “A,” which is
free flow, to “F,” which is gridlock, defined as three
or more light changes to cross a given intersection.
Currently, Ygnacio Valley Road is operating at level
“E” at most intersections, and wil! soon reach level
“F” whether or not the permanent center is built.

In 1974, CalTrans submitted four different proposals
for the construction of a freeway along the Ygnacio
Valley Road corridor. The City of Walnut Creek re-
jected all four, and no present plans exist for freeway
construction in the area. In 1986, the Department
reported that Ygnacio Valley Road can anticipate a
total increase in peak traffic volumes of between 27
and 164 percent by the year 2000.

Germane to this discussion are two ballot measures
that were included in the 1985 Walnut Creek elec-
tion. One prohibited new construction in that city
unless specified street intersections vperate at a traf-
fic service level of "D” or better and was approved on
a vote of 9,473 to 9,068. The second, which solicited
an advisory vote whereby Walnut Creek would ac-
quire the right-of-way for a new freeway or major ex-
pressway along Ygnacio Valley Road at a probable
cost of $200 to $500 million, was defeated 12,199 to
5,144

At present, the Director of the Pleasant Hill Center
estimates that about 350 cars arrive at the center for
classes each day and that approximately 750 cars
should be anticipated for the permanent center if it
achieves an enrollment of 1,000 full-tin.e-equivalent
students. Since off-campus centers generally coa-
duct most of their classes at night, it can be assume-
that the vast majority of these automobiles wii! ar-
rive at the Cowell Ranch site in the early evening
during the rush hour -- a circumstance that will af-
fect the intersections along Ygnacio Valley Road
even further.

Dr. Fink analyzed automobile travel times to the
Cowell Ranch site from various portions of Contra
Costa County, as shown in Display 17 on page 25,
and found that times range from 15 minutes or less
within two miles of the site to an hour or more from
more distant locations. He estimated peak hour
travel time to the center from the Hayward campus
of between 60 and 90 minutes -- a projection that
could be of concern to Hayward faculty who plan to
teach evening classes at the center. He also
estimated rush-hour driving time to the center of




DISPLAY 17 Travel Times to the Cowell Ranch Site from Various Portions of Alameda and Contra
Costa Counties
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one-half hour or longer from the Ygnacio Valley
Road interchange of Interstate 68J alone, which is
about seven miles from the Cowell Ranch site (Fink,
19886, pp. 189-191).

Faculty concern with the transportation problem
was formally expressed in a November 17 resolu-
tion, approved unanimously by the Hayward cam-
pus’s academic senate, which stated in part:

Whereas the State University’s consultant, Ira
Fink and Associates, has determined that
many of the major -oads and freeways serving
the Cowell Ranch location are already heavily
congested, with Ygnacio Valley Road soon ex-
pected to reach gridlock (defined as “three or
more light changes to cross a given intersec-
tion”) and

Whereas most students and faculty will be
traveling during peak traffic hours to reach
evening classes,

Therefore be it resolved that we, the Academic
Senate of California State University, Hay-
ward, encourage CPEC, in its recommendation
to the Board of Trustees, to reject Cowell Ranch
as the site for a permanent off-campus center in
Contra Costa County (Appendix L, pp. 113-118).

There has also be2n considerable student concern, as
evidenced by the submission cf a petition containing
the signatures of 219 Pleasant Hill Center students
who specifically express “our opposition to the choice
of Cowell Ranch as the site for a permanent location
for a satellite campus of California State University,
Hayward, in Contra Costa County. We encourage
the people and agencies involved to seek another site
which would be more accessible to the majority of
students and residents in the county” (Appendix M,
pp. 119-130).

Letters of opposition were also received from Her-
mann E. Welm, Planning Commissioner for the City
of San Ramon, who stated that "Cowell Ranch is too
far removed from both the resident and working pop-
vlations. Accessto it via Ygnacio Valley Road would
be a nightmare, malking what should be a conven-
ient alternative to attending classes in Hayward, a
very poor one.” He added, however, that "Some day,
when significant population shifts take place and
road systems in the Cowell Ranch area are suffici-
ently izaproved, this site may actually be a good one
for a university campus” (Appendix N, pp. 131-134).

Q

Contra Costa County Supervisor Tom Powers wrote
urging the Commission "to reject Cowell Ranch”
since "the criteria regarding accessibility to students
and specifically economicaily, educationally, and so-
cially disadvantaged, I feel has not been met” (Ap-
pendix O, page 135).

Also 2xpressing a concern was Thomas G. Dunne,
the City Manager of Walnut Creek, who stated in a
letter to the State University on October 12, 1987:

Walnut Creek currently experiences excessive
traffic congestion on Ygnacio Valley Road. We
are particularly concerned about the effect the
proposed center will have on this roadway. As
the California Postsecondary Education Com-
mission begins to discuss the new center, care-
ful attention should be paid to how CSU intends
to mitigate the traffic impacts on Ygnacio Val-
ley Road.

Your letter states that initial planning sug-
gests that there will be approximately 2,000
students attending the center. Before the im-
pact of the center can be adequately assessed, it
is essential for CSU to project how many stu-
dents the center is expected to accommodate at
buildout. It is our assumption that CSU will
perform a full Environment Impact Report (EIR)
on the center which will disclose the projected
student body and the full range of impacts as-
sociated with the project. It is our assumption
that you will continue to keep us apprised of
any further developments regarding the center
and solicit our input and comments on the EIR
(Appendix P, pp. 139-142).

In a conversation with Mr. Dunne, Commission staff
learned that the City of Walnut Creek supports the
establishment of the center, and that the concern
expressed .n his letter was only to assure that plan-
ning proceed in an orderly manner that will be in the
best interests of all of the county’s residents.

The State University responded to Mr. Dunne’s let-
ter on October 20, indicating that "a full construc-
tion leve!l EIR report will be performed on the project
and, of course, your input will be solicited as appro-
priate.”

Many letters of support for the Cowell Ranch site,
from the Mayor of Walnut Creek, the Contra Costa
County Administrator, the Chancellor of the Contra
Costa Community College District, the County Su-




perintendent of Schools, and Trustee Dean Lesher
were also forwarded to the Commission by the Chan-
cellor’s Office. (Appendices Q through U, pp. 143-
165)

Merle D. Hall, Mayor of Walnut Creek, stated that
“Our City Manager’s response listed certain techni-
cal issues that will need to be censidered and re-
quested additional information. This letter is in-
tended to emphasize the strong support and almost
desperate need that exists for this facility.” (Appen-
dix Q, pp. 143-146)

Phil Ba‘chelor, Contra Costa County Administrator,
wrote a long letter that is particularly relevant to
the discussion of this criterion and is thus quoted at
length here:

The County of Contra Costa is wholeheartedly
in favor of the proposed facility which is to be
located on State-owned land at Ygnacio Valley
Road near Pine Hollow Road in the City of Con-
cord. The Contra Costa County Board of Super-
visors has supported the location of a college at
this site for many years ...

First itis our understanding that Contra Costa
is probably the largest county in California in
terms of population that does not have a perma-
nent campus of either the California State Uni-
versity or Univereity of California within the
county. This means that many of our residents
must travel considerable distances to complete
upper division or graduate work. This is a fi-
nancial barrier to many residents of this
county. As additional growth occurs in the
eastern part of the county, there will be more
and more need for a full-service university
which is accessible to these new residents, most
of whom we expect to be young and of modest
economic level.

Second, the additional travel required to either
Hayward or Sacramento makes pursuing upper
division and gradua‘e work more difficult and
adds to the transportation problems which are
already one of the major problems facing this
County. Reducing this additional travel will be
of a benefit to the residents of this County both
economically and in saving time. It will serve
to reduce commute travel, which is of benefit to
the entire community. Transferring the cam-
pus from the present temporary site to the
Ygnacio Valley Road site will help relieve

congestion in the Interstate 680 corridor. The
Ygnacio Valley Road site is also more acces-
sible to east county residents than is the pres-
ent temporary site.

Finally, although the Ygnacio Valley Road cor-
ridor is one of the more congested in the Coun-
ty, we do not believe that the addition of the
number of students noted in your letter will
create any major negative impact on trans-
portation in the corridor. Travel from each
(“east”?] County will be opposite the peak com-
mute in the later afternoon. While some addi-
tional pressure will be felt from any added com-
mute eastbound on Ygnacio Valley Road late in
the afternoon, we do not believe that such im-
pacts will be significant. (Appendix R, pp. 147-
152)

At the present time, most of Contra Costa County’s .
population resides to the west of the Cowell Ranch
site. In the future, however, there will be consid-
erable population growth in the eastern and south-
ern areas. The existing and projected population
growth for the County is shown in Display 18 on
page 28, with the location of the cities shown in Dis-
play 19 on page 29. As shown, almost half of the
population growth is expected to occur in the rural
east county plus th: four cities of Antioch, Brent-
wood, Clayton, anc Pittsburg. The only other major
growth pockets are in Danvilie and San Ramon to
the south, where commuters must come tarough the
congestion of Interstate 680 and Ygnacio Valley
Road, and in Pleasant Hill, where access to the new
site could also become a problem. For residents of
the eastern sections, the roads leading to Cowell
Ranch are not as congested, although congestion will
obviously constitute an increasing problem as thos.
areas grow, especially since no additional freeways
are planned for that or any other area of the county.

The fact that much of the growth is occurring in the
eastern portions of the county may not significantly
increase the physical accessibility of the Cowell
Ranch site, and it will decrease accessibility for
residents of Danviile and San Ramon to the south. It
should be noted that most off-campus center stu-
dents attend in the evenings, and that they
generally travel directly to the center from their
place of employment. According to the Association
of Bay Area Governments, while 49.8 percent of the
population growth will occur in the eastern areas,
only 17.8 percent of the jobs will be created there;
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DISPLAY 18 Contra Costa Population and Population Growth, by Region, 1985 to 2005

Growth
Populstion Growth Rate

Vestern Cities 1980 1988 1990 1995 2000 2005 1980-2005 1985-2005 1990-2005 19852005
Rodeo/Crockett 11,055 11,300 11,600 11,800 12,000 12,100 1,045 800 500 0.34%
Nercules 6,826 9,500 16,200 19,200 19,100 19,200 12,37 9,700 3,000 3.5&
Pinole 26,33 24,600 25,000 25,600 26,200 26,600 2,266 2,000 1,600 0.39%
San Peble 2,990 26,90 25,100 24,900 24,700 24,600 1,610 (300) (500) =0.06%
Richeond 88,912 N,000 9,000 101,600 104,900 107,400 18,488 15,600 10,600 0.7%%
£l Cerrite 3,77 28,950 29,000 28,400 28,300 28,400 31N (500) (600) «0.09%
Subtotal 182,054 191,000 205,700 211,500 215,200 218,300 38,486 27,300 14,600 0.67x
Contral Cities
Nertinez 30,822 36,100 39,400 41,400 462,100 42,200 1,373 6,100 2,000 0.7
Concord 104,800 107,400 111,300 113,800 114,800 114,900 10,100 7,500 3,600 0.34%
Plessant Nill n.mm 33,000 37,400 37,500 37,400 37,300 5,909 3,500 €100) 0.49%
Helnut Creek 70,546 72,800 76,400 75,500 76,800 76,500 5,956 3,700 2,100 0.25%
Lafaystte 8 22,300 2,400 22,300 22,100 2,000 (448) (300) (400) -0.07%
Orinda 7,075 17,300 17,200 17,000 16,800 16,700 (67,0 (600) (500) «0.18%
Norags 15,016 13,000 135,700 16,500 17,300 17,500 2,486 2,500 1,800 0.77%
At amo/Blackhawk 10,413 13,800 16,400 17,700 18,000 18,100 7,687 4,300. 1,700 1.3
Barwille 2,479 31,400 35,000 37,000 41,000 41,900 12,421 10,500 6,900 1.45%
San Ramon 20,248 25,300 40,900 49,300 55,400 58,100 37,855 32,600 17,200 4.20%
Clayton 7,15 7,600 8,500 9,000 11,400 11,600 4,646 4,200 3,100 2.2
Subtotsl 339,385 382,800 418,00 438,600 453,100 456,800 97,415 74,000 38,200 0.89%
Esetern Ciifes
Pittsburg 43,043 50,400 58,600 61,700 63,600 64,300 20,457 13,900 $,700 1.2
Antfoch 45,961 50,900 59,000 70,400 82,90 88,600 42,639 37,700 29,600 2.81%
Srentwood 6,78 7,300 8,000 12,700 21,700 27,200 20,415 19,900 18,400 6.80%
Rural Esst 12,290 16,500 21,600 26,900 33,300 37,200 ,910 20,700 15,600 4.15%
Subtotal 108,879 125,100 143,000 171,700 201,500 217,300 108,421 92,200 69,300 2.80%
Other 5,282 6,100 6,700 7,400 8,100 8,600 3,318 2,500 1,900
Total (excl Other) 651,098 696,900 770.300 821,800 869,300 892,400 21,302 193,500 122,190 1.06%
Totsl (Inel Other) 636,380 705,000 777,000 829,200 877,90 901,000

Composite Population Growth Percent Growth Percent

Growth Rates 1980 1985 1990 1993 2000 2005 1980-2605 of Tota. 1990-2005 of Totsl
Vestern Cities 182,834 191,000 203,700 211,500 213,200 218,300 35,466 14.70% 14,600 11.96%
Central Cities 350,385 382,000 418,600 438,600 453,100 436,800 97,415 40.37x 38,200 n.2x
Esstern Cities 108,879 125,100 148,000 171,700 201,500 217,300 108, 621 £6.93% 69,300 56.76%
Totals 651,098 698,900 770,300 821,000 869,300 892,400 261,302 100.00% 122,100 100.00%

Source: Association of Bay Area Governments.




DISPLAY 19 Subregional Areas of Contra Costa County
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most will occur in the zentral, southern, and western the central area through at least the year 2005, with
areas, and most of those will be in the retail and ser-  the remaining 48.8 percent almost equally divided

vice occupations from which the center can be ex-  hetween the eastern and western regions. Con-
pected to draw most of its students. Thus, the area cerning those in the west, primarily Richmond,
in which population growth coccurs should not al- automobile access is restricted by hilly roads or a
ways be the determining factor in selecting a site or lengthy freeway trip around Berkeley on Highway
inevaluating its overall accessibility to students. 24 or through Martinez on Highway 4. The best

access at present may be provided by the Bay Area
Rapid Transit District from Richmond to the Pleas-
ant Hill station.

Even if the employment factor were disregarded,
however, it remains true that a majority of the coun-
ty's residents (51.2 percent) will continue to reside in
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Bus transportation will present the same problem to
potential students as those arriving in automobiles,
and for the same reason, congestion on freeways and
surface streetz. Dr. Fink noted in his report the ex-
istence of the three transit agencies that serve the
county but did not include any comprehensive in-
formation on how those agencies would serve the
proposed permanent center. Similarly, the State
University’s needs study and supplemental sub-
mission supporting the needs study did not contain
information concerning the future of public trans-
portation. It did indicate that three existing bus
routes serve the general vicinity of Cowell Ranch
from Walnut Creek, Pleasant Hill, and Concord,
with times of just under a half-hour each.

Detailed public transportation plans often are not
developed until a year or two prior to the opening of
proposed off-campus centers, as illustrated by San
Diego’s North County Center, where the State Uni-
versity will continue negotiations with local transit
authorities for several more years before the pro-
posed 1992 opening date. The same can be expected
for Contra Costa County. Unfortunately, where
northern San Diego County remains largely rural,
and where transportation facilities, including light
rail, are already well developed, the physical con-
straints endemic to Contra Costa County's transpor-
tation system are so great that it is unlikely that
access to the Cowell Ranch site will ever be easy.
This observation was also offered by Dr. Fink, who
concluded that “difficulty of access is the principal
disadvantage of the site. There are no plans in the
offing that would improve accessibility” (p. 191).

Physical, social, and demographic
characteristics

Commission Criterion 10: The characteristics (phy-
sical, social, demographic, etc.) of the location pro-
posed for the new off-campus center must be in-
cluded.

Physical characteristics

In 1984, the State University contracted with The
Planning Center of Newport Beach to provide an
analysis of the "opportunities and constraints associ-
ated with various development scenarios which
might be initiated” (The Planning Center, 1984, p.

Q

1). The Planning Center provided the following gen-
eral description of the site:

The 384-acre Contra Costa Site is located approx-
imately seven miles southeast of the City of Concord.
Previously only one-half of the site area was located
within incorporated boundaries; however, the re-
maining half has since been annexed to the City of
Concord. Ygnacio Valley Road serves as a property
boundary to the north, and an extension of Alberta
Way is located ‘ y the east. The site is presently un-
developed.

The site is characterized by rolling terrain and by
native vegetation consisting of native grasses and
scattered oak tree stands. Numerous drainageways
traverse the site in a north/south direction, some of
which have been diverted into retention ponds (ibid).

The Planning Center undertook a comprehensive
physical assessment that dealt with topography and
slope analysis, geotechnical and soil characteristics,
drainage, ecological sensitivity, weather, circulation
and access, easements, usage constraints, and re-
lated matters. It also provided four construction
scenarios sufficient to accommodate enrollments of
between 500 and 12,000 students. A composite map
showing unbuildable areas (defined as those with
slopes exceeding 20 percent), easements, access
points, drainageways, and the three inactive earth-
quake faults is reproduced in Display 20 on page 31.

Seismic conditions: The consultants found three
earthquake faults on the site, none of them consider-
ed active. They noted, however, that active faults do
exist in the region and that "it can be expected that
seismic shaking of at least moderate and possibly
greater intensities will be experienced at the subject
site within the useful life of planned improvements”
(p. 5). To this, it should be added that such a
description could easily be applied to virtually any
portion of the San Francisco Bay Area.

Slope stability: Given site topography, approximate-
ly one-fourth to one-half of the site is developabie.
As noted above, slopes over 20 percent gererally
preclude development, while those under 15 percent
can be developed, and those between those two
grades can be developed with some difficulty. The
Pianning Center found a number of landslide areas
on the site, as well as “problematic soil conditions”
caused by the presence of heavy clay soils. They in-
dicated that "landslide areas are those of significant
depth and magnitude to require significant engi-
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DISPLAY 20 Cowell Ranch Site, Showing 20 Percent Slopes, Easements, Access Points, Drainageways,
and Earthquake Faults
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neering solutions and costs before any development
could occur thereon.” The soil problems cculd b¢ cor-
rected by soil treatment and selective grading.

Erosion potential: Due to the hilliness of the site, ra-
pidly running water and consequent erosior may
also present a developmental problem. Tb~ Plan-
ning Center indicated that this could be corrected by
the construction of additional structures to slow wa-
ter flow, and by improving drainage control facilities
in the lower areas.

Utilities and easements: Although eight different
private and governmental entities have easements
on the site, the only significant ones are owned by
PL&E, which maintains two 80 foot wide strips across
the site, one of which is currently accupied by electri-
cal towers and underground gas lines. The Planning
Center does not believe that these will cause any
serious development problems, noting that “ease-
ments can represent opportunities when combined
with open space or recreational uses or, in some
instances, with transportation corridors” (p. 16).
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DISPLAY 21 Racial and Ethnic Composition o Suburban Contra Costa County, 1980

Percentage of Population by Region

Ethnicity West County Cantral County East County Tatal Covnty

White 60.5% 92.9% 79.0% 81.5%
Black 25.7 1.2 7.8 9.2
American Indian 0.7 0.4 1.0 0.6
Asian 1.5 3.6 3.6 4.7
Other 5.6 2.0 8.8 4.1

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Total Population 184,151 361,392 ‘19,027 656,380
Hispanic 9.8% 5.2% 17.2% 8.5%

Source: Ira Fink and Associates, 1986, p. 42

Social and demographic characteristics

Dr. Fink presented comprehensive information

relating to the racial and ethnic composition of the .

county, as reported in the 1980 Census. These data
are shown in Display 21 and they indicate that the
population of primary service area for both the
existing and proposed centers — the central county -
is predominantly white. Although there are no
racial or ethnic projections in evistence for Contra
Costa County, if statewide trends are in any way
relevant, it may be expected that significant in-
creases in the Hispanic population wiil occur
throughout the remainder of the century.

Employment in the county is growing rapidly, prin-
cipally in retail trade and services, and principally
in the centrs' part of the crunty. According to the
Association of Bay Area Governments, while the
county’s population is expected to increase by 37.3
percen’ between 1980 and 2005, its total employ-
ment wi!l increase by 87.7 percent, and employment
in retail trade and services bv 100.4 parcent. Of the
177,234 jobs expected to be . cated, 104,711 or 59.1
percent will come in these two areas. In addition,
the association anticipates that the growth in the
number of employed residents will exceed the num-

Q

ber of jobs available in the county, thus continuing
the county’s long-term trend as a net exporter of
employed citizens, a pattern typical for "bedroom
communities.” It appears, however, that this trend
is slowing down and that more residents are working
in the community than are commuting to other coun-
ties. The converse of this trend is that more people
who do not live in the county are entering for em-
ployment — a trend that may further exacerbate
transportation problems.

In his report, Dr. Fink noted that Contra Costa
County, with an average household income in 1985
of $32,700, ranks fourth among the nine counties of
the Bay Area -- behind Marin ($39,100), San Mateo
($34,200), and Santa Clara ($34,300). The Associa-
tion of Bay Area Governments estimates that this
relationship will remain unchanged through 2005.

Access for the disadvantaged

Commission Criterion 11: The off-campus center
must facilitate access for the economically,
educationally, and socially disadvantaged.

The State University's needs study cont.ined little
information on this subject beyond the ethnic deline-
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ation contained in Dr. Fink's report. The subse-
quent submittal in May 1987, indicated that moving
the center some seven miles to the east should place
it closer to lower-income populations and racial/eth-
nic minority groups.

Traditionally, satisfaction of this criterion has de-
pended less on evidence that the proposed center is
in proximity to disadvantaged groups, and moreon a
demonstration that programs will be in place at the
center that will serve selected groups of underrepre-
sented students. In the Commission’s report on the
San Diego North County Center, the Commission
observed that the State University’s needs study:

. . . gives no indication of support or interest
from any ethnic minority community organiza-
tion or representatives of disadvantaged people
in the area. Further, the [demographic] survey

contains no description of any existing or pro-
posed special programs for minorities or dis-
advantaged students. . . . It is impossible to
evaluate the extent to which the State Univer-
sity proposes to serve these populations (Cali-
fornia Postsecondary Education Commission,
1987, p. 40).

The State University’s supplemental submission on
the North County Center provided strong evidence of
both new and continuing relationships with repre-
sentatives of various underrepresented groups in the
county’s northern region, as well as a comprehensive
listing of ~..-campus programs designed to serve
their specific needs. The absence of similar evidence
for the proposed permarnert Contra Costa Center
represents a deficiency ir the proposal that should be
corrected.

33




3

Conclusions and Recommendations

Principles for the review
of permanent sff-campus centers

Tne proposal for the Contra Costa Center of Califor-
nie State University, Hayward is the second by the
Culifornia State University to establish a perma-
r.ent off-campus center. The first of these proposals
was for the North County Center of San Diego State
University in San Marcos -- a proposal that was ap-
prcved by the Commission in February 1987, subject
to four conditions: (1) that an academic master plan,
a transportation plan, and a plan for serving disad-
vantaged students be submitted; (2) that no funds
for site development, planning and working draw-
ings, or construction of the center be approved until
the specified plans were submitted to, and approved
by, the Commission; (3) thet the center open with
1,700 full-time-equivalent studex*s; and (4) that, the
Commission be given at least two years notice
should the State University ‘niend %o convert the
center into & campuve " Novorsler 1987, those con-

ditions **  -nld be e, im medistsly were satis-
fied, an smmission gave the North County
Centerf{. roval.

It is a bas.. principle of th': Cornmission’s review
process that proposals for = :rman1nt centers should
receive greater scrutiny thz.a those for leased facili-
ties, principally because the decision to build a per-
manent center, similar to the decision to construct a
campus, is irrevocable. With temporary centers,
there is an inherent flex:b:lity, as a leased center
can be relocated if population shiits occur or other
circumstances warrant a rethinking of original de-
cisions. Accordingly, when considering approval of a
permanent facility, all of the Commission’s criteria
in its Guidelines and Procedures fo- the Review of
New Campuses and Off-Campus Centers should be
met, and the proposal should be solidly justified.

Another principle, and one that applies equally to
leased and permanent off-campus centers, is that the
needs of the students should receive paramouat con-
sideration. Those needs include provision for quali-
ty academic programs and an outstanding faculty,
for adequate facilities and equipment, and for

reasonable access through private or public trans-
portation.

A third principle is that -lecisions to create new off-
campus centers should take efficiency and cost-effec-
tiveness into account, and it is on that assumption
that the Commission has always required that : uffi-
cient enrollments be projected for the center and that
any potential negative impact on neighboring
institutions be mi-imized. There should be substan-
tial confidence that ohi-campus centers will not be
unreasonably expensive, and equal confidence that
neighboring institutions will not be adversely affect-
ed.

Of all the proposals for off-campus centers consider-
ed by the Commission, the Contra Costa Center may
well have the longest history. The county was men-
tionea by the Master Plan Survey Team in 1960 and
by the Legislature in 1961 as a possible future home
for a State University campus. In 1969, the 384-acre
site on Ygnacio Valley Road, generally referred to as
“Cowell Ranch,” was purchased on the assumption
that a campus would be built in the county at some
undetermined future date. In 1980, the State Uni-
versity proposed a temporary center in Pleasant Hill
— a proposal that was endorsed by the Commission,
leading to the opening of classes in 1981. Since that
time, the center has grown from an iritial enroll-
ment of just under 105 to its current enrollment of
588 full-time-equivalent students, and there is no
doubt that it enjoys strong support from both its
students and from the community. It should be
noted, however, that off-campus center enrollments
have not been incorporated into the reporting system
of the Office cf the Chaacellor, although precise data
were obtained from the Hayward administration.

Conclusions

The Commission’s conclusions regarding these ques-
tions and other matters affecting the proposal are as
follows:
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1. The need for an off-campus center in Contra Costa
County has been demonstrated beyond any rea-
sonable doubt, primarily through the success of
the existing center, but also by the vocal support
expressed by students, civic leaders, legislative
representatives, and local residents.

. A permanent center is preferable either to the
continuation of the present lease agreement with
the Mt. Diablo Unified School District or t. the
relocation of the center to other leased quarters.
Were there any substantiai doubt about the abili-
ty of Contra Costa County to support a sizable off-
campus operation, continuation in leased space
would be a more prudent alternative, but there
are no such doubts in evidence. Further, perma-
nency has the advantage of community identity
and the opportunity to construct modern facilities
that will meet the unique needs of State Univer-
sity students. Finally, the construction of perma-
nent facilities, while more expensive in thc short
run, is more cost effective in the long run.

. Concerning the location of the permanent center,
the Legislature preempted that issue when it
passed Senate Bill 786 in 1986. That bill indi-
cated that if a permanent facility is to be con-
structed, it should be on the state-owned property
known as Cowell Ranch. Aceordingly, alierna-
tives to the Cowell Ranch location have not been
thoroughly investigated.

. While it is vanlikely that a four-year campus will
be required in Contra Costa County for many
years, the county’s continued growth suggests
that this option should be left open for further
consideretion.

. The current proposal to move the Pleasant Hill
Center to Cowell Ranch presents several difficult
choices. The State University’s intention is to es-
tablish a permanent, upper-division and graduate
off-campus center; and the populatior and e.noll-
ment projections indicate that a four-year campus
will probably not be needed in the area for many
years. Given these facts, it is questionable wheth-
er a 384-acre site is required for a facility that
may not exceed 1,500 full-time-equivalent stu.
dents (approximately 2,500 to 3,000 headcount
students) until some time in the 21st century.

. Criterion 4 of the Commission’s Guidelines and
Procedures specifies that the needs of the commu-
nity must be met. At the same time, it is clear

that Contra Costa County requires the State Uni-
versity's services, and equally clear that the exist-
ing Pleasant Hill Center’s fucilities do not meet
contempe-ary standards for campuses or off-cam-
pus centers. Although it is the largest of the State
University’s seven off-campus centers, it is also lo-
cated in the least adequate facilities. In addition,
the Mt. Diablo Unified School District, owner of
the site on which the Pleasant Hill Center is cur-
rently located, desires to sell the site and will
probably ask the State University to relocate
within the next several years. Accordingly, it is
likely that the center will not be permitted to re-
main at its present location.

. The Cowell Ranch site is -.sually attractive and

large enough for expansion, although somewhat
restricted by the hilly terrain ard several ease-
ments. The new site is closer to one of the county’s
major growth areas than is the present cenier but
poses transportation and access problems that are
severe, will deteriorate further in the years ahead
if nothing is done, and which admit of no easy
solution. The proposal to move to the new site has
attracted both support and opposition from the lo-
cal community, with recent concern from both stu-
dents and faculty, based primarily on transporta-
tion problems.

. California State University, Hayward, has a cur-

rent physical capacity for approximately 3,000
more full-time-equivalent students th- are now
enrolled. It is important that the State receive
full value for its existing investment in buildings
and grounds before nearby facilities are vonstruct-
éd. Accordingly, it is reasonable to place an en-
vollment limitation on the Contra Costa Center
and to require as well that it not expand into a full
four-year campus until such time a3 the Hayward
campus enrolls sufficient students to reach its ex-
isting capital outlay enrollment capacity of 11,246
full-time-equivelent students. To do otherwise
would constitute "an unnecessary duplication of
programs” (Criterion 3) and also disregard the re-
quirement that enrollments at adjacent institu-
tions be considered (Criterion 6).

. Criterion 8 states that "the proposed off-campus

center must be located within a reasonable com-
muting time for the majority of residents to be
served.” The failure to meet this test constitutes
the principal defect of the Coweli Ranch site.
Therr is overwhelming evidence that the only ma-




10.

11

12.

joraccess roads to the Cowell Ranch site are heav-
ily congested at the present time. With traffic
volumes projected by the California State De-
partment of Transportation to double by the
year 2005, both students and faculty will en-

- counter serious difficulties reaching the site un-

less a solution to the transportation problem is
found. The test of reasonable access has there-
fore not been met. By ccntrast, the existing cen-
ter provides resady access to Interstate Highway
680, to various bus lines, and to the Pleasant
Hill station of the Bay Area Rapid Transit Dis-
trict. A plan to provide similar accessibility
should be designed for Cowell Ranch before con-
struction commences, one that should include an
environmental impact report (EIR) that pays par-
ticular attention to the transportation problems.

Criterion 9 requires the segment proposing the
center to describe and justify the programs to be
offered. This criterion has been satisfied.
Criterion 10 requires a description of the site’s
characteristics, and this has been provided from
a number of sources. From the description, and
from direct observation of the site, it appears
that there are no major defects or hazards that
cannot be mitigated, although the hilly terrain
and the presence of heavy clay soils will probab-
ly produce higher construction costs than would
be expected on level ground with more pliable
soil. The PG&E high-tension lin¢s, which could
constitute a problem for television transmission,
are required by contract to be removed by the
Newhall Land and Farm Company.

Criterion 11 states that the proposed site must .

facilitate access for disadvantaged persons, and
the State University has not provided a plan for
serving them, either programmatically or with
respect to transportation. Most members of eth-
nic minority and other underrepresented groups
in Contra Costa County live in the western area
of the county, principally in Richmond. Moving
the center from Pleasant Hill to Cowell Ranch,
especially in view of the transportation prob-
lems, may have the effect of further restricting
access to the county’s western residents.

Recommendations

Based on the above conclusions, the Commission rec-
ommends as follows:

1.

That the California State University's request to
establish a permanent off-campus center in Con-
tra Costa County be approved.

That the Department of Finance release the
491,090 contained in Item 6610-301-782 of the
1987-88 Governor’s Budget so that planning may
proceed for the permanent Contra Costa Center
to be located at the site generally known as
Cowell Ranch on Ygnacio Valley Road in Con-
cord.

That the Contra Costa Center be planned for an
initial enrollment of 1,069 full-time-equivalent
students.

That until such time as the enrollment at Cali-
fornia State University, Hayward equals or ex-
ceeds its current physical capacity, the Contra
Costa Center not be converted to a four-year
campus.

That the California State University submit to
the California Postsecondary Education Com-
mission a supplemental report that will include
the following items:

5.1 A plan that demonstrates that transpor-
tation access to the Cowell Ranch site for
students, faculty, and staff, as of the time
the permanent center opens for classes, will
satisfy the requirements of reasonable ac-
cess specified in Criterion 8 of the Commis-
sion’s "Guidelines and Procedures for the
Review of New Campuses and Off-Campus
Centers.” An environmental impact report
should be included with thic nlan that as-
sesses the transportation impacts associ-
ated with the establishment and phased
growth of the Contra Costa Center to in-
clude mitigation measures as appropriate.

Officials of the Office of the Chancellor of
the California State: University will confer
with those of the California State Depart-
ment of Transportation and appropriate
community officials and groups, inciuding
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faculty, staff, and students, to agree on the
essential counponents of tne plan.

The Office of the Chancellor shall report to
the Commission as soon as possible on the
results of these meetings.

5.2 A complete description of how the center
will serve disadvantaged students both pro-
grammatically and with regard to trans-
portation access.

6. That the Governor and the Legislature approve

(f

no funding for construction of the permanent
center untii the State University has submitted,
and the Coinmission has reviewed and approved,
each of the items in the supplemental renort re-
quired by Recommendation 5.

That if the State University considers it appro-
priate to convert the Contra Costa Center into a
comprehensive four-year campus, it shall submit
a complete justification for that conversion to the
Commission at least two years in advance of the
proposed conversion date.




Appendix A

Guidelines and Procedures for the Review
of New Campuses and Off-Campus Centers

NOTE: The following material is reproduced from
Report 82-34 of the California Postsecondary Edu-
cation Commission, which the Commission adopted
on September 20, 1982.

Preface

It has been many years since a new campus was au-
thorized for either the University of California or
the California State University, and it is not antici-
pated that any will be proposed in the immediate
future. In the past five years, the only authorized
new campuses have been Orange County Commun-
ity Colleges. Off-campus centers, however, contin-
ue to be proposed from time to time, and it is pro-
bable that some new centers will be offered for Com-
mission review and recommaadation in tne future.

In April of 1975, the Commission adopted policies
relating to the review of new campuses and centers,
and revised those policies in September of 1978.
The purpose was to provide the segments with spe-
cific directions whereby th~y could «.nform to two
Education Code sections. The first of these directs
the Commission to review proposals for new cam-
puses and off-campus centers of public postsecon-
dary education and to advise the Legislature and
the Governor on the need for and location of these
new campuses and centers (Educatio~ Code 66903).
The second states the Legislature’s i.itent that no
funds for the acquisition of sites or for the construc-
tion of new campuses and off-campus centers by the
public segments be authorized without the Commis-
sion’s recommendation.

The 1975 document - and the i978 revision --
outlined the Commission’s bas.c assumptions under
which the guidelines and procedures were devel-
oped, and specified the proposals subject to Commis-
sion eview, the criteria for reviewing proposals, the

schedule to be followed by the segments when they
submit proposals, and the required contents of
"Needs Studies.” As experience was gained with
the guidelines, it became clear that some confusion
was generated by this format, and that some in-
structions appeared to be ambiguous or difficult to
interpret. [n addition, there was the problem of
applying the guidelines to operations that had been
started totally with non-State funds -- especially
Community College off-campus centers initiated
solely with local money - a distinc tion of consider-
able substance prior to passage of Proposition 12,
but less meaningful thereafter. In several cases,
doubt arose as to whether an existing center had
been previously recommended by :%2 Commission
or "grandfathered” in by being in’.iated before the
guidelines were adopted. In otler cases, although
the Commission was notified, it took no action be-
cause no State money was involved or anticipated.
When State funds were later requested, some dis-
tricts acquired the mistaken impression that a fav-
orable recommendation had been secured, and were
surprised to learn that they had to participate in an
extended review process with no assurance that
State funds would be approved. The purpose of this
document is to resolve the questions and ambigu-
ities surrounding the original (1975) and updated
(1978) guidelines. To that end -- although large sec-
tions remain virtually unchanged -- three major re-
visions are included:

1. The original guidelines stated that the Commis-
sicn would review new off-campus centers "that
will require either State or local funding for
acquisition, remodeling or construction, and/or
(2) those plan.aed fur use for three or more years
at a given loca‘ion, and which (a) will offer cour-
ses in two or mere certificate and/or degree pro-
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grams, and/or (b) will have a headcount enrol-
Iment of 500 or more.”

The revised guidelines included in this docu-
ment specify the need for review and recom-
mendation only for operations "that will require
State funding for construction, acquisition, re-
modeling, or lease. Those operations involving
no State funds may be considered by the Com-
mission for review and recommendation, but
are reported primarily for inventory purposes.”
The location, program, and enroliment criteria
are removed from the guidelines, leaving State
funding the sole condition for requiring the
Commission’s recommendation. Review re-
quirements for centers which have been in exis-
tence for several years at the time State funds
are requested are specified below.

2. The original guidelines contained both "Criter-
ia” for reviewing new oroposals and a section
entitled "Content of Needs Study” which was
largely repetitive. In this document, the latter
section has been subsumed uncer an expanded
“Criteria” section.

3. The time schedules in the original guidelines
and procedures " ere inconsistent between the
four-year segments and the Community Col-
leges. This revision attempts to make the
schedules more consistent for all segments.

Without question, the most difficult problem sur-
rounding the Commission’s role in the review of
new campuses and off-campus centers concerns op-
erations started without State money but needing
State money at a later date. Obviously, it is impos-
sible to ignore the fact that such operations exist,
but at the same time, the Commission cannot allow
prior existance to constitute a higher priority for
State funds thar: would be accorded a proposal for a
completely new facility. Were existing campuses
and centers given such a priority, it could encourage
the segments to "seed” new operations from non-
State sources on the assumption that State money
could be obtained more easily later. Accordingly,
the Commission must regard any requ-st for State
funds, whether for an existing or new campus or
center, as being applicable to a new operation.
Thus, while these guidelines and procedures re-
quire Commission review and recommendation only
for State-funded operations, the Commission stron-
gly suggests that any segment anticipating the

need for State funds later take steps to secure the
Commission’s favorable recommendation at the ear-
liest possible time. If such steps are taken, it should
be possible to avoid denying furds to an existing
center.

Although these guidelines and procedures are dir-
ected to public postsecondary education, the Com-
mission invites and encourages the independent col-
leges and universities and the private vocational
schools to submit their proposals for new campuses
and off-campus centers to the Comiission for re-
view, thus facilitating the statewide planning act-
ivities of the Commission. This invitation to the in-
dependent segment was first extended by the Com-
mission on April 14, 1975, at the time these guide-
lines and procedures were first approved. A similar
invitation was extended on March 17, 1980, with
respect to degree programs to be offered at off-
campus locations (Degrees of Diversity: Off-Campus
Education in California, California Postsecondary
Educatioi.. Commission Report No. 80-5, p. 100).

Assumptions basic to the development
of guidelines and procedures for
Commission review of proposals for
new campuses and off-caiapus centers

The following assumptions are considc red to be cen-
tral to the development of a procedure for Com-
mission review of proposals for new campuses and
off-campus centers.

o The University of California and the California
State Ur‘versity will continue to admit every eli-
gible undergraduate applicant, although the ap-
plicant may be subject to redirection from the
campus of first choice.

- o The University of California plans and develops

its campuses on the basis of statewide need.

e The California State University { lans and devei-
ops its campuses on the basis of statewide needs
and special regional considerations.

e The California Community Colleges plan and de-
velop their campuses and off-campus center -~
the basis of open enrollment for all student
able of benefiting from the instructionando . e
basis of local needs.
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¢ Planned enroliment capacities are established for
and observed by all campuses of public postsecon-
dar:- education. These capacities are determined
on the basis of statewide and institutional econo-
mies, campus environment, limitations on cam-
pus size, program and student mix, and internal
organization. Planned capacities are established
by the governing boards of Community Coilege
districts (and reviewed by the Board of Governors
of the California Community Colleges), the Trus-
tees of the California State University, and the
Regents of the University of California. These
capecities are subject to review ard recommen-
dation by the Commission.

Proposals subject to Commission review

New campuses

The Commission will review proposals for all new
campuses of the University of California, the Calif-
ornia State Ui.versity, and the California Com-
munity Colleges.

New off-campus centers

For the purposes of this section, "State funds” are
defined as any and all monies from State General

Fund appropriations and/or property tax revenues.

University of California and California State Uni-
versity: The Commission is concerned with off-cam-
pus educational opcrationrs established and admin-
istered by a campus of either segment, the central
administration of either segment, or by a consor-
tium of colleges and/or universities sponsored whol-
ly or in part by eithe~ of the above. Operations tn»*
are to be reported to the Commission for review are
those which will provide instruction in programs
leading to degrees, and which will require State
funding for construction, acquisition, remodeling,
or lease. Those that involve funding from other
than State sources may be considered by the Com-
mission for review and recommendation, bt neec.
be reported only as part of the Commission’s [nven-
tory of Off-Campus Facilities and Programs (Educa-
tion Code Sec. 66903[13)).

California Community Colleges: The Commission is
concerned with off-campus operations established
and administered by an existing Community Col-
lege, a Community College district, or by a consor-
tium of colleges and universities sponsored wholly

or in part by either of the above. Operations to be
reported to the Commission for review and recom-
mendation are those that will require Stat» funding
(as defined above) for construction, acquisition, re-
modeling, or lease. Those operations not involving
State funds may be considered by the Commission
for review and recommendation, but need be repor-
ted only as pazt of the Commission’s Inventory of
Off-Crarmjpus Facilities and Programs.

Consortia: When a consortium involves more than
one public segment, or a public and the independent
segment, one of those segments must assume pri-
mary responsibility for presenting the proposal to
the Commission for review.

All Proposals: All off-campus operations must be
reported to the Commission, either through -the
requirements of these guidelines and procedures, or
through the Inventory of Off-Campus Facilities and
Programs. Any off-campus center established with-
out State funds will be considered to be a new center
as of the time State funds are requested for con-
struction, 2cquisition, remodeling, or lease.

Friteria for reviewing proposals

All proposals for new campuses and off-campus cen-
ters required by these guidelines to be submitted by
any segment of higher education in California must
include a comprehensive "Needs Study.” This study
must satisfy all of the criteria specified below, and
will eonstitute the basis for the Commission’s evalu-
ation of proposals. As noted in the Preface, all first-
time requests for State funds will be considered as
applying to new operations, regardless of the length
of time such campuses or centers have been in exis-
tence.

Criteria for reviewing new campuses

1. Enrollment projections should be sufficient to
justify the estzhlishment of the campus. For the
proposed new campus, and for 2ach of the exis-
ting campuses in the district or system, enroi-
Iment projecti’ ne for each of the first ten years
of operation, and for the fifteenth and twentieth
years. must be provided. For an existing cam-
pus, all previous enrollment experience must
a 3o be provided. Department of Finance enrol-
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Iment projections must be included in any needs
study.

Alternatives to establishing a campus must be
considered. These alternatives must include:
(1) the possibility of establishing an off-campus
center instead of a campus; (2) the expansion of
existing campuses; and (3) the increased utiliza-
tion of existing campuses.

Other segments, institutions, and the commun-
ity in which the campus is to be located must be
consulted during the planning process for the
new campus. Strong local or regional interest
in the proposed campus must be demoastrated.

Statewide enroliment projected for the Univet-
sity of California should exceed the planned en-
rollment capacity of existing University cam-
puses. If statewide enrollment does not exceed
the planned enrollment capacity for the system,
compelling statewide needs for the establish-
ment of the new campus must be demonscrated.

Projected statewide enroliment demand on the
California State University system should ex-
ceed the planned enrollment capacity of exist-
ing State University campuses. If statewide
enrolilment does not exceed the planned enrol-
Iment capacity for the system, compelling re-
gional needs must be demonstrated.

Projected enroliment demand on a Community
College iistrict should exceed the planned en-
rollment capacity of existing district campuses.
If district enrollment does not exceed the
planned enroliment capacity of existing district
campuses, compelling local needs must be dem-
onstrated.

The establishment of a new University of Cali-
fornia or California State University campus
must take into consideration existing and pro-
Jected enrollments in the neighboring institu-
tions of its own and of other segments.

The establishment of a new Community College
campus must not reduce existing and projected
enrollments in adjacent Community Colleges --
either within the district proposing the new
campus or in adjacent districts -- to a level that
will damage their economy of operation, or cre-
ate excess enrollment capacity at these institu-

tions, or lead to an unnecessary duplication of
programs.

9. Enrollments projected for Community College
campuses must be within a reasonable commu-
ting time of the campus, and should exceed the
minimum size for a Community College district
established by legislation (1,000 units of aver-
age daily attendance [ADA] two years after open-
ing).

10. The programs projected for the new campus
must be described and justified.

11. The characteristics (physical, social, demogra-
phic, etc.) of the location proposed for the new
campus must be included.

12. The campus must facilitate access for the
economically, educationally, and socially disad-

vantaged.

Criteria for reviewing new off-campus centers

1. Enrollment projections should be sufficient to
justify the establishment of the new off-campus
center. Five-year projections must be provided
for the proposed center, with enrollments indi-
cated to be sufficient to justify its establish-
ment. For the University of California and the
California State University, five-year projec-
tions of the nearest campus of the segment pro-
posing the center must also be provided. For the
Community Colleges, five-year projections of all
district campuses, #nd of any other campuses
within ten miles of the proposed center, regard-
less of district, must be provided. When State
funds are requested for an existing center, all
previous enroliment experience must also be
provided. Department of Finance enrollment
estimates must be included in any needs study.

2. The segment proposing an off-catapus center
must submit a comprehensive cost/benefit anal-
ysis of all alternatives to establishing the cen-
ter. This analysis must include: (1) the expan-
sion of existing campuses: (2) the expansior of
existing off-campus centers in the area: (3) the
increased utilization of existing campus and off-
campus centers: and (4) the possibility of using
leased or donated space in instances where *the
cente: ‘s to be located in facilities proposed to be
owned by the campus.




3. Other public segments and adjacent institu-
tions, public or private, must be consulted dur-
ing the planning process for the new off-campus
center.

4. Programs to be offered at the proposed center
must meet the needs of the community in which
the center is to be located. Strong local or re-
gional interest in the proposed facility must be
demonstrated.

5. The proposed off-campus center must not lead to
an unnecessary duplication of programs at
neighboring campuses or off-campus centers, re-
gardless of segment or district boundaries.

6. The establishment of University and Jtate Uni-
versity off-campus centers should take into con-
siderstion existing and projected enroliment in
adjacent institutions, regardless of segment.

7. The location of & Community College off-cam-
pus center should not cause reductions in exis-
ting or projected enroliments in adjacent Com-
munity Colleges, regardless of district, to a level
that would damage their economy of operation,
or create excess enroliment capacity, at these
institutions.

8. The proposed off-campus center must be located
within a reasonable commuting time for the
majority of residents to be served.

9. The programs projected for the new off-campus
center must be described and justified.

10. The characteristics (physical, social, demogra-
phic, etc.) of the location proposed for the new
off-campus center must be included.

11. The off-campus center must facilitate access for
the economically, educationally, and socially
disadvantaged.

Schedule for submitting proposals
for new campuses and off-campus centers

The basic intent of the time schedule for submitting
proposals to establish new campuses and off-campus
centers is to involve Commission staff early in the
planning process and to make certain that elements
needed for Commission review are developed within
the needs study described previously in these guide-
lines and procedures.

The schedules suggested below are dependent upon
the dates when funding for the new campus or off-
campus center is included in the Governor’s Budget
and subsequently approved by the Legislature.
Prior to the date of funding, certain events must
occur, including: (1) a needs study to be authorized
and conducted with notification to the Cominission;
(2) district and/or system approval of the proposed
campus or off-campus center; (3) Commission re-
view and recommendation; (4) budget preparation
by segmental stafl; (5) segmental approval of the
budget- (6) Department of Finance review for inclu-
sion in the Governor’s Budget; (7) consideration by
the Legislature; and (8) signing of the budget bill by
the Governor.

Specific schedules are suggested below for all pro-
posals for new campuses and off-campus centers re-
quiring State funds for construction, acquisition, re-
modeling, or lease. As noted previously, however,
the Commission may review proposals for new cam-
puses and off-campus centers, regardless of the
source of funding. This may require revisions in the
suggested schedules. Therefore, the specific time-
tables outlined below should be considered as guide-
lines for the development of proposals and not dead-
lines. However, timely Commission notification of,
and participation in the needs study, is important,
and will be a factor considered in the Commission’s
review of proposals.

Schedule for new campuses

University of California and California State University

1. Needs study authorized by the Regents of the
University of California or by the Trustees of
the California State University, with notifi-
cation to the Commission (30 months before

funding).

2. Needs study conducted by segmental staff with
appropriate participation by Commission staff
(29-19 months before funding).

3. Regents or Trustees approve new campus (18
months before funding).

4. Approval review by the California Postsec-
ondary Education Commission (17-15 months
before funding).

5. Budget preparation by segmental staff (14-11
months before funding).
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Budget approval by Regents or Trustees (10
months before funding).

Review by the Department of Finance (9-7
months before funding).

Consideration by the Legislature (6-0 months
before funding).
Funding.

California Community Colleges

1.

Needs study authorized by the local district
board with notification to the Board of Gover-
nors and the Commission (32 months before
funding).

Needs study conducted by the district staff with
appropriate participation by staff from the
Board of Governors and the Commission (31-21
months before funding).

Local board approves campus (20 months before
funding).

Approval review by the Board of Governors (19-
18 months before funding).

Approval review by the Cslifornia Postsecon-
dary Educalion Commission (17-16 months be-
fore funuing).

Budget preparation by the Board of Governors’
staff and the Department of Finance review (15-
3 months before funding).

Consideration by the Legislature (3-0 months
before funding).

Funding.

Schedule for new off-campus centers

University of California and California State University
1.

Needs study authorized by the segment with no-
tification to the Commission (12 mon_.hs before
funding).

Needs study conducted by segmental staff with
appropriate participation by Commission staff
(11-9 months before funding).

Regents or Trustees approve new off-campus
center (9 months before funding).

Review by the California Postsecondary Educa-
tion Commission (8-6 months before funding).

8.

Budget preparation by segmental staff (8-6
months before funding).

Review by the Department of Finance (6-3
months before funding).

Consideration by the Legislature (3-0 months
before funding).
Funding.

Californis Community Colleges

1.

Needs study authorized by local district board
with notification to the Board of Governor; and
the Commission (18-16 months before funding).

Needs study conducted by district staff with ap-
propriate participation by staff frcm the Board
of Governors and the Commission (15-13
months before funding).

Local board approves off-campus center (12-11
months before funding).

Needs study submitted to the Board of Gover-
nors (9 months before funding).

Approval review by the Board of Governors (9
months before funding).

Needs study submitted to the California Post-
secondary Education Commission (8 months
before funding).

Approval review by the California Postsecon-
dary Education Commission (8-6 months before

funding).
Budget preparation by the Board of Governors

and review by the Departm.ent of Finance (6-3
months before funding).

Consideration by the Legislature (3-0 months
before funding).

10. Funding.
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DRAFT

California State University, Hayward
Hayward, Califormia 94542

~“Memorandum

hm - -

* To : Dr. Ralpa 3. !.ills, State University Dean
Extended Zaucation
The California State University

From : Maurice Dance, Provost and Vice President, Academic Affairs "¢
California State University, Hayward ’
Subject: Location of CSUH, Contra Costa Center

You have asked that I briefly compare the present location of the Contra
Costa Center of California { .ate University, Haywerd with the possible loca-
tion on the property owned , the Trustees on Ygnacio Valley Road, known as
the Cowell Ranch, in Concord.

I. Pleasant Hill

The Pleasant Hill site is ideal for its accessibility. It is about one-
half mile from Highway 680, the major north-south freeway in central Contra
Costa County. It is also close (one and one-half miles) to the Pleasant
Hill station of the Bay Area Rapid Transit system (BART). A connecting

bus line stops 300 yards from the site. The proximity to this major free-
vay is not only advantageous to students who must commute from some dis-
tance, it also makes it convenient for faculty. A number of our faculty
live in Northern Alameda County and they can travel from home to the Contra
Costa Center as quickly or even more quickly than from home to the CSUH
campus. - Moreover, driving time from Hayward to Pleasant Hill is between

30 and 45 minutes. This ease of access has helped convince many members

of the faculty that teaching at the Center can be convenient. Consequently,
students at the Center have been taught by a broad sample of the University's
regular faculty.

The Contra Costa Center is housed in what was Pleasant Hill dich School.

It is cwned by the Mt. Diablo Unified School District. The facilities are
typical of high schools built in the 1950's. The classrooms ar= in rea-
sonably good condition. The library has been very satisfactory. Parking
space, which is shared with the Pleasant Hill Recreation District and the
school district's Adult Education division, is adequate a: present with some
relief occurring when Adult Education leaves the facility, in Summer, 1983.
However, parking may be a limiting factor on growth depending on further
development in the areas adjazent to the high school. .

The Pleasant Hill site is close to Diablo Valley College. The University

has been able to establish close cooperative relationships with this major
transfer institution of the Contra Costa Community College District. The

present location is also on, or near to, main thoroughfarec which connect

to the County's two other community colleges. Driving time to these com-

munity colleges is 45 minutes or less.
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The "6R0 corridor” is the locus around which the present office building -
development in the County is occurring. From the numerous office buildings
and major corporation dev :lopments, e.g., Chevron USA, Bank of America,
Shell 0il, Systron Donner, come the great employment gains in the County. .
Normally, housing starts would accompany job growth. But the scarcity of

nearby available moderate income housing or space to build in Central

Contra Costa has stimulated a burgeoning housing economy in its eastern sec-

tion. In the foraseeable future -- the next ten years -- residential

housing will rerive in Central Contra Costa County and take off in its

western section, i.e., Richmond. By that time the BART system will have

built its extension to che east and make access to Central Contra Costa

easier for residents Jf this now-outlying area.

PR e aited

The greatest concern absut the present location is the clearly stated
intent of the Mt. Diablc, Schocl Discrict to sell the property. Involved
in the zoning of the site, known as the "Schoolyard Project” are the
Pleasant Hill Redevelopment Agency and Planning Commission. Cu:cently,
they are evaluating a proposed office complex for the site and some or the
adjacent groperty. Significant, vigorous opposition to this plan has sur-
faced among a large number of residents. Opposition centers on the loss
2f recreational space and facilities as well as the traffic and conges-
tion associated with the proposed development. Apparently the District
canrot profitably sell the site vntil the zoning issue has been settled.

The controversy may well postpone the actual sale but it is inevitable.

The prospect for CSUH continuing to rent the facility for any extended

period of time is highly unlikely. There is a possibility that a developer
might build and lease space to the University for the Center but there is

no way to plan or to assure such an eventuality given the present uncertainty
as co the disposition of the site. CSU could seek funding of a purchase of
the site but there ‘s not likely tu “e support for this since the State
already owns the Ygns.io Valley Road site.

As an alternative, it has been suggested that exnloration be made of =he
possibility of uniting a group of state agencies, including the Contra

Costa Center on the site. There are no state government owned buildings
(with the exception of DMV) in the County. The main County Librarv a:d the
Office of the County Superintendent of Schools are already located there

and the County owns ad joining land on which the Diatlo Valley Justice

Center is to be constructed. There are indications that the City of Pleasant
Fill.might look favorably upon the concept of it becoming the "government
center"” of Central Contra Costa County,

II. Analvsis of the State-owned site on Ygnacio Vallev Road

The Ygnacio Valley Road Site is approximately seven niles east of Highway
680. Direct access is through downtcwn Walnut Creek over a heaviir travelled
street with many stop lights. Driving time from 680 is at least 20 =inutes
and more likely one-half hour and longer at periods of peak traffic. (This
travel time must be added to the one giver for coming from various points

b
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in Alameca County.) It is equally distant from State Highway 4, the prin-
cipal east-west route connecting the large population of Richamond in the
west wit: Antioch, the fastest growing city in the eastern part of the
County. There is no public transportation to the site.

Difficulty of access is the principal disadvantage of the site. It is
likely that some of the present student body would not transfer there.
The popu.ation centroid close to this site is not as large as at Pleasant
Hill. Tuere are no plans in the offing that would improve accessibdility.

It will Se more difficult to induce faculty to voluntarily teach part of
their assignment at the Ygnacio Valley Road Site. Students who Zust com-
plete fieldwork assignments, as for oxample student teaching, will be more
distant from the majority of locations (Satisfaction of the requirement to

do studeat teaching in a variety of cultural settings will require travelling
further ¢istances).

Much of =he long term population growth in the County will be in its

northern and eastern sections. The Ygnacio Valley Road Site is advantageously
located to serve those areas. The development of Highway 4 into a multi-lane
freeway will accelerate that population growth. :

There is great merit in providing the Contra Costa Center with a permanent
facility designed for its specific use. A layout could be designed which
would minimize the number of support personnel and use rhe various possible
modes of telecommunications for classroom and administrative purposes tO
best advantage.

Assuming that the Ygancio Valley Road Site is geologically sound, it is
attractive; the rolling hills ascend sharply t the southwest part of the
property and an attractive campus could be developed.

I1I. Summary

The Pleasant Hill site is an ideal location to serve the greatest number of
students. It is convenient for faculty. However, we are not assured of
having it indefinitely. While we are continually on the lookout for accep-
table alternatives within a reasonable distance, none has yet appeared.

The Ygnacio Valley Road Site presently owned by the Trustees is not easily
accessible. It does offer the distinct advantage of giving the Cente a
permanent home which could be designed to serve the instructional needs of
the Center's students as efficiently as possible.

MD: jar

cc: President Ellis E, McCune
Dr. Herbert Graw
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“Senate Bill No. 785

CHAPTER 74

AnacttogdeacﬁoanlbdtoEduuﬂonCode.t&dr:gtoa%
California Stute niversity, making an appropriation r,
declaring the urgency therecf, to take effect immediately.

Approved by Covernor ", 1285, Filod with
Rttt At - Agrtine

LECISLATIVE COUNSEL'S DICFST

to
m&oﬁnhﬁﬁmw&oeﬂuhmhm Jnly

This bill would appropriate $150,000 from the General Fund to the
California State University to prepare a master plan for the
development of physical facilities, and to conduct a related
demographic sarvey, as specified, pursuant to the establishment of

center.
This bill would take effect immediately as an urgency statute.
Appropriation: yes. ‘

The people of the State of California do enact as follows:
SECTION 1. Section 89011 is added to the Education Cod.;, to
r

89011. (a) Itisthe intent of the Legislature that public programs
of postsecondary education be made available to qualified persons
throughout this state, including areas of substantial existing cr
projected population that are isolated from u.., campus of ‘he
California State University.

(b) The Trustees of the California State University sheli _onsider
the establishment of a permanent, state-supported off-cumpus
center on state-owned property in Contra Costa County, the purpose

g
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Ch. 744 —2

of which shall be to continue to offer education programs ut the
upper division and grcluate levels.
(c) Pursuant to the establshment of a
state-supported off-campus center as provided by subdivision (b). -
the trustces shall contract for the preparition of a master plan for
physical hm«::cvolommml. ard a dotailed survey of Contra Costa County,
as fol
(1) The master plan (or the physical development of the center
shall project major land uses, including open space, and the
dcvclopment of physical facilities, including those relating to lecture
and laboratory use, and other instructional activities, site work, plant
opcrations, and adjunct cperations. The master plan shall be subject
to the of the Trustees of the California State University.
(2} detailed survey of Contra Costa County shall include, but
not be limited to, official population projections, an industry and
income profilc, an analysis of specific educstion program
reqmranenuofpotenth.'!quliﬂedmndenu.mmtofthe
need for educational survices at the upper division and graduate
levels, and an assessment of the services currently provided by other
public and private institutions of education, including
the University of California and the California Community
(d) The trustees shall review the results of the master plan and
survey and shall forward the resuits to the California Postsecondary
) The sh!l‘:;?lop explicit hcEul' the approval of
(e) trustees criteria
any proposals for statesupported off-campus centers of
postsocondary education, and shall submit the criteria to the
California Postsecondary Education Commission for its ~aview. No
later than July 1, 1986, the trustees shall submit the criteria to the
I egisiature, and the commission shall submit to the Legislature its |
recommens “tions concerning the criteria. |
SEC.2. Tnesum of ¢ . » hundred fifty thousand dollars ($150,000) |
is hereby appropriated ffom: the General Fund to the California State |
University for allocation as follows, pursuant to the establishment of |
a permancnt off-campus conter as provided by Section 89011 of the
Fxlucntion Code:
(a} One hundred thousand dollars ($100,000) for the preparation
of a master plun for the physical developnient of the center.
(b) Fifty thousand dollars ($50,000) for a detailed survey of
Contra Costa County.
SKEC. 3. This act is an urgency statute nccessary fcr the
immediate preservation of the public peace, health, or sufety within
the meaning of Article IV of the Constitution and shall go into
immediate effect. The facts constituting the necessity are:
In order o ensure the availability of adequate upper division and
graduute level educational opportunities in Contra Cr~zta County, at
the earliest possible opportunity, it is necessary that this act take
effect immcdiately.

0
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Legislative Analyst
May 9, 1985

ANALYSIS OF SENATE BILL NO. 785 (Boatwright)
As Amended in Senate April 29, 1985
1985-86 Session

Fiscal Effect:

Cost: 1. Appropriates $150,000 from ¢. 2
General Fund to the California
State University for studies and
pianning for establishirg a
permanent off-campus cer.ter *n
Contra Costa County.

2. Potential major future cost for
construction of permanent
of f-campus center.

Revenue: None.

Analysis:

This bill, an urgency measure, directs the
Trustees of the California State University to
establish a permanent off-campus center in Contra Costa
County. The CSU currently has an off-campus center in
Contra Costa County located in leased space. The
permanent center, to be located on state-owned
property, would offer educational programs at the upper
division and graduate level.

This measure appropriates $150,000 from the
General Fund to finance (1) a master plan for physical
development and (2) a detailed survey of Contra Costa
County including an assessment of the need for
additional educational programs at the upper divisio~
and graduate level. The Trustees are to forward to the
California Postsecondary Education Commission (CPEC)
(1) the results of the master plan and survey and (2)
specific criteria developed by the Trustees of the CSU
for approving state-funded off-campus centers. The CSU

‘uy) S87 €S
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SB 785--contd

criteria, and CPEC's comments on the criteria are to be
submitted to the Legislature no later than July 1,
1986.

Fiscal Effect

The CSU indicates that the existing 380-acre
state-owned site for a future campus of the CSU will be
the site of the Contra Costa center, if approved.

The amount proposed for master planning
(100,000; is based on the historical costs for
development of such plans for the CSU Dominquez Hills
campus. The amount proposed for the survey of
educational needs and related data ($50,000) is based
on an estimate provided by the CSU Chancellor's Office.

Development of the center will involve planning,
site development, utflity development, construction and
equipment costing several million dollars. The CSU
indicates that eventually, this center may become a
general campus, and therefore the master plan
anticipates an ultimate development of a campus with an
enroliment of 20,000 FTE. The future cost of these
facilities may exceed $100 million.

61/s6
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' ororable Daniel Boatwright
Member of the Senate
Te 'tate Capitel, Room 3026
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Finance
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BIL W BER— =
SB 7854 (06O ¢

TOTROR™

—DATE UAST AMENDED —

)acranento, CA 95814

e
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SB 785, &n urgency aeasure, would require the Califcenia State University {CSU) Trustees to
consider the establishment of a permanent off-campus center on state-owned property ia Contra -
- Costa Cmmty ‘co offer education programs at the ;.pper division and gracuate levels in thaf area.
. "@‘"f‘- ¥ ek T T 7)"' ST 2 o a0 ef"l 5.
S8 785 mld &ppropriate $150, 000 of uh?ch 3100.000 1s to be used by CSU to prepare a mister
plan for the physical development of C5U property in Contra Costa County for a permanent
of f-campus center and $50,000 for a detailed survey of Contra Costa County's population
projection, an industry and income profile, assessment of unmet demand for educational
resources at the upper division and g. aduate levels, and an analysis of specific education
requirements of pctentieliy qualified students.- - -

e e e

Boztwright ——- -~ -~ August-26; 1985 - -

T

-
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N

-~ - oae P

SURURY OF "EASONS TOR VETO

T RLT g
7

0 The public need for m t fact Hties has~ not been Gemnstrated

- »\*.-‘ 4

~% .= W-v— -v;'—,-.4 O
3 A -

0 The deternination for pernanent off-campus centers should be done as part of a statewide
coq:rehensive planning effort rather than on a fragmented, piecemeal basis. o

0 There uould be significant potential 3ong-tern costs, since the off-cmus center_.taay evolve

_ into a campus.

Appears inconsistent to appropriate funds for a physical development master plan wher. the
emphasis has changed from "establishing® to determinir~ whethner the existing center should

have permanent __fecj__} i,tj,;es«.

>
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Departnent/Agency m;_,-;-;u.::.;;;cab-'- - g 3 s e T
or Revenue Type - Code ™ R¥- F 1985-86 FC 1986-87 FC :987-88 Code l-'und ) 1
CSU-. L .66 0 50 A 5§50 - - .~ 001 General
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Reimbursable Expenditures ~ None :
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- Revenues O Nonc
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FNALYSIS {continued) ] ‘ oo ~
A. Specific Findings
© ¢ The beginning of State-supporizd off-campus instruct%onyat CSY dates back to 1377, In f}'-»f:l

1978, the Legisiature requested that no further expansion of State-supported off-campus -
< - 7 instruction de underitaken pending the completion of a two year study by Californfa =~
- Postsecondary Education Commission -{CPEC).. The CPEC Study, *"Degrees of Diversity, :
Gff-Campus Education in California,® which favored the off-campus instruction by CSU, -
susject to certiain conditions, was accepted by the iegislature. o

E L AN
AL - A

The Budget Acts of 1980-81 m&;‘i%l»&'z aiipulaieﬁw that C3U éos}}d_deve!op and conduct
off-campus cenlers with certain limitations, A :

E

e

¢ CPEC, pursuant to Educetion Code Section 66304, is charged with reviewing and agproving

new off-campus center zites. e .Y R - .
- - . T ] SN g?}_i\.:::r,.‘,z Wt~ '*;g.a,e;:\'-;.-g,,-*‘,w,.',’-;;;j.‘:@,'gﬁ;;';ﬁ-; 5‘3&*’,&' Bt S I o -:j"g;f'&:
& By 1984, CSU felt chey were free of any legisiative restriction except for enrclliment <
timitations. In Fisca: Year 1984-85 CSU has four operational off-campus centers Lz

sdministeren by Stanislaus (Stockton Center), Northridge {Ventura Center), San Diego - -
(Horth County Center], ara Hayward (Contra Costa Center;. Funding for a fifth center in
San Francisce 15 inciuded in the Fiscal Year 1985-26 Sovernor's Budget. oA

. T e i
T i et e

¢ CSU is in support of ali Ziree of ihe bills for permanent of f-campus faciliiies; and in °
fact could be considered a quasi-sponsor of ihese bills. Two recent Trustee meetings in
January and March 1685, included informational agenda items pertaining to the problem and
potential need for permanent off-campus centers. ‘

LT T N T SRR XL IER g ¢ DI T SISO IR G

o 5B 785 is one of three similar bills which could resu«t in the establishment of permanent
off-campus centers in wiree specific geuvgraphic regicns which have existing'centers o
gparating out of leased facilitles. Thess 5111s would have the Tristees consider the !
possibiliiy of estabiishing, or expandiig and making permanent :enters: =SB.785 in Contra

- Costa, S8 1103 i Yentura County ang $B J065 in North San Diego County..:SB2785 would -
approgriste $150,00C F708 the Gereral Fynd Ba"CSU Lo (1) develoi aimaster, ﬁfww«s
physical development of :LSU: propérty-in-Tontra Costa County for -3 pérnanent of f-Eampus =
center (§100,000) and (2) fund related demographic ,antt.n?.:ed.s'uév:é;&;iﬁ%mg?;*sﬁ 1103 75
and SB 1060 would appropriaté $250,00 each from the Génera: Fund fo CSUSto fund™(1) %"
site se’ze«:tiongtudy- ($200,000) and (2) related demographic:ind need s‘urv%ys; {$50,000).-.

. L e e e e S A B L

o ir Harch 1981, the CPEC approved a request for an off-zempus center In Contra Costa.

- inis center, administersd by CSU Hayward, ‘be?m’ serving students i fall 198¥3%This
center currently cperates out of facilities leased from the pudlic school district in
Pleasant Hill. Thiu center s 30 miles or 25-40 minutes away from the Hay.:ard campus.
Txe school district plans to sell tne facility and has notified Ui that the lease will.
not be extended, thus gequiring relocation of the centér before A.udemic Year 1986-87. -
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9 _The Contra Costa Center provides.a range o7 upper, division and graduate level courses for.
. area residents;o W Ona. STOFICANY Woncerkration“Tn the fields of business and © /i K
- education. - In fall-1985, this-center {s estimated o serve ¥,000 students or 385 FTES.ig
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‘%Augaist 26, 1985
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o The ¥ ~tura and North San Diego Centers began oper=*ton witiout @“’C 5 ap,,rmva'l eiiner o
because thay were initiated: defo A2 £ had the stas _ury authority te approve: such*“““i“‘ 2
contery {‘:’entwalsa 11035 ar;‘ 1£f0fr By T3U sBsent a speclifie EPEQ ret:omenﬁ‘ H b
for approval or denial (Norkh.{ou nty San Diego/SB 1060). . Iu ihe lest case LHeC revfe
the proposal in May 1979, Sut ﬁeferred ?ts Gecision because Strie tapitaﬂ out%a" funds
were not invgwed, Tha;e Ak ,"ME ons were ail made uithcutéﬂf &ssessment fi,nrg"
statewige need s A -;mfg}-':v,;%w,,, Sru S N R :é...,tﬁ,

¢ At the c.urrent time, CSU has under":conﬁ%deraﬁca at least two ot sser cff-camus center ";‘2
sites that are noi addressed by-¢urrant-legislaticn and has asked CPEC to review them. ..
under CPEC's statutory requirement to.do.so.. These include Paim Desert {CSL.. - .
San Bernardino), and Drange County {CSU.£ullerton). Additicnally, there are potentiaﬂj
nine other centers unger ascussign‘\for potent%al Suture ccns!der‘aﬁ YT B o e
P o2 = s e s, (75 - i ,‘,,; O Y .‘.h;m
o There hasﬂeen%n%?w? ensive-ri "f’ fée”ﬁ?edsz 'Eiv L.
ﬁzanceﬂcr's Of'ﬁce Wcin™ oo N L i SRR g SRR e,
R ,\";gi»f}lﬁ%? : "ﬂ"‘:ﬂ . et ;’ N 3a B "' vl S
o Patrick Callan, mrector of. CP C, Jn" ’,‘ overview statement on the’;
the Legislature, ‘dentified Scvaral .policy fssues related to the es?ablfsﬁqent. of jrialn
peraanent factlities,” expmsion of & im fac‘ﬁt es, and tbe aevﬂcp-ent “of newa%#ﬁfw
centers. The CPEC concernsdrest it < e e kN
R 5;:-, 'A’}’;;':~fg\"ﬂﬁ’§f,"’,.; " N e e T TR | w;i“‘ 3
Te To what ‘extent should the tate no« encourage “the further expar sion these
facilities and deve]opment of | neu ‘ones for communities that once uight have
- the 0 Master Pianj =
e - ey ? el x:'*f‘%xfz»!‘?wﬂ' %,ﬁﬂgf“% A »m
& O3, g S e ‘. @V mr-@mm.u 3
Ufider circuust - shds.e 54 enters be, hohsed ln,pe?mgne t— o
buﬂd‘!ngs constructed wf - State i T e T B 7
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jont "of. sfzek exten’é’ of ‘service-{upper division,
prfority for funding “schedu¥~ for” fundfn
; 4 '}g pamn ity might have qua itted for-a ﬂewcmpu;_’%* ';
,{z TEdL itfon,‘%ir‘: is” ned u*de reﬁéﬁ "““‘ﬁ*‘i"f"“ s
: R e R A R
& The introduction of these three saparate b111s reflects a piecemeal woroach ts statouwe
planning for an educational.delive ’sstem. These, bi"&s represem special interest PR
district. "teg‘fsfaﬁonw,% "’, ‘ 7 '
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A. Specif%c, Findings \continueﬁl ‘
R e s e thedey

; K Recmwdatio%""gef&r any act a0 on pem {
7757 {1) conductedd stu.ewide assessment of the need " permanen s 1d
R existing and proposed centers, and {2) deterwined the prisrities for funding and
T such requests in its Capital Qutlay proposa‘l during thq ‘?{z?»ml budget proces

LY e n'i“?““ % :43‘&4“’"_ ‘:“ "

6 The April 29 amendmen* imposes or makes exp‘lidt additioml requirements:y i‘.he Trustees
to review the results of the plan for physical developwent -and gemographdl’ urvey, and.
report the results to CPEC pursuant to Section 66904.7 In addition; theOWE) would °
7 require the Trusteées to develop criteria far“the appron‘[jof‘“any pro,
State-fundeﬁwgurchase of -construction of off-c :centérsv md “Sub
CPEC for review, " The Trusteas are to submit the g
recomendati@ns of the criteria to the Legis'latur

N ey W"i ."M <¥M‘?m;p,;)ys» e »,‘m}”"{. St om k
- -~ Nnile: the i:fons would ‘appear-to. imposg - ng-.gr
i ef pemanent. of;-c 5 centers, it {s”unclear I @11 our:Co
egarding ‘th tﬂjc need and stacewide assessments A1s0.:

»crlteria é A" the: approval process, .47

~Seemingiy,Yettion 66904, provides for- %ﬁ
ius’:‘.tu!:ic’s‘ti%;-g and off ‘campus centers, and'CP
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California State University, Hayward-Contra Costa Center

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This study of the California State University Hayward-Contra Costa
Center (CSUH-CCC) is to estimate the need fcr, scope of, and timing of
additional State University higher education programs in Contra Costa
County, primarily at the upper division and graduate level.

A. Contra C-=ta County

1. Contra Costa is one of the nine counties that make up the San
Francisco Bay area. It is a large county, covering over 470,000 acres
and 732 square land miles. It extends from the urban shoreli.e along
San Francisco Bay to the agricultural lands of the Saa
Joaquin~-Sacrazmento River delta 50 miles away. Contra Costa County
population is projected by the Department of Finance to increase from
705,200 in 1985 to 970,800 by the year 2020.

?. Generally, the county _s divided into three subareas: "West
County", "Central County”, and "East County". The "Central County"
subarea of Contra Costa is the largest, including ten of the 18 cities
in the county and over one-half the total population.

3. The racial composition of the population varies by area of the
county. For example, although nearly 82 percent of the overall
population of the County in 1980 was white, the proportion varied from
61 percent in West County to 33 percent in Central County.

k. Employment

1. Between 1960 and 1370, Contra Costa County experienced a rapid
expansion in its existing employment base. The total number of jobs in
the county increased from 88,500 to 127,700. By 1962, employment in the
county had increased by nearly 81,000 above 1970 levels to 208,300 with
more thaa one-half the jobs in the trades, professions or services.

2. The projections of future empioyment for the county to the year 2015

show overall emoloyment increasing by 140,000 persons from 233,200 in
the year 1985 to 373,900 in the year «005.

C. Income

1. 1In terms of family income, Contra Costa in 1985 with an average
annual family income of $32,700 is in the upper group of Bay lLrea

DRAFT




DRAFT

California State University, Hayward-Contra Costa Center

Counties. It is exceeded only by Marin ($39,100), San Mateo ($34,200)
and Santa Clara ($34,300).

D. Employers

1. Of all firms in Contra Costa, there are 129 firms who enploy from
100 to 4,000 persons. .

2. Of the 70 firms with more than 250 mployers who were contacted as
part of this study, 47 offered some form of in-house education program
ranging from seminars to job training workshops. Twenty-three of the
firm. did not cffer any such programe.

E. CsuU, Hayward-Contra Costa Center, Pleasant Hill

1. 1In Pall 1981, California State University-Hayward began operation of
an off-campus center located in Pleasant Hill in Contra Costa County,
near Walnut Creek and Concord.

2. The TSU-Hayward, Ccntra Cost. Center in Pleasant Hill is about
one~half mile from Interstate 680, the major north-south freeway in
central Contra Costa County. The Center is one and one-half miles from
the Pl.easant Hill stacion of the Bay Area Rapid Transit system (BART); a
connecting bus line stops 300 yards from the site. The center is
approximztely 30 miles from the CSU~Eayward campus.

3. Although the newest of the five formally authorized CSU centers, the
Pleasant Hill Center is the largest. Currently offering programs 1n

bu .ness, education, public administration, and liberal studies, the
Center has growr: ra:idly and in 1985-86 is projected to reach nearly 500
annual FTE, with a headcount enrollment of approximately 1,050,
including students who take some classes at the CSU~-Hayward campus.

F. Higher Eduvca*ion Institutions irn the East Bay

l. Excluding the CSU-Hayward, Contra Costa Center, and specialized
institutions, such as the Graduate Theological Seminary in Berkeley,
there are 13 major higher education institutions in the East Bav area.
Of thes: institutions, four ins:itutions (Holy Names College, ..onn F.
Kennedy University, Mills Collegz, ard St. Mary's College) are private.
John F. Kennedy is an upper davision and graduate institution, Holy
Names, Mills and St. Mary's are four-vear colleges with graduate
programs. The zem2ining nine East Bay institutions are public
institutions, including seven community colleges (College of Alamewa,
Chabot, Contra Costa, Dia®lo Valley, Laney, Los Medanos, and “erritt),
and two are ‘our-year institutions with graijuate programs (CSU- " ward
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and University of California, Berkeley). These institutions are lccated
in the East Bay counties of Alameda and Contra Costa. -

G Projected Enrollments

1. The age group of persons ages 17 to 29 years is that group most
likely to enroll as undergraduates at a CSU campus. In 1985, the Contra
Costa population in the 17-29 age group reached a peak of 145,081
persons. It is projected to decline through the year 2000 when
decreases to 124,634, a drcp of 15 percent before it starts increasing
again. While the increases are consistent, it will be almost to the
year 2020 before the number of persons in the 17 to 29 year old age
group in Contra Costa County 1s projected to reach 145,100, the same
level as in 198S.

2. Twenty-five to 34 year olds, the age group most likely to enroll as
graduate students at a CSU campus, will not peak until 1990, when among
Contra Costa resider%s it reaches 125,133. This group will dec_.ne by
nearly 18 percent to 102,641 by the year 200S. By the year 2020, when
this population is expected to total 121,900, the group will not be as
large as it is projected to Le in the year 1990.

3. Currently., the 1984 undergraduate participation rate of Contra Costa
students ages 17 to 29 years attending a CSU campus is nearly 47
students per 1,000 persons in this age group in Contra Costa County. If
this participation rate wezre to increase to 50 students per 1,000 ir
this age group and remain constant at that rate over the next 35 years,
the number of undergradvate students from Contra Costa County attending
CSU worid decline from a pei k of €,700 in 1990 and zcntinue to decrease
to 6,230 to the year 20.0 at which time it would again begin to
increase. The increase would mean chat current levels of participation
by Cuntra Costa County students in the CSU would not reach their same
1984 level of 6,810 until nearly the year 2020.

4. Currently, the graduate participation rate from Contra Costa Ccunty
to the CSU is slightly more than nine students per 1,000 persons in ti:is
age group in Contra Costa. 1If this participation rate were to continue
into the future, the actual number of graduate students from Contra
Costa County would peak at approximately 1,126 in the year 1990 and then
decline through the year 2005 at which time it wouid begin to inc eare,
reaching or exceeding its current levels of 1,065 by the year 202n.

5. Of the California students attending the California State University
in Fall :984, three percent of the undergraduate students (6,810) and

two percent of the graduate student:s (1,065) were from Contra Costa
County at the time of enrollment.

’7’“\
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H. Demand for a Four Year and Graduate Institution in Contra Costa

l. To estimate the demand for a four year and graduate California State
University campus in Contra Costa County, the assumption was made that
the participation rate would be similar to the participation rate of
students currently attending a CSU campus in the county in which the
students lived. For example, one might assume that the participation by
Contra Costa County students attending a CSU campus in Contra’ Costa
could be similar to participation rates of a Sacramento County student
attending Sacramento State University.

2. If one were to apply these participation rates and percentage of
home county attendance to the respective Contra Costa age groups of 17
to 29 years for undergraduates and 29 to 34 years for graduates who
might attend ¢ CSU campus in Contra Costa, the results could range from
approximately 3,500 to 7,400 in 1990. They would 3ecrease to a range of
3,200 o 6,700 by the year 2000 and again jincrease to a range of 3,600
to 7,600 by cthe vear 2010.

I. Demand for an Upper Division and Graduate Center in Contra Costa

1. Three alternative participation rates for an upper division and
graduate center were computed. Agsuming a steady state participation

rate, based on current participation at the Pleasant .1 Center,
enrollment at a permanent Center would peak in 1985 pproximately
1,000 headcotnt and then remain at the 900-1,000 le- hrough the year

2020. If participation increased at a rate of 0.05 .cent per year at
the Center, :t would increase by 20 to 25 persons per year through the
year 2020 at which time it would reach approximately 1,900 studesnts. If
the Center grew at a 0.10 percent rate per year, the Center would
increase by 40 to 50 students per year and reach a total enrollment of
2,700 by the yvear 2020.

2. The above increases in participation are considered conservative.

It is possikle the Center could quickly reach an enrosllment of 2,000 or
2,500 studer.zs as an upper division and graduate inszitution depending
upon prograrcs and resources. It is also conceivable that enrollments at
the Center cculd reach 3,000 or 3,500 before they wculd begin to “op
out.

3. Because 2 permanent Center has a high likelihood@ of attracting
students whc (1) are employed and are trying to upgrade their -
professional position, or (2) are re-entry students, typically females,
who have raised a family, or have had an interruptes college education,
or (3) are tza flow~-through community college transier, it is unlikely
that a perma-ant upper division and higher educatic- certer would have a
substantial 1apact on other East Bay higher educaticn institutions
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because of the differing education marketc they serve, and the
locational preferences of Center students.

4. The formation of a new permanent upper division and graduate center
or a four-year and graduate campus would have both a positive and
negative affect on the Califorr.ia State University. On the positive
side, location of a C3U center or campus would increase the
participation of Contra Costa Students in the CSU. In the short term,
CSU Hayward would benefit the most as the center .s under their
stewardship. On the negative side, a permanent Lenter would result in a
slight decline in enrollmant at other CSU campuses, unless participation
by Contra Costa students increased dramatically.

J. Educational Programs

1. The success of the programs at the CSU, Hayward-Contra Costa Center
in Pleasant Hill should serve as the base of instructional offerings at
" a permanent center. These programg include business administration,
counseling, criminal justice, education (both graduate and credential
programs), english, human development, liberal studies, and public
administration. In additicn covrses that are requested but not offered
include computer science and psychology.

2. Only three of the 13 East 3ay community colleges and universities
offer certificate programs in engineering, three offer associate degrees
in engineering, but only the University of California, Berkeley offers
bachelor or masters degree programs in engineering. Thus, the
opportunity to provide an engineering curriculum at a permanent Center
would seem an important program element to be considered.

~J
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California State University
to William H. Pickens

March 18, 1987
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March 18, 1987

, Dr. William Pickens, Director
// California Postsecondary
Education Zommission
1020 12th Streec
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Bill:

I am pleased to submit for commission review a proposal to
establish the CSU Hayward off-campus center in permanent facili-
ties on the State-owned site in Contra Costa County. The center,
as you are aware, currently operates in leased facilities in
Pleasant Hill and was established after detailed CPEC review.

The proposal addresses each of the Commission and Board of
Trustees adopted criteri~ The proposal does not yet include
complete enrollment projections. These are being developed and
will shortly be reviewed with the Department of Finance. These
projections will be shared with you and your staff within the
hext two weeks.

I am aware that Commission staff workload may make it difficuilt
to complete review during the current budget review process. If
the Commission is unable to conduct its review of the CSU pro-
posal by the conclusion of budget discussions, the CSU would
recommend budget language making release of preliminary planuaing
and working drawing funds for the project contingent upon
Commission review.

Please let me know of guestions you cr the staff may have as ’ou
review the proposal.

Sincerely,
AN
\ -
'*zE(Q'L/’

John M. Smart
Deputy Provost

JMS :pg RECEIVED
) 74 State University, Heyward

cc: Senator Daniel Boatwright Office of the President

Chancellor W. Ann Reynolds MAR 2 4 1987

President Ellis E. McCune
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March 19, 1987

PROPOSAL TO ESTABLISH

PERMANENT OFF-CAMPUS CENTER

FACILITIES IN CONTRA COSTA COUNTY

Submitted by
Califnrnia State University, Hayward
and

Office of the Chancellor

XECEIVED

28l State University, Heyward
Office of the Presiden;

MAR 2 4 1987
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~ Section 1:

Section 2:

Section 3:

CONTRA COSTA CENTER PROPOSAL

Responses to CPEC Criteria for Reviewing New Of.-
Campus Centers

Responses to CSU Board cof Trustees Criteria for

Establishment

of Permanent State-~-Owned Facilities

for Upper Division/Graduate Off-Campus Instruction

Apnpendix A:

Appendix

Appendix
Appendix
Appendix

Appendix

B:

Contra Costa Center, Annual and Pro-
jected FTE By Degree Program

Proposed Contra Costa County Center,
November, 1980

Ethnic Makeup of Contra Costa County
The Contra Costa Center: 1Its Fifth Year
Arthur Fink Keport

Engineering Study
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SECTION 1: i i viewj W -

Campus Centers
. . ]

Enrollment projections should be sufficient to
justify the establishment of the new of f-campus

" center. Five-year projections must be provided for
the proposed center, with enrollments indicated to
be sufficient to justify its establishment. For
the University of California and the California
State University, £five year projections of the
nearest campus of the segment proposing the center
must also be provided. For the Community Colleges,
five-year projections of all district campuses,
and of any other campuses within 10 miles of the
proposed center, regardless of district, must be
provided. When State funds are requested for an
existing center, all previous enrollment experienc:z
must also be provided. Department of Finance
enrollment estimates must be included in any needs
study.

Response 1

The enrollment history o5 the Contra Costa Center together with
projections for the years 1987/88 through 1991/92 are shown as
Appendix A.

It should be noted that in the present year, 1936/87, the Center
has an estimated FTE of 545, the parent Hayward campus FTE is
8,159, makinyg a total of 8704. Current projections show that hy
the year 1991/92, the Center's enrollment will be an estimated
1,000 FTE, that of the home campus 7,950, making a total of
8,950. (Detai’.d enrollment projectiuns will be submitted ap-
proximately Apcil 1, 1987, following review with the Department
of Finance.)

"t . :

The segment proposing an off-campus cente: must
submit a comprehensive cost/benefit analysis of
all aiternatives to establishing the center. This
analysis must include: (1) the expansion of exis-
ting campuses; (2) the expansion of existing off-
campus centers in the area; (3) the increased
utijization of existing campus and off-campus
centers; and (4) the possibility of using leased
or donated space in instances where the center is
to be 1located in facilities propcsed to be owned
by the campus.

7y
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Response 2
Alternative #1: Data from the present Contra Costa Center

clearly shows that a previously underserved population has been
given opportunitie. for college-going which would not be avail-
able without the Center. Reither expansion of the Hayward campus
nor any of the other nearby CSU or UC campuses would provide an
entree to higher education comparable to continuance of the
Center. ~

Alternative #2: There are no other existing off-campus centers
in the area.

Alternative #3: The answers to aiternative #1 and #2 are
applicable here.

Alternative #4: The following sub-alternatives in this category
have been investigated: (A) Continuing the present lease with
the Mt. Diablo Unified School District for the Pleasant Hill
campus; (B) Leasing space at another facility in cent=al Contra
Costa County; (C) Constructing a new facility on the state-owned
property known as the Cowell Ranch.

mmmmwamh

The District has had a lease with the University. The rental
rate for 1986-87 is $.90 per square foot with over 22,000
square feet being leased by the University, the District
receiving approximately $225,000 in this fiscal year. For
1987/88, it appears that the University will lease an addi-
tional 200 square fcet and the rate will increase to $.95
per square foct obringing in $275,000 to the District. This
is a full-service lease inclvding utilities and custodial
service.

Estimates of a near doubling of enrollments t< 1000 FTE by
1991-92 will increase the need for space by app:ioximately 75
per cent to 38,500 square feet (add1t10nal Space n2eds are
not increased in direct proportion to FTE gaia: as it is
assumed that LaC111ty usage will be more cfficien: with a
larger number of daytlme classes). Assuming an avec.ge five
per cent (5%) increase in rental costs for each of the years,
the rent would be $1.15 per square foot inciuding utilities
and custodial service for a tctal of slightly more than
$532,000 per year. Additionally, the University would
probably have to pay for some facility renovations including
remodeling of laboratury spaces, installation of air condi-
tioning and expansion of the library. All of these cne-time
expenses would increase the cost.

(B) Leasing space at_another facilitvy in central Contra Costa
county

Investigation has been made into the avai ability of other
potential lease sites in central Contra Costa County.
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Criteria considered were: (1) availability of present and
future space needs, a location which would provide relative-
ly .asy access to faculty coming from Hayward and to students
from all sections of the county and from neighboring counties
(2) adequate parking to accommodate the Center's clientele,

(3) room for expansion and (4) cost.

Some poteatial sites were located which f£it the criteria.
They included vacated officle buildings and a newly developed
»R&D buildinj.” Each would have provided a more modern
facility than Pleasant Hill High School. The rents would
have been higher in each instance, ranging from $1.10 to
$1.25 "triple net.” However, long term leases were potenti-
ally available in each case and ownar/s/developer financed
*puildouts” would have made any of the facilities suitable
for educational purposes. The University would probably
have had to participate in the cost of the construction --
in one case it was estimated that approximately $100,000
would have been needed to provide for a facility to accommo-
date 600 FTE including two laborato:zies and a computer
center. There was additional room for expansion to accom-
modate the Center's planned furtner growth.

(© constructing cocility on il owned

The Cowell Ranch site has Dbeen owned by the State of
California for over 20 years. It ‘is locuted close to the
anticipated center ot population growth in the County. It
was purchased at a favorable price at the time and no addi-
tional expense is required to secure jt. Development costs
for the proposed center are estimated to Dbe $15.3 million.
Once built the Center will contain modern classrooms, labor-
atories and telecommunications linkages to the Hayward

campus and other facilities.

An eneragy afficient building will Dbe constructed and modern
conveniences for faculty and students will be available.
Should the Center grow sufficiently to warrant consideration
for expansion to a full-service campusS, the space for addi-
tional classroom buildings, athletic and play fields, even
dormitory space, will be available.

Criterion 3
Oother public segments and adjacent institutions,
public or private, must be consulted during the
planning pLocess for the new of f-campus center.

Response 3

prior to the open:ng of the Contra Costa Center in Fall, 1981, an
extensive needs study was conducted by the Hayward campusS. This
study is jncluded in the present document as appendix B. Consul-
tation with other members of the Regional Association of East Bay
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Colleges and Universities regarding the establishment of the
Center took place prior to its opening and is documented on Page
13 of the Appendix.

Criterijon 4
Programs to be offered at the proposed center must
meet the needs of the community in which the Center
is to ke located. Strong local or regional interest
in the proposed facility must be demonstrated.

Response 4

The enrollments by program for the C.ater during the first five
years of operation are shown in Appeadix A. These programs were
selected primarily on the basis of information which was gained
at the time of the original needs analysis (Appendix B. page 7).
The enrollments at the Center in these programs is the best
possible indication of regional interest.

Appendix B also contains numerous letters of support regarding the
establishment of the Center prior to its opening. The enrollment
history has justified the optimism shown in these letters and is
indicative of the University's ability to satisfy the demand of
local citizens for academic programs.

criteri 5
The proposed off-campus center must not lead to an
unnecessary duplication of program at neighboring
campuses or off-campus centers, regardless of
segment or district boundaries.

Response 5

Off-campus centexs in the CSU do not normally offer lower
division courses unless the nearby community colleges do not
provide comparable offerings. As a result, duplication of
community college courses does not take place.

There is little overlap of programcs between the two senior insti-
tutions in Contra Costa County, St. Mary's College and Jokn F.
Kennedy University at the undergraduate level. St Mary's has a
statewide clientele. It is not conceivable that a center offering
upper division courses will seriously detract from undergraduate
enrollments at a nearby residential, 1liberal arts college tnat
draws students from a far larger radius than the ccunty in which
it is located. John F. Kennedy University has a limited under-
graduate program with a curriculum structured significantly
different from CSU, Hayward.

Overlap at the graduate level is more apparent, particularly in
the fields of business (both St. Mary's and JFK), education (St.
Mary's) and counseling (JFK). However, the present number of
students in Contra Costa County and the potential increase i
their numbers suggests that the establishment of a permanent
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off-campus center will not seriously effect enro.lments in these
two independent institutions. .

As a point of further information it should be noted that the
independent institutions probably experience greater competji tion
from the off-campus programs of other independent institutions
that do not lrave their headquwrters in Contra Costa or Alameda
Counties, but see tne area as a fertile marketplace.

Criterion 6
The establishment of University and State University
off-campus centers should take into consideration
<zisting and projected ensollment in adjacent
institutions, regardless of segment

Response 6

The .1i1swer to Criterion #5, above, speaks to this criterion
also. The five-yrar master plan for the Cer.er extends its pro-
grams at the urnlscgraduate level which may provide some further
competition to St. Mary's College. But, as previously stated,
the Cent r's clientele is a different one than that which St.
Mary's actracts tc its undergraduate programs. The extension of
the Center's undergraduate programs does not effect its relation-
ship with John F Kennedy University.

~riteri 7
The 1location of a Community College o:If-campus
center should not cause reductions in existing or
projected enrollments in adjacent Community
Colleges, regardless of district, to a level that
would damage tneir economy of operation, or create
excess -mrollment capacity, .t these institutions.

Response 7

This critc "ion is not applircsble to a CSU off-campus center.

riteri :
The proposed off-campus certe. must be located
within a reasoncble commuting t.i..e for ‘he majority
Of residerts to be served.

Response 8

The Cowell site, located in centrai Contra Costa County, i, served
by « major arterial roa. and is five miles from Interstate 680,
trha closest freeway.

Relocacing the Center from its present site in Pleasant Hill to
the Cowell site will affect the commuting time of students c¢:if-
ferently, devending upon their departure point sz the time of
day. Some analysis of traffic flow is provided on pp. 173-191 »of
the ¥ink report.
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The majority of students presently enrolled live in Central and
Western Contra Costa County and in Salono County Their commute
time would@ be increased significantly during evening commute
hours, but only minimally during daytime hour<. Residents of
Walnut Creek, Concord and the developing areas of “2stern Zoatra
Costa County would have a reduced commute time. USecause BART
ctations are located along the freeway corridor, effects on the
commute time of those utilizing BART will be s.milar. Further
growth and development in the Central County will adversely
affect traffic flow until additional road improvements are made.

Criterion 9
The programs projected for the new off-campus

center must pve described and justified.
Response 9

Academic Programs that the Cente- expects to offer by 1991-92 ar~
shown in Appendix A. The existing piograms, which have blee.
attractive to students, will be continued, and four new degree
programs will be added: Computer Science, Psychology, History
and Biology.

The four proposed new programs are the ones most frequently
requested by registered and prospective students. Contra Costa
Count* is the headquazters site for a growing number of companies
with heavy demand for computer scientists. There has thus been a
growing demand for a computer science major, but the University
has not previously had sutficient faculty on other Tesources to

. offer the program. There 1s widespread interest in psychology,

as preparation for career= in clinical fields; for history, as
preparation for teaching, and for biology, as preparation for
careers in biotechnical fields. Demand in these areas is now
sufficient to make feasible introduction ot degree programs at
the Center.

The prcjections of annual FTE for 1991/92 for these programs are
conservative Assuming extension of stuc nt interest in these
same areas for the n.«t five years and the building of proper
facilities, the enrollment projections may prove %o be
conservative.

The analys.s of the potential of a permanent off-campus center 1in
Contra Cost:z County produced by Ira Fink and Associates, which
wa3 commissiored as a result of Senate Bill 785, also speaks o
this issue on pages 160-161.

The characteristics (physical, social, demographic,
etc.) of the location proposed for the new off-
campus center must .. included.

Response 0 §;

A description of the Contra Costa County eavironment is provided
in section III or Dr. Fink's analysis (pp. 31-69). Included are




sections on the geographical setting of the county, ~opulation
trends, and the racial composition of its population. Projections
regarding demographics, employment and the economy are provided
for the ner-t twenty years.

The State owned property in Contra Costa County held for the pro-
posed off-campus cent:r is a 380 acre pazcel located approximately
7 miles east of Highway 680 (see the response to Criteri.n #8 for
a more detailed discussion of the location). It is located in an
area formerly -limited to single family dwellings. Recently
apartments have been built in this zrea and others in rcsponse to
the need to have affordable housing built close to the strong
labor market of central and southern Contra Costa County.

The property is presently unoccupiel I+t has a mixed contour
with approximately one-fourth t»o one-third being flat and the
rest having slight or severe slopes. Access roads will have to
be Suilt in order to expedite trafiic from ¥Ygnacic vallzey Road.

An engineering study (Appendix F) indicated that, although there
is evidence of instability in the soil, it is possible to build
on it. Overall, slightly more than half of the land can be
developed for classroom or outdoor use.

Because of the fast growing population centers of Antioch and
Pittsburgh an increasingly large number of students is expected
to come over the Kirker Pass Road to the site. This four 1lane
road shortens the time needed to reach the proposed Center in
comparison to a trip around the hills.

jteri
The off-campus center must facilitate access for
the economically, educationally., and socially dis-
advantaged.

Response 11

The answer *o this criterion is developed using existing and
expected racial/ethnic population distributions in the county.
Therefore, the first two years of collegiate education is within
the reach of almost all residents of Contra Costa County. Inclu-
ded in *this report is Appendix C, which provides data regarding
the racial/ethnic distribution among cities ard uaincorporatecd
areas in Contra Costa County. The data are taken from the 19580
census. The three largest cities in central Contra Costa County
are Concord, Walnut Creck, aad Pleasant Hill. The precsent Center
is located in Pleasant Hill and draws the majority of its students
from these conmunities (see Appendix D, PP. 6,7). The data
indicate that the population of these three communities 1is
primarily white.

The largest cities in eastern Contrs Costa County are Anticch eand
pittsburg. This is the area of the county w..ich is expected tc
grow substantially i1n the next 20 years. A large proportion of

r—
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the population of these communities «t the present time 1is non-
white. The population increase which has begun and is expected
to continue consists primarily of middle class white per<ons.
Hence, the non-white portion of the population 9of these cowmun-
itie: will decrease within overall population growth.

The largesc cities in western Cor*ra Costa County are Richmond,
El Cerrito, a2nd San Pablo. Two these, Richmond and San Pablo,

_ have a large non-white populati The movement of the Center

from Pleasant Hill to the Concord ..ce will make it more difficult
for residents of western Contra Costa County to attend :-he Center.
On the other hand, it is more accessiktle to the developing areas
of eastern Contra Costa County.

The relocating of the Center to the Coweil raich is expected to
have a mixed effect upon the accessibility of upper division and
araduat<e level education for the non-white populaticn.

SECTION 2: Responses to CSU Board of Trustees Criteria for
- - 44d__L
&WMWWU Division/Graduate Off-C Iastruction.

Committee on Educational Policy

Criterion 1

There is a history of of ring off-campus division
and graduate courses 1leu ing %o academic decree
programs. This ciiterion wculd normally be met by
the successful operation <f an approved, State-
supported, off-campus center in the region for at
least three years prior to authorization of the
establishment by the Board of Trustees of a
permanent center.

Response 1

The enrollment history of the Contra Costa Center is found in
Appendix A. 'The data show tn:zt the criterion is fully satistied.

Criterjor 2
Conversion of the center to permanent status will
not lead to demonstrable negative effects upon the
programs of other higher education institutions
with permanent facilities or an established presence
of extended term in the area and will complement
community college programs in the area.

Response 2

The response to CPEC criteria #5 and #5 are appropriate. here.
They are reprroduced to indicate sati-~ ~“ion of this criterion.
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All off-campus ceuaters in the CSU nurmally do not offer 1lower
division courses unless the nearby community colleges do not
provide comparable offerings. As a result, duplication of
community college courses does not take place.

There is little overlap of programs between the two senior insti-
tutions in Contra Costa County, St. Mary's Coliege and John F.
Kennedy University at the undergraduate level. St Mary's has a
statewide ciientele. It is not conceivable that a center offering
upper Civision courses will seriously detract from undergraduate
enrollments at a nearby residential, liberal arts college that
draws students from a far larger radius than the county in which
it is located. John F. Kennedy University has a lirited uunder-
graduate program with a curriculum structured significantly
Gifferent from CSU, Hayward.

Overlap at the graduate level is more apparent, particularly in
the fields of business (both St. Mary's and JFK), education (St.
Mary's) and counseling (JFK). However, the present n-mber of
students in Contra Costa County and the potential increase in
their numbers suggests that the establishment of a permanent
off-campus center will not s .ously effect =nrollments in these
two independent institutions.

As a point of further irformation it should be noted that the
independent institutions probably exzerience greater competition
from the off-campus prog-ams of other independent institutiomns
that do not have theizr headquarters in Contra Costa or Alameda
Counties, but see the area as a fertile marketplace.

The answer to Criterion #5, above, speaks to this criterion also.

The five-year master plan fcr —he Center extends its programs at
the undergraduate level which will provide some further compe-
ticion to St. Mary's College. But, as previously stated, the
Center's clientele is a differ at one than that which St. Mary's
attracts to its undergraduate programs. The extensicu of the
Center's undergraduate programs does not effect its relationship
with John F. Kernnedy University.

Ciiterion 3
Alteraative modes c¢f instructional delivery have

beer fully considered and have been demonstrated to
be insufficient to meet the educational needs of
the region.

Response 3

Alternative modes of iastruction include live instru~tional tele-
vision, use of videotapes, and sudiotapes. Thne first of these,
live instructional television has been considered, but not imple-
mented. The topography of Contra Costa County vis-a-vis the
Hayward campus makes the delivery of a television signal difficult
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and expensive. The campus has judged that for the time being,
the cost would be too great. The level of instructional quality
will ccntinue to be best maintained by the use of on-site faculty-

Exreriments with the use of video and audio tape in the bacca-
laureate major degree program in Human Development has been
attempted. While a certain proportion of this program can be
done using these methods, they are not convertible to most other
programs. * e

Therefore, in the main, instruction by regular CSU, Hayward
faculty at the Contra Cost Center will contirue to be the primary
method for the delivery of instruction.

criteri 5

The projected FTE enrollment at the center is not
less than 200 annual FTE in the third year of oper-
ation in the new €facility. The center will have
the «pectation of a sustained level of 500 annual
FTE by the fifth year of operation in the new
facility with enrollment growth expectations beyond
that level in the next 5-10 year period.

Response 5

The data provided in Appendix A shows that criterion #5 is fully
satisfied.

An academic master plan provides for at least three
acadenic degree programs offered at the time of
opening of the permanent center with students
normally being able to complete the upper division
or graduate courses for these programs whollv at
the facility.

gesponse 6

The data provided in Appendix A shows that this cri..rion is
fully satisfied.

Criterion 7
Staffing will be primarily regular CSU faculty in a
ratio similar to the -.n-campus program involved.

Response 7

CcSt, Hayward has staffing the Center facility according to the
prescribad ratio. Movemenc of the Center to the proposed locaticn
will make it more difficult to satisfy this criterion, pcut CSUH
intends to maintain the prescribed ratio.

1 .
Basic corz support for center administration, and
ins_ructional, academic and support services have

8C




- 13 -

been previously recognized in the State General
Jund budget,

Response 8

The basic core support referred to has been recognized in previous
budgets. However, with the general exception of costs for space
rental, budgetary support for the Center has not k=2pt pace with
its growth. It has been increasingly difficult %o provide the
listed services.

criteri 9
Academic resources of the campus are sufficient to
snsure continuity of the curriculum and services at
the proposed center without reducing the quality
and continuity of on-campus programs.

During the first six years of the Center's operation, CSU, Haywarad
has attempted to satisfy this criterion. With an increasingly

tighter general fund budget it has been difficult to satisfy this
criterion within available resources.

criteri 10
If facilities permit, and there is demonstrable
nced, campuses other than the campus which operates
the permanen. center may be authorized by mutual
agreement of all parties concerned to offer degree
programs at the faci ..y.

Response 10

Fach of the three communi.y colleges of che Contra Costa Community
College District have, at one time or another, offered programs
at the center site in Pleasant Hill. Relationships with the com-
munity College district are cordial and cooperation is expected
to continue. The Center will also be available for use by other
CSU campuses by mutual agreenent.

reri -
There is strong community support for permanen: Csu
facilities and programs in the area.

Respgnse 11
The CPEC criteria 4 and 9 and the contents of Append‘x B clearly

demonstrate the community support for permanent CSU facilities
and programs at this si.e and need not he repeated here.

&)
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March 30, 1987

Dr. ."ohn M. Smart, Deputy Provost
The California State University
Office of the Chancellor

400 Golden Shore

Long Beuch, California 90802-4275

Dear Jack:

We are beginning our review of the State University's proposal to
convert the Contra Cosia Center fionm a temporary to « peraanent
facility, ieceived in our offices on March 19, 1987. Pollowirng a
prelimirary examination, we have found a few deficiencies that ve
wish to bring to your attention immediately so that you can prepare
tesponses in a timely fashion. They are as follows:

l. As you noted, final enrollment projections were not included
in tne needs study but should be available t» Commission staff
by April 1. These projections, of course, are one of the
most crucial elements of the justification and must be approved
by the Pcpulation Research Unit of the Department of Finance.

2. Criterion 2 iu the CPEC Guidelines and Procedures states that
"The segment proposing an off-campus center must submit a
comprehensive cost/benefit analysis of all alt:rnatives to
establishing the center.”™ 1In reviewing your needs study, it
appears that one much discussed alternative has not been con-
sidered, namely, the purchase of the existing locction, Pleasant
Hill High School, and the renovation of the current fac!  .ies
or construction of new ones. This idea was mentioned specifi~-
cally by t. > Legislative Analyst (Analysis of the Budget Bill,
1987-88, p. 1202) and a full analysis of the possibility should
therefore be cubmi:ted before the needs study can be cc :sidered
complete. This analysis should include independent co t esti-
mates of purchasing the site, and then constructirg new builéd-
ings or renovating the existing ones. Such costs should be
~~mpared to thosc for developing the Cowell Ranch site, espe-
cially given the serjous topographical and geologic.l con-
straints inherent in the Cowell Ranch property.

In asdition to this consideration, your needs stnudy appears

to reyard the "Cowell Ranch” property as the only option for
building on State-owned land. While it is truz that the exis-
tence of a State-owned site i3 attractive, since it eliminates
the need for site acquisition funds, it is entirely possible
that a smaller site -- other than Pleasant Hill High School -
- might 2lso serve the people of Contra Costa County very
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adequately. .i..cordingly, we think the Stat:: University should -
conduct a rev.ew of the Contra Costa County area in much the

same way that you and your engine< ing consultant did for

northern San D.ego County, and report back to us on the suit-

ability of other sites for the permanent center. At the same

time, please provide an estimate of the current market value

of the Coweil Ranch property.

Refecencés to the 1989 needs study for the Pleasant Hill Center
do not constitute a satisfactory response to Criterion 3,
especially in light of the fact that the opening of that center
was controversial and elicited initial opposition from Cohn

F. Kennedy University and St. Mary's College. Satisfaction

of this criterion will require current letters from those
institutions, and from the area's Community Colleges, indicat-
ing that full consultation has taken place.

You will recall from previous Commission reviews that an aca-
demjc master plan is always required. Criteria 4 and 9 refer
to the program descriptions that ennstitute an intr jral part
Ot any academic master plan, and no such descriptions were
included in the needs study. Appendix A-2, in which existing
programs through 1986 are listed, with estimates for the 1991~
92 PTE, assumes there will be no program changes between 1986
and 1992, even though enrollments are expected to douhle.
Completion <f the needs study will require a description of
the programs expected to be offered at the permanent center,
year by year, for the first five years of the permanent cen-
ter's operation. ’

concerning th. fifth criterion, as stated in No. 3 above,
correspondence from John F. Kennedy University and St. Mary's
will be required. The stacement that, in tne State Universi-
ty's opinion, no "unnecessary duplication" exists is not suf-
ficient. Statements from the Community Colleges should also
be included, .a spite of the fact that lower-division courses
will not be offered at the center. In this regard, you will
recall the differences expressed by the local Community Col-
legjes with respect to the proposed upper-division and graduate
center in souchern Oranje County.

The explanation under Criterion 6 is inadequate, as the narra-
tive provided answers neithzr the fifih nor the si»th crite-
rion. Some indication is required from the State University
that enrcllments at all neighboring institutions, and the
pcoposed center's effect on them, have been thoroughly ana-
lyzed. The brief discussion in your consultant's report
«California State University Demographic/Market Analysis and
Needs Analysis: Off-Campus Center, Contra Costa County -- Ira
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Fink and Associates, Inc.) also falls short of the requirement
of this criterion.

7. Concerning reasonable commuting times, the consultant's report
appears to address automobile travel times to the Cowell Ranch
site adequately, but offers no compacable analysis for the
existing center in Pleasant Hill, Further, there is no anal-
ysis of commuting times for public transportation. These
gaps in the needs study should be filled.

8. In the discussion of Criterion 10, it is stated that about
half of the 380 acre Zowell Ranch property can be developed,
put the Fink study (p. 187! states that only a fourth "is
considered buildablz.~ This discrepancy should be clarified.

9. Criterion 11 states that rhe center must facilitate access
for the disadvantaged, =nd the narrative in your needs study
(with Appendix C) j$acludes a description and statistical sum-
mary of the raciul/ethnic distribution of Contra Costa County.
At the end ot this narrative, it is stated that the move to
the Cowzil Ranch s.*e “is expected to have a mixed effect
upon the accessibility of upper division and graduate level
education for the non-white population.”

Concerning this section of the needs study, the critezion
does not refer to only "non-white® populations but the disad-
vantaged, and we expect a description of how disadvantaged
gtudents will be served. That description is not included in
the needs study as presented.

This listing describes our concerns after a preliminary review of
the Contra Costa Center needs study. Please advise me as soon as
possible when you will be able to provide answers to the questions
and requests stated here.

. 1
sincerely,” '

\//M'-/vc'/‘lms

‘William H. Pickens
Executive Director

WHP /ke
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‘May 26, 1987

Dr. wWilliam Pickens, Cirectcr

California Postsecondary Education
Commission

1020 12th Street, Third Floor

Sacramento, CA 95814-3985

Dear qill:

In your letter of March 30, 1987 you asked a number of questions
regarding the submission by this office of the proposal to
establish the CSU, Hayward off-campus center in Contra Costa
County in permanent facilities on the State-owned property or
the Cowell Ranch site. Since receipt of your ra2quest, this
office and the campus have collected information which is, 1
believe, responsive. I will respond to each request in the
order preser.ted in your letter.

1. Enrollment proiections. Thue final enrollment projections
have been completed and are s'own as Attachment A. They are
being forward to the Deportment of Finance for their
comments.

2. Cost/benefit analysis of alternatives. As I hrave indicated

in conversations with you and with Bill Storey, it is our
position that the exploration of alterpatives is contrary to
the . intent _of thre Legislature as expressed in 'Shee285
(uoatwrlght Chap.LVH’, 1985)* which states:
proutiheiuliatdsnit A

39011. (b) The Trustees...shall consider t{he

establis™ment (I~ a  permdnent, ' "state-supported

off- campus - -center on- state-owned - property in

Cont.:a Costa County, the purpose of -which shall

be co continue,to offer education programs at the

uppeyr division and graduate levels.

35
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This - intent was underlined by the Subcommittee on Higher
Education of the Senate Appropriations Committee during the
hearing on the capital outlay budget item for the Contra
Costa center. At that hearing, held on May 4, the Subcom-
mittee received a recommendation from the Legislative
Analyst which would have called for a cost/benefit anail,sis
of purchasing the leased facilities (Pleasant Hill high
School). The Subcommittee failed to adopt such language and
endorsed the capital outlay proposal, as did the Assembly
Subcommittee. :

May I reiterate the position 'of the 7.ustees, which is that
given. the demonstrated need for a permanent off-campus center
in Contia-Costa County, it is tre best us» of State resources
to ut‘“ize the State-owned site.

You ask about the market value of the Cowell Runch property.
The State, unaer terms of the agr<ement, ~ould nout sell the
property for its true value. Instead, it must offer the .
property +o the original owners -- the Newhall Land. Company
-~ at the original price ($1,740,000) plus an annual corm-
pounding at 7% per annum. The estimated amount would be
$5,878,555 should thé property revert, effective August 1,
1987.° This would be far less than for what it could be
resold or developed by Newhall Land.

rt 1 7 1% ions” Letters from the Presidents
of"St.“Mary's Colleger and John F. Kennedy Univeristy and
the Chancellor of the Contra Cost Community College District
are attached (Attachment B, 1-3). Each chief executive says'
that the establishment of, a permanent center is not seen as
dét¥imental to his institution or system.

Year by vear program development. ' Attachment C, 1-3, present
the existing and projected degree programs, FTE projections
by discipline and descriptions of each degree program.

Unnecessary duplication. The letters provided by the two

independent institutions and by the Contra Costa Community
College District indicate that nmé unnecessary duplication 'is

foreseen by these institutions. (The matter noted in your

letter-regarding alleged duplication in South Orange County
in respect to the CSU, Fullerton proposal was determined to
be an a:rticulation issue, not a programmatic duplication
issuve.)

Analysis of enrollments at npeighboring institutions. The
letters p.ovided_by._the three concerned institutir 1s suggest’
no negative impact. Beyond this conclusion w:c have diffi-
culiiy in respondiag to the _equest. I suggest that Commis-
sion staff review the projections for the Center and if
questions arise from this review which have beurirg upou
other neighboring institutions they be pursued directly with
Dr. Ralph Bigelow, Director of Analytic Studies.

a0 I
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Commuting time: publi rans ion. Since remaining in
the current 1leased facility is not an alternat.ve, the
commuting patterns to the existing center are not at issue,
but rather those relating to the proposed new location. The
Cowell Ranch site is lccated at the intersection of Ygnario
Valley Road and Alberta Way, G-12 on the enclosed map. CC.TA
lines #112 and 130 go directly to a stop near this intersec-
tion. The scheduled commute times between the Cowell site
and the three central county BART stations are as follows:

BAKRT Station CCCTA Route Time of Commute
Walnut Creek #130 23 minutes
Pleasant Hill #115, 112 25 minutes
Concurd #112 24 minutes

The CCCTA does not operate after 9:30 p.m. Since evening
classes at the Center are scheduled until 10:00 p.m., CCCTA
transportation is not currently available from the Center
for most evening students.

There are two roads connecting central and eastern Contra
Costa County: State Route 4 and the Ker'..r Pass Road. The
geography of the area makes State Route 4 the most practical
rvute for public transportation between the two regions.
Any person who is dependent on public transportation from
eastern to..central Contra Costa County must plan to use BART
shuttle buses traveling on Stz“e Route 4 to the Concord BART
station. The scheduled commute times for the BART shuttle
from the city of Pittsburg is 40 minutes; from Antioch it is

55 minutes. No CCCTA connection betwren the cities of
eastern and central Contra Costa County is now available.

Buildable portion of Cowell property. In your letter you
raise question about the extent to which the Cowell property
is buildable for higher education purposes. No precise
r2sponse is possible in that economic, political ard sc~ial
considerations all may be involved. Generally speaking,

most of the Cowell Ranch property can be developed. This
propefty¥ does have ~some developmélit constraints; as woifld”
any large’ plecéWOF“ﬁfbberty These- constratﬂtﬂ“incluae some
steep-ialgpes ™ EXﬁﬁhSTVE“SOiIS*“ﬁhSEtfvé~f@ﬁ¥¥"51nes, infra-
structire eas’éth'e’fftg“iﬁﬂ"’dmm'é'ﬁ?‘??" All "of these con-
straints could "be" mttim‘ed"“thtbﬁ“g‘ﬁ'_p;oper planwing, site’
engineering and/or conStruction de51gn T If a decision were
made to avoid 2ll of these constraints, ‘then betwe:en cne-
third-€¢™oné-half -of ““the*~Cowel1* Ranch  property would be”
adversely affected. ® By the same token, however, several CSU
campuses would have been constrained in their growth had
such a conservative approach been taken -- San Diego and ‘3an
Francisco State come to mind as examples.
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9. Access to mincrity students. Attachmen:t D provides a dis-

cussion of the issues surrounding the question of access for
minorities to the new Certer location.

I hope that the above is responsive to your questions. I apolo-
gize for not making the May 15 target date which I had indicated
to Bill Storey for the reply.

Looking at the schedule of CFEC meetings, I note that it does
not appear that this proposal can come before the Commission
before the September 20-21 meeting since the July me:ting was
cancelled. I will assume then that the item would be scheduled
for information in September and actio: at the November 1-2,
1967 meeting. We are, of course, interested in securing Commis-
sion action as socon as pcssible since the release of capital
outlay funds is tied to Commission consideration of the mattoar.

Please call if you have questions.
Sincerely,
j
N AL —

;John M. Smart
Députy Provost

JMS:pfz

cc: Senator Daniel Boatwright
Dr. W. Ann Reynolds
Trustee Claudia H. Hampton
Trustee Dean S. Lesher
President Ellis E. McCune
Dr. James E. Jensen
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the Legislature by December 1, 1987 that
identifies (1) the amount of property
needed in order to accommodate enroll-
ment at the center, (2) the basis for the

amount of property proposed to be
acquired and (3) the acquisition and
development cost.

Contra Costa County Off-Campus Center

We recommend adoption of Budget Bill
language specifying that funds for
development of an off~campus center on
state-owned property in Contra Costa
County shail be contingent on (1) review
and approval of the proposal by the
California Postsecondary Education Comn-
mission and (2) completion of a
cost/benefit analysis comparing develop-
ment on the existing state-owned site to
acquisition of the existing leased facility
and sale of the state-owned site.

In the Amalysis, we withheld recom-
mendation on the $491,000 requested for
preliminary plans and working drawings
for the initial ‘development of a perma-
nent off-campus center on state-owned
property in Contra Costa County because
CPEC had neither reviewed nor approved
the proposed permanent center.

On March 19, 1987 CSU submiitted its pro-
posal to CPEC for establishment of the

t offcampus certer in Contra
Costa County. The CPEC staff advised us
that their review of the proposal will not
be compleie for at least six months because
of the need for additional information
from CSU. Therefore, the Legislature will
not have sufficient information available
prior to budget hearings to determine (1)
whether the permanent center is justified
or (2) the size of the center. Under normal
circumstances, we would recommend dele-
tion of the planning funds, as the request
is premature. The Legislature, however,
has directed that establishment of a perma-
nent center be considered in this area
(Chapter 744, Statutes of 1985). Therefore

in order to keep the project on an
expeditious schedule we recommend that
the Legislature adopt Budget Bill language
specifying that the requested funds are
conditioned upon CPEC approving the
proposed establishment of the permanent

center.

Additional Cost/Benefit Analyses Need-
ed. The Legislature y directed
CSU to consider establishment of the
proposed off-campus center in Contra
Costa County on stateowned property
which was originally in the 1960s
as a site for a permanent campus. Cur-
rently, the center operates from fadlities
leased from a local school district. One

alternative that wzs not considered in the -

initial studies was the cost/benefits of
acquiring the leased facilities rather than
development on the 380-acre state-owned
site. An analysis of this alternative would
assist the Legislature in determiniug the
best solution to providing permanent
facilities for the off-campus centers. It may
also identify locations that would be
superior to the current state-owned site in
providing service to the area.

On this basis, we recommend adoptior:
of the following Budget Bill language
concerning .2 proposed permanent off-

campus center in Contra Costa
County:

"Provided that prior to expenditure
of any funds appropriated in this
item for the permanent off-campus
center in Contra Cosia County, the
Califomia  Pustsecondary ~Education

Page4
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Commiscion shall act to approve
the proposed center. In additior,
the CSU shall complete a cost/
benefit analysis of purchasing the
existing  leased ities

constructing

serve  the proposed  permanent
center.  If the costfbenefit anclyvis
indicates  that purchase of the

leased facilities is effective from a
cost and programmatic viewpoint,
the CSU shall not

funds for development on the cur-
rent state-owned parcel. The CPEC -
report and the CSU cost/benefit
analysis shall be submitted to the
Chair of the Joint Legislative
Budget Committee and the chairs
of the fiscal committees.” »

)
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CALIFORNIA LEGISLLATURE

STATE CAPITOL
SACRAMENTO. CALIFORNIA
295814

July 10, 1987

Thomas Dean, Chairman

California Postsecondary Education Commission
4602 Hazel Brook Avenue

Long Beach, CA 90808

Dear Mr. Dean:

We have received ccpies of a June 30, 1987 letter from cxecu-
tive Director William Pickens to Deputy Attornevy General
Elisabeth 0. Brandt asking for an "intorpretation" of SB 785,
Chapter 744 of the 1985 Statutes. That law, among other things,
called upon the Trustees of the California State University to
consider the establishment of a permanent, state-supported off-
campus center on state-owned property in Contra Cocsta County.

The clear intention of the bill was to have the trustees
consider building a permanent off-campus center on one site only
-- the state-owned, 384-acre Cowell Ranch Property in the
southeast portion of the City of Concord. There is no other
state-owned site in the county, none envisioned, and in the
opinion of many experts, none better. In fact, at no time during
the legicslative process involving this statute did CPEC seek
amendments to require looking at other sites.

Executive Director Pickens is no stranger to these views --
they have been expressed to him directly by both of us within the
past year.

Based on our direct legislative involvement with this issue
over many years, we can tell you the Legislature has considered
only this one location for the permanent oif-campus center --
and, in fact, our fiscal committees and budget subcommittees have
repeatedly rejected specific efforts to sell the site.




Thomas Dean, Chairman -2 - July 10, 1987

As was their charge under SB 785, after careful considera-
tion, the trustees hive concurred with the Legislature, the
Little Hoover Commission, and iocal officialg that the
state-owned site is appropriate for the permanei.t center, and
Governor Deukmejian included $491,000 for planning the initial
infrastructure at that site in his budget for the 1987-88 fiscal
year.

We hope you are aware that the Legislature, in approving the
Governor's budget appropriation, rejected CPEC's attempt to re-
open the issue of alternative locations.

We would prefer to work with the California Postsecondary
Education Commission in making sure the permanent of f-campus
center provides the educational opportunities for the people in
Contra Costa and Solano Counties it is aimed at serving.

There is rnothing toc be gained by continued staff sniping at
the university site selection. Help us move the temporary center
from its cramped quarters. Tl: students, our local officials,
community leaders and the ZTontra Costa County legislative
delegation will be most grateful.

Sincerely,

ﬁo Jp— P eolie C e

DANIEL E. BOA IGHT NICHOLAS PETRIS
Senator Senator
DEB/brb
Enclosure

cc William Pickens, Executive Director v~
CPEC
CSU Trustee Claudia Hampton
CSU Trustee Dean Lesher
CSU Chancellor W. Ann Reynolds
Jim Jensen, C3U Director of Governmental Affairs

¢ ™
Q . RV




Appendix L

Letter from Richard S. Monson, Chair,
Academic Senate of the California

State University, Hayward
to William H. Pickens

November 18, 1987
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OFFICE OF THE
ACADEMIC SENATE

November 18, 1987

Dr. William H. Pickens

Executive D‘rector

California Postsecondary Education Commission
1020 - 12th Street, Third floor

Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Dr. Pickens:
At its meeting of November 17, 1987, the Academic Senate at California state
University, Hayward considered thz attached resolution which was introduced on
the floor of the Senate by student reprasentatives. There was enthusiastic
support for “he resolution and it was passed unanimously.

Sincerely,

bt & Mo

Richkard S. Monson
RSM:cms Chair, Academic Senate

Attachment

| ST
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Resolution cConcerning the Location of the Permanent

Off-Campus Center of CSUH in Contra Costa County

Whereas the California Postsecondary Education Commission
(CPEC) has expressed reservations regarding the location of the
permanent off-campus center in Contrz Costa Ccunty (as indicated
in its November 2, 1987, draft response to the governer and
legislature) and

Whereas we specifically share CPEC's stated concerns that
alternatives to the state-owned Cowell Ranch site are not being
considered, such as the feasibility of purchasing and renovating
the current facilities at the Pleasant Hill site or the suit-
ability of alternative sites and

Whereags the State University's consultant, Ira Fink and
Associates, has determined that many of the major roads and
freeways serving the Cowell Ranch location are already heavily
congested, with Ygnacio Valley Road soon expected to reach grid-
lock (defined as "three or more light changes to cross a given
intersection®) and

Whereas most students and faculty will be traveling during
peak traffic hours to reach evening classes and

Whereas the taxpayers of California deserve to have all
reasonable alternatives for a permanent off-campus cencer fully
considered before more funds are expended and

Whereas CPEC is presently restricted by SB 785 (1985;
Boatwright) to either accepting or rejecting the Cowell Ranch
site in its recommendation to the Board of Trustees,

Therefore be it resolved that we, the Academic Senate of
California State University, Hayward, encourage CPEC, in its
recommendation to the Board of Trustees, to reject Cowell Ranch
as the site for a permanent off-campus center in Contra Costa
County.

[ﬂiﬂ:‘ 1ng 117




Appendix M

Letter from the Contra Costa Center Committee
and the Ass_-iated Stude-ts

of the California State University,

Hayward to William H. Pickens

November 12, 1987




- ASSOCIATED STUDENTS, CSUH IR

CONTRA COSTA CENTER COMMITTEE

November 12, 1987

Dr. William H. Pickens
Executive Director
California Postsecondary
FEducation Commissicn

1020 1'th Street, 3rd Floor
Sacramentc, CA 93814

Dear Dr. Pickens:

Thank you for the oppecrtunity to testify before tle Policy
Development Committee on November 2, 1987.

We would like to restate our position in that we consider the
cowell Ranch site inaccessibl- to a majority of the students who
would attend an off-campus cen..r there. As 70% of the students
whe currently attend the Contra Costa Center attend in the
evening, they would have to use Ygnacio Valley Road ariving
during the peak evening commute period if the campus were moved
to the Cowell Ranch site. The length of time it takes to reach
this si1te alone .estroys the purpose of an off campus-center.

We contend that Commission Criterion 11 has not been
satisfactorily addressed. The move of the Ccnter tTou tue Cowell
Ranch site would distance the Center further from the majority of
economically, educationally, and socially disadvantaged 1in the
area.

There seems to be the opinion that the Cowell Ranch site would be

lost if this off-campus center is not built there. It 1s “his
committee’'s unders:anding that there .s nofiing in the Grant ueed
which suggests any time constraints. The s.ate should be able to
' hold the land as long as 1t wishes. We are of the opinion that
it will make a lovely full-fledged campus, when the time 1c

right, but putting an off-campus certer there now would destrox
the purpose of such a center.

University Union, Suite 314
California State University, Hayward
Q Hayward, California 94542

ERIC (415) 861-3901 ‘ 121
S 110




The Associated Stude ts Organization of California State
University, Hayward, encourages you and the respected members of
your Commission to cpnsider the inconveniences that the majority
of the students who would be enrolled in the Center would
experience if the Cowell Ranch site is approved. The Commission
must consider the educational mission of the Contra Costa Center
and the population that it serves which consists of students who
have full-time day jobs, families, and need a commute to campus
that is easily made du‘-ing rush hour drive time. Pleasgse give
these facts your consideration when making your final decision.

We request that a copy of this letter be given to every
commissioner so that each may understand our position. We would
also like to testify before CPEC at the December 14 meeting. Are
the procedures the same as those at the committee meeting?

Please feel free to contact us at the above address and telephone
number if you or any of the Commissioners have questions.

Respz thJlZ‘fj'Zed’

S~brina Ruehl
Vice Chair of Contra Costa Center Committee

Sandy Robb, Chair
Contra Costa Center Committee

fir Berrcn

Jim Redovian, Treasurer
Contra Costa Center Committee

Deborah Evans, President
Associated Students
California State University, Hayward

Ericlosures
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Center

as the

Cnclosed is a copy of the vetition circulated ty the Contra Costa

Committee. Wc offer this as proof that the students at the Center

permanent location for the

We respectfully remind the

osition to the Cowell Ranch site

off-campus center of CSUH.

Commissioners that the off-campus center

is for the students of Contra Costa County and we hope that the students

- ™
s s : SN B
are che Commission's first concern*k\ﬁf/ e s

1 -

123



We, the undersigned, by our signatures, present our opposition
to the choice of Cowell Ranch as the site for a permanent
location for a satellite campus of California State University,
Hayward, in Contra Costa County., We encourage the people and
agencies involved to seek another site which would be more
accessible to the majority of students and resiisnts in the
county. Thank you.
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We, tne undersigned, by our signatures, present our opposition
to the choice of Cowell Ranch as the site for a permanent
lJocation for a satellite campus of California State University,
Hayward, in Contra Costa County. We encourage the people and
agencies involved to szek anocher site which would be more
accessible tc the majority of students and residents in the
county. Thank you.
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We, the undersigned, by our signatures, present our opposition
to the choice of Cowell Ranch as the site for a permanent
location for a satellite campus of California State University,
Hayward, in Contra Costa County. We encourage the people and
agencies inveolved to seek another site which would be more
accessible to the majority of students and residents in the
county. Thank you.

/\(JL oo fanu')\

) W, O
SLEEE CRERS i e )

Otml /W»sw/#o K/ Sl g :
g o (ol iprar

£ JY}IMJUO\

éx%:- J‘JAIU C LR 2O 7 .

/LL N Jéé?—c’ﬁdvl\
/{L&M\JW&J\
EU\ -V\'\,(&WQ{/\-—\—-—A

ok Jozy




We, the undersigned, by our signatures, present our opposition
to the choice of Cowell Ranch as the site for a permanent
location for a satellite campus of California State University,
Hayward, in Contra Costa County. We encourage the peogle and
age'xcies involved to seek another site which would be more
accessible to the majority of students and residents in the

ig%mty. Thank you.
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We, the undersigned, by our signatures, present our opposition
to the choice of Cowell Ranch as the site for a permanent
location for a satellite campus of California State University,
Hayward, in Contra Costa County. We encourage the people and
agencies invelved tc seek ancther site which would be more
accessible to the majority of students and residents in the
county. Thank you.
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We, the undersigned, by our signatures, present our opposition
to the cloice of Cowell Ranch as the site for a permanent
location for a satellite campus of California State University,
Hayward, in Contra Costa County. We enceoarage ithe people and
agencies involved to seek another site which would be more
accessible to the majority of students and residents in the
county. Thank ycn.
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/ ¥ COWEBLL RANCY 5 OFF
. Y6RNCIO VALLEY Culh, (N CONCORD

We, the undersigned, by our signatures, present our opposition
to the choice of Cowell RancH as the site for a permanent
location for a satellite campus of California State University,
Havward, in Contra Costa County. We encourage the people and
agencies involved to seek another site which would be more
accessible to the majority of students and residents in the
cQunty. Thank yov.




Appendix N .

Letter from Hermann E. Welm,
Planning Commissioner, City of Ramon,
to William H. Pickens

November 17, 1987
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Appendix O

Letter from Tom Powers, Supervisor,
Contra Costa County,
to William H. Pickens

November 16, 1987
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NOV 171987

BOARDNDOF SUPERVISORS
CONTRA COSTA COUNTY

TOM POWERS

SUPEAVISOR £,a8T QuSTACT

November 16, 1987

Dr 1liam H. Pickens, Executive Director
Caii/ornia Postsecondary Education Commission
1020 12th Street, Third Floor

Sacramento, "A 95814

Dear DOr. Pickens:

I write to encourage you and the members of the California Postsecondary
Education Commission to reject Cowell Ranch as the place for the off
campus center of Califoinia State University, Hayward.

The rriteria regarding accessibility to students and specifically
economically, educatianally and socially disadvantagea, I feel has not
been met.

1 hope that the placement cf the off campus center wili be in a place
which will be accessible to both the disadvantaged and the majority of
the residents of the County.

Sincerely,

e e e

//“7//7 R TP VP

“Tom Powers
Supervisor
First District

172

100 - 37th STREET, ROOM 270. RICHMOND, CALIFORNIA 94805 « TELEPHONE (415) 374-3231



Appendix P

Letter from Thomas G. Dunne,
City Manager, Walnut Creek,
to John M. Smart

October 12, 1987
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Sent to Chatham (omnifax) 10/16/87

RECC =~
OFFIGE OF THe =~ » -y
RN |
0CT 10 o
Octcber 12, 1987 CALUFORNIA S22+ - . "y

John M. Smart, Deputy Provost
California State University
400 Golden Shore

Long Beach, CA 90802-4275

Dear Mr. Smart,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the new California State
University upper division graduate center being proposed for the Cowell
property on Ygnacio Valley Road. While we recognize the important
community resource offered by the proposed center, -e are also concerned
about both the short and long term impacts it will have on the City of
Walnut Creek.

Walnut Creek currently experiences excessive traffic congestion on ¥Ygnacio
Valley Road. We are particularly concerned about the effect the proposed
center will have on this roadway. As the California Postsecondary
Bducation Commission begins to discuss the new center, careful attention
should be paid to how CSU intends to mitigate the traffic impacts on
Ygnacio Valley Road.

We are also concerned about the possible growth inducing effect of opening
up new land for development as well as the ability of Walnut Creek and the
cther surrounding communities to meet future demands for student housing.

lour letter states that initial planning suggests that there wil’ be
approximately 2,000 students attending the certer. Before the impact of
the center can be adequately assessed it is essential for CSU to project
how many students the center is expected to accommodate at buildout. It is
our assw s>tion that CSU will perform a full Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) . the center which will disclose the projected student body and the
full range of impacts associated with the project. It is our assumption
that you will ¢ tinue to keep us apprised of any further developments
regarding the center and solicit our input and comments an the EIR.

141
(415) 043-SR00




Johs1 M. Smart
October 12, 1987

We will be asking our Planning and Transportation Commissions to identify
other issues and concerns regarding this project and will ba forwarding
these comments to you. It would be helpful if you could send us a more
detailed description of the proposed project. Thank you again for the
opportunity to comment on this project. .

incerely,

City Manager

cce: City Oouicil
Transportation Commission
Planning Commission
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Appendix Q

Letter from Merle D. Hall,
Mayor, Walnut Creek,
to John M. Smart

November 5, 1987




inut
city of (feet

November 5, 1987

Mr. John Smart, Deputy Provost
California State University
400 Golden Shore

Long Beach, CA ¢50802-4275

Dear Mr. Smart:

You recently requested comment from the City of Walnut
Creek relative to the propousal for a new State University
on the Cowell site in Ccntra Costa County which has been
set aside for this use for 20 years. Our City Manager's
response listed certain technical issues that will need to

letter 1is intended to emphasize the strong

Additional new positions are being added at
excess of 5,000 per year.

without leaving the area.

12

P O Box 8029, 1666 North Main Street, Walnut Creek, Calfornia 94596

One of the key elements in the success of *his
been 4 high quality, well-educated population
. settled here. Unfortunately, the offspring
generation are now unable to obtain a higher

be considered and requested additional information. This
support and
almost desperate need that exists for this facility.

As you undoubtedly are aware, Contra Costa County is one of
the most dynamic growth areas 3in all of
California. Our population now exceeds that of San
Francisco. The populations of Southern and Eastern Contra
Costa will likely double again by the year 2000.

Northern

There has been a concurrent explosion of job opportunities
in the Central County area. Within the last
approximately 50,000 new jobs have become

15 vyears
available.

a rate in

area has
that has
of that
education

(415)©43 00

il
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Mr. John Smart, Deputy Provost
November 5, 1987
Page Two

The pheromenal demand for higher education in this area :s
evidenced by the combined enrnllments of our local
community colleges which have doubled in the last fifteen
years. The seriousness and quality of these students is
evidenced by the upper division grade point averages of
transfers from Diaklo Valley College, which are among the
highest in the state, compared to other community college
transfer students.

The continued social and economic progress of this area is
largely dependent on our ability to educate and retain the
resources of our young people. Accordingly, you can be
assured of strong community support for the new facility.
We have a high sense of pride in the success of this area
and you too will take pride in the success of a new State
University on the Cowell site.

very truly vours,

— . / N Sl
Tl riypbs

Merle D. Hall
Mayor

MDH:bh

cc: City Council
City Manager
Dean Lesher
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Appendix R

Letter from Phil Batchelor,

~ County Administrator,
Contra Costa County.

to John M. Smart

November 2, 1987
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County AdmlnlstratOr Contra Board of Supervisots

Tom Powers

County Administration Building Costa 15t District
651 Pine Street, 11th Floor Nancy C Fahden
Martinez, Califormia 94553 ' 2nd istrct
(415) 372.4080 ( :C)LJrWtB/ nd Drstric

Robert | Schroder

5w Oisinet

County Adminustrator Sunne Wright McPeak

4th District

Tom Torlakson
5th Distr.ct

November 2, 1987

John M. Smart, Deputy Provost T ' v
The California State University
400 Golden Shore A
Long Beach, California 90802-4275 o

Dear Mr. Smart: o iemeeaT A GTATT UL
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the California State
University's plans to locate an upper division graduate center
facility to be operated by CSU, Hayward, replacing the existing
center which is now temporarily located at the site of the former
Pleasant Hill High School.

The County of Contra Costa is wholeheartedly in favor of the
propecsed facility which is to be located on State-owned land at
Yonacio Valley Road near Pine Hollow Road in the City of Concord.
T1e Contra Costa County Board of Supervisors has supported the
location of a college at this site for many years and is
gratified to see that the actual development of the site may
begin during the current fiscal year. We would like to comment
on several aspects of the project ard request some additional
information.

First, it is our understanding that Contra Costa is probably the
largest county in California in terms of population that does not
have a permanent campus of either the California State University
or University of California within the county. This means that
many of our residents must travel considerable distances to
complete upper division or graduate work. This is a financieal
barrier to many residents of this county. As adcitional growth
occurs in the eastern part of the county, there will be more and
more need for a full-service university which is accessible to
these new residents, most of whom we expect to be young and of
modest economic level.

Second, the additional travel reguired to either Hayward or
Sacramento makes pursuing upper division and graduate work more
difficult and adds to the transportation problems which are
already one of the major problems facing . his County. Reducing

o 13,
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Mr. John Smart
November 2, 1987
Page 2

this additional travel will be of a benefit to the residents of
this County beth econcomically and in saving time. It will serve
to reduce commute travel, which is of benefit to the entire
community. Transferring the campus from the present temporary
site to the Ygnacio Valley Road site will help relieve congestion
in the Interstate 680 corridor. The Ygnacio Valley Road site is
also more ac~essible to east county residents than is the present
temporary site.

Finally, although the Ygnacio valley Road corridor is one of the
more congested in the County, we do not believe that the addition
of the number of students noted in your letter will create any
major negative impact on transportation in the corridor. Travel
from each County will be opposite the peak commute in the late
afternoon. While some additional pressure will be felt from any
added commute eastbound on Ygnacio Valley Road late in the
afternoon, we do not believe that such impacts will be
significant.

We would, however, 1like to discuss with appropriate CSU staff
your plans for the implementation of Transportation Systems
Management (TSM) features at the carpus, such as shuttle service
from nearby BART stations and preferential parking locations for
carpool vehicles. A number of additional questions are raised in
the attached letter from Barbara Neustadter, Deputy Director for
Transportation Planning in our Community Development Department.
We would hope that you would ask staff to review her letter
carefully and perhaps set up a series of meetings with her and
her staff early in the planning process.

We would 1like to reiterate, however, that the Board of
Supervisors remains committed to having a campus of the
California State University 1located in Contra Costa County.
Members of the Board of Supervisors would be happy to testify at
hearings in this regard if such testimony would prove helpful to
you. Attached are letters of support from the Chancellor of the
Contra Costa Community College District and the Superintendent of
the Contra Costa County Office of Education. Please let us know
of aaything we can do to assist in the development of this
campus in our County.

Very truly yours,

. e :

DU GUIEANE ORI K

PHIL BATCHELCR

County Administrator
PJB:cig

cc: Board Meinbers
Dean Lester, Board of Trustees, CSU
John Carhart, Chancellor, Community College District
rRonald Stewart, Ed.D., Supt. of Schools
Barbara Neustader, Community Dev.--Transportation
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Martinez, Califorma 94553 0095 /

Phone

To: Phil Batchelor O:tober 19, 1587

. From: Barbara A. Neustad\§

RE: Impact of a State Campls in Contra Costa County
(ref.PB/BAN/memo/10/6/87)

This is in response to your memo of October 6, requesting
comments on transportation impacts of the California State
University's plans to locate a new campus at Ygnacio Valley Road
and Pine Hollow Road. The Transportation Planning Division of
the Community Development Department appreciates the opportunity
to comment on this important project.

Clearly, a new campus would add some traffic to Ygnacio- Valley
Road. Since most classes will be in the late afternoon and
evening. most of th~ additional traffic will occur during the
afternoon peax period, for the most part in the peak direction.
However. if it is assumed that the 2000 students would not attend
class every day of the week, and that class times would be stag-
gered, the relative impact of this additional traffic should not
be significant.

To the extent that courses will be relocated from the current CSU
center in Pleasant Hi1l there will be some reduction of traffic
in the Pleasant Hill area and on [-680.

At the present time, it is difficult to quantify these impacts.
In the future, we hope to analyze the impacts of major projects
such as this with the transportation computer model currently
under development as part of the General Plan Review Program.

TPD appreciates that the proposal is in the eariy planning
stages. However, it would be most useful to obtain additional
information on the campus proposal! in order to more fully
evaluate its impacts. If it is possible to meet with CSU
representatives, we would be most hanpy to do so. For example,
how many parking spaces will be o, campus? s there to be one
space for each student, or will ioM factors be used 1n
getermining the number of spaces to be provided. Can it be a
“transit-first" campus? Are the cities of Concord. Walnut Creet
and/or Clayton (beyond Oakhurst) planning any major developments
which adversely affect campus development? [Is a shuttle bus Tron
the BART station contemplated? There 1s a BART shutlie policy
under which financial support could be forthcomirg. Or. has any
work been done v-ith CCCTA on the level of bus service they exnect
to provide? Are class start times going to be coordinated with
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bus and train schedules? Has any data been developed on the
origination location of the students? Trips originating is East
County will have less impact than those originating from the I-
680 corridor to Ygnacio Valiey Road which carries significant

eastbound p.m. peak traffic.

Any additional information would be greatly appreciated. Absent
that, our original conclusion stands; the impact should not be
significant. It may be advisable, however, to implement at least
a TSM program in order to blunt any adverse public reaction,
given current volumes on Ygnacio Valley Road.

I hope that this information responds to your request. Please
let us know if additional information becomes available or if a
meeting with the CSU representatives appears to be advisable at
this juncture.

cc: Harvey E. Brajdon
Greg Gleichman

csumemo/pb/101987




Appendix S

Letter from John Carhart, Chancellor,
Contra Costa Community College District
to Dean S. Lesher

October 29, 1987
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CONTRA COSTA COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT
500 Court Street, Martinez, California 94553

415-229-1002

JOHN I. CARHART October 29, 1987

Cnancetior

Mr. Dean S. Lesher

Pubiisher & Chief Executive Officer
Lesher Newspapers

P. 0. Box 5166

Walnut Creek, CA 94596

Dear Dean:

I have been with the Contra Costa Community College District for thirty-
one years. Since 1964, one of my responsibilities has been the planning and
completion of our District's colleges and centeis. I was also one of two
community college representatives who worked with CPEC and the Legislative
Analyst's Office to establish space stardards for community colleges. When we
decided to build Los Medanos Coliege in the Pittsburg-Antioch area, we were
required to use the State's formulas for projecting space based upon student
enroliment. Using State st=<ndards which were based primarily on K-12
enroliments and adult population growth, we could only justify a college for
1,250 students to be achieved in five years, and State space standards were
predicated on that basis. Our opening enrcliment in 1974 was 2,200 studercs,
and within five years we were at 5,000 students. Today the college serves
6,0N0 students.

OQur San Ramon Center for Djablo Valley College has experienced the same
growth phenomenon. Estab?’-hed in October, 1985, with 6,000 square feet of
leased space, we served approximately 350 students. Three years later, we are
leasing 15,007 square feet of space, operating seven days a week and serving
4,000 students. We estimate each community college shouid serve between 10 to
15 percent of the adult population within a 15-20 mile radius.

This County needs a pr.rmanent university facility to serve itec citizens.
We see the greatest need for upper division and graduvate programs for cormuter
stude~ts. We believe that a permanent higher education facility will serve our
adult population within a 25-mile radius. We will encounter some commuter
traffic problems within this 25-mile radius, but we believe they are minuscule
compared to regional Bay Area traffic problems our graduates now encounter that
make it all hut impossible to commute to San Jose State University, California
State University-Hayward. San Francisco State University, and Soroma State
University.
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Paée 2
October 29, 1987

The graduates of our community cclleges will attend a permanent university
facility in far greater numbers than are now being projected using traditional
Stite methods that we have fourd to be inaccurate. The State's investment in a
permanent public university facility for our County is a prudent, wise, and
timely investment for all.

Sincerely,

:;;Zr<;~, Conndoe e A%

Johr Carhart
Chancellor

JC/J
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Appendix T

Letter from Ronald L. Stewart,
Contra Costa County Superintendent of Schools,
to Phil Batchelor, Contra Costa County Administrator

October 14, 1987
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” N Ronald L Stewart. Ed O, Superintendent

L CONTRA COSTA COUNTY LN 77 Santa Barbara Road * Pleasant Hi. Calforria 93523
OEFICE.of.EpUQAI!ON Y (115) 944-3388

October 14, 1987 . 0

Mr. Phil Batchelor
County Administrator
Contra Cos .a County
Administration Building
Martinez, CA 94553

Dear Phil:

This is in response to your October 6, 1987 letter soliciting my
comments concerning California State University's plans to locate an
upper division/graduate campus at the Ygnacio Valley Road and Pine
Hollow Road site.

I was one of the luncheon guests when Mr. Lesher hosted the committee
eva.uating the potential sites for the next location or expansion of

the university system. At this luncheon many of the representatives
from our county were able to voice their support and provide comments
as to why they thought it appropriate for the committee to choose the
Contra Costa site for the next expansion.

Two reasons I feel that are prominent in voicing support for this
action are the economic issues and transportation iss"es relative to
the residents in east county. While I believe the population of this
county wovld definitely support the development of this campus, I
would further like to point out that the geography of our county
certainly is not advantageous for many of our citizens in being able
to commute either through public or personal transportation to the
other available Bay Area campuses. Future growth in this county is
going to occur in east county and the topography adds to my
aforementioned concern regarding transportation. More important.y,
tiue economic issue is the fact that this growth is going to be
predominantly in first entry housing buyers. meaning lower cost
housing than other parts of the county. Even now many residents 1n
east county are basically disenfranchised because of the fact that
they don't have the money or means for transportation to the existing
Bay Area campuses. The location of this campus would certainly be
I’ »ssing for these people. It would be economically feasible for
them to attend and transportation problems would be minimal.

13




Mr. Phil Batchelor
October 14, 1987 2

Developing this site only makes sense to me, and certainly would be a
service not only to the system, but tc the residents of this county.

Very trgk? yours,

A b

Rorald L. Stewart, Ed.D.
Superintendent of Schools
Contra Costa County

RLS:cjr
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Appendix U

Letter from Dean Lesher
to the California Postsecondary
Education Commission

October 28, 1987
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{.osher Communications, Inc.

Dean S Lesher 2640 Shadelands Drive
PubiisherrChairman of the Board PO Box5166
(415) 935-5900 or (4151935-2525 wainut Creek. California 94596

October 28, 1987

California Postsecondary Education Lommission
1020 12th Street, Third Floor
’ Sacramento, California 95814

Ladies and Gentlemen of the California Postsecondary Education Commission:

I would like to bring vou up to date with respect to the permanent
Learning Center on the campus owned by a California State Universicv on
Ygnacio Vallev Road in the Citv of Concord in Contra Costa Countv. It i
the intent of this letter to add factual information available since the
information shown in the presentation of {tem number four for the present
meeting.

All of vou are aware that this 384 acres was purchased bv the state August
21, 1949 for a branch of California State University ir Contra Costa
County. That ourchase was a result of a2 studv that determined there was &
need for a four vear higher educational institution in Contra Costa
County.

This purchase was vears before the opening of the Learning Center at the
abandoned Pleasant Hill School in 1981 bv Hayward State. That Center has
become the largest center of the California State University Svetem. The
first yvear there were onlv 80 full-time equivalent students. This vear
there are 680 full-time equivalent students and the total numper of
persons attending is over 1500.

The state predictions of students in higher education ir Contra Costa
County have alwavs been far lower than the actual number in anv proiect In
our countv. The letter I am presenting herewith from Jack Carhart,
Chancellor of tho Contra Costa Community College District contains factual
evidence of this. Our communitv ccllepes have 12,000 graduates a vear,
most cf whom continue their college education.

Further evidence o7 the total inaccuracy for the projections for &
permaneat campus in Contra Costa Countv comes Irom the serond Learning
Center on the Bishop Ranch near San Ramon. That Center was established in
September 1985 bv the combined efforts of the Contra Costa Community
College, the California State University and the University of Califorria.
In its current vear, which is only its third vear, the rumber attending 1sc

about 4,403,

* The 1980 census shows that more adults percentagewise bave college degrees
in Contra Costa Countv than in any other countyv in California. The per
capita income is now ‘ourth in the state, rising vear after vear. These
two elements, of parents having college degrees and with the affluence
necessarv to send their children to college, have resulted in & higher

Lesher communications Inc /Cahforna Deita Newspapers

Dales: Corira Costa Times (Want Cree. @ West County Times (Richmond/Pmose: @ The vaiiey Times (Peasanion! @ Danry Leager (Artioch' @ 9sdurg Fost Dsoater
Weekties: Contra Costa Sun (Lafayette Moraga Orndaie News-Hersic (Sania Rosaje Valiey Poneer {Danvie) @ Mazazmne - Sonoma Busiw s
Q@ e Leager Pus (E contra Cosia) @ Trmes Prus (Contra Costa County:e Shopoers Gazetie (Laxe & Mengocmo Counties) @ Tis W eew (Mann Cour
E lC Tus Week (Napa County) e This Week (So:ano County) @ This Weev (Sonoma County

142 163




Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

1

California Postsecondary Education Commission
Page 2

percentage of young people frcu Contra Costa College attending college
than in most other counties of the state.

The question has been raised as to the location of the college site on
Ygnacio Valley Road in the southeastern edge of Concord. That site is
within a mile and a half of the population center of the countv, which at
present is at Ygnacio Valley Road and Oak Grove Road in Walnut Creek.

That population center is gradually moving to the east Lecause of the
tremendous development of housing in the eastern part of the county.
Within ten years the population center should move to where the college is
located.

The City of Antioch in the eastern part of county is rapidly becoming the
second largest city in the county. The Fink report unfortunately ignored
completely Antioch in connection with population growth.

Another factor that has been ignored to date is the number of students
this new ccllege will attract from Solano County immediatelv to the north.
The new coilege site is closer to much of the major population within
Solano County than ¢ sther four year public college. A ccnsiderable
percentage of students at the new site will come from Beni:ia, Vallejo,
Fairfield and Vacaville in Solano Countyv.

Thus, the college should be looked at as serving not onlv Contra Costa
County but also the western part of Solano County.

I have been in the newspaper publishing business in Contra Costa County
since 1947. We own four dafly and four weekly newspapers within Contra
Cosca Countv. We also own one dailv immediatelv south of the coun’ line
in Pleasanton.

I have establishe ' a fund for scholarship at several commuritv collieges
within the state to enable graduates of those colleges to continue their
education at four vear institutions.

Those scholarships are $1000 each and thus are a contributing factor ¢
enable voung people to continue their education when thev would be unable
to do so without that nhelp. About £70,000 was distrinured from these
funds this vear.

I know from the record of granting these schclarships how manv needv
people there are whose educational opportunities are limited bv the lack
cf a four vear college withir their countv.

It is a terrible shame where good minds are not being developec because o°
lack of a four vear college nearhv. These are frecuentlv the people who
need education ¢ embrz-e the Americ  Dream. Manv ¢ them are poor and
minorities.




California Postsecondary Education Commissicn
Page 3

The whole philosophy of education from K to |2 has been to locate
educational facilities where the needs are great. We cnould adopt the
same philcosophv in higher educatior and have more campuses available in
: more counties, to provide cCa2serving students with greater educavional
opportunities. The poor and the minorities need those <ducational
opportunities to survive and to share tne American Drear.

I submit to you that Contra Costa County deserves a four vear college. The
start toward the development of a campus owned for eighteen vears should
be the approving of a permanent Learning Center on this campus. That ic
the wav in which a numbe~ 0f present campnses of the California State
University have been developed - starting with a Learning Center.

Respectfullyv submitted,

As a Trustee of the Califernie
State University

.-

T vy

Dean Lesher

DL:k1

Postscript: I am also submitting & letter from Jack larhert, Chancellor
of the Conzra Costz Community District attesting te the tremendous cdemand
for such a2 four vear college in Contra Costa Countv. DSL
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CALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION COMMISSION

THE California Postsecondary Education Comin:s-
,i0n is a citizen board established in 1974 by the
Legislature and Governor to coordinate the efforts of
California’s colleges and universities and to provide
independent, non-partisan policy analysis and rec-
ommendations to the Governo and Legislature.

Members of the Commission

The Commission consists of 15 members. Nine rep-
resent the general pubiic, with three each appointed
for six-vear teriais by the Governor, the Senate Rules
Committee, and the Speaker of the Assembly The
other six represent the major segments of postsec-
ondary education in Califorria.

As of January 1988, the Commissioners represent
ing the general public are:

Mim Andelson, Los Angeles

C. Thomas Dean, Long Beach, Chairperson
Henry Der, San Francisco

Seyniour M. Farber, M D , San Francisco
Lowell J Paige, El Macero

Cruz Reynoso, Los Angeles, Vice Chatrperson
Sharan N. Skog, Palo Alto

Thomas E. Stang, Los Angeles,

Stephen P. Teale, M.D , Mcdesto

Representatives of the segments are-

Joseph Moore, San Francisco: representing *'1e Re-
gents of the University of California

Claidia H. Hampton, Los Angeles: representingthe
Trustees of the California State University

Borgny Baird, Long Beach. representing t. e Board
of Governors of the California Community Colleges

tlarry Wugalter, Thousand Oaks: representing the
Chairman of the Council for Private Postcecondary
Educational Institutions

Angie Papadakis, Palos Verdes. representing the
California State Board of Education

Appointment by the Goverr.or of a representat.ve of
California’s independent colleges and univerzities is
pending

Functions ot the Commission

The Commission is charged by the Legislature and
Governor to “assure the effective utilization of public
postsecondary education resources, thereby elimi-
nating waste and unnecessary duplication, and to
promote diversity, innovation, and responsiveness to
student and sccietal needs ”

To this end, the Commission conducts independent
reviews of matters affecting the 2,600 institutions of
postsecondary education in California, including
Community Colleges, four-vear colieges, universi-
ties, and protessional and occupational schools

As an advisory planning and coordinating body, the
Commis<ion does not administer or govern any insti-
tutions, nor does it approve, authorize, or accredit
any of them. Instead, it cooperates with other state
agencies and non-governmental groups that perform
these functions, while operating as an independent
board with its own staff and its own specific duties of
evaluation, coordination, and planning,

Operation of the Commission

The Commission holds reguiar meetings throughout
the vear at which it debates and takes action on staff
studies and takes positions on proposed legislation
affecting education beyond the high school in Califo-
rnia By law, the Commission’s meetings are open to
the public Regquests to address the Commission may
be made by writing the Commission in advance or by
submitting a request prior to the start of a meeting

The Commission’s day-to-day work is carried out by
its staff in Sacramento, under the guidance of its ex-
ecutive director. William H Pickens, who is appoint-
vd by the Commussion

Tre Commission publishes and distributes withou.
charge some 40 to 30 reports each vear on major .s-
sues confronting Caiifornia postsecondary educa-
tion Recent reports are listed on the back cover

Furtherinformationeb. u. .he Commission. .ts meet-
irgs, its staff, and ._s publications may be obtained
from the Coramission offices at 1020 Twelfth Street,
Third Floor. Sacramento, CA 98514 teleprone 916)
445-7933
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PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION GF THE PERMANENT OFF-CAMPLS
CENTER OF CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERTSITY, HAYWARD, IN CONCORD

California Postsecondary Education Comniission Report 87-47

ONE of a series of reports published by the Commis-
sion as part of 1ts planning and ccordinating respon-
sibilities Additional copies may be obtained without
charge from the Publications Office, California Post-
secondary Education Commission, Third Floor, 1020
Twelfth Street, Sacramento. California 9581.4-3985

Recent reports of the Commission include.

87-33 Information Mianual A Guide to the Comm.s-
sion, Its Policies. Procedures, and Members (Septem-
ber 1987)

87-35 Appropriations in the 1987-88 State Budgze:
for the Public Segments of Higher Education: A
Staff Report to the California Postsecondary Educa-
tion Commission (September 1987)

87-36 Supplemental Report nn: Academic Salaries,
1986-37: A Report to the Go sernor and Legislature
in Response to Senate Concurrent Resolution No 351
(1965) and Subsequent Postsecondary Salary Leg:s-
lation (September 1987)

87-37 Improving Student Performance Reporting,
Review and Epilogue: The Final Report of the Com-
mission’s Project on Transforming Student Academic
Performance Data into Useful Informaticn (Septem-
ber 1987)

87-38 Californ:a College-Going Rates, 1986 Up-
date The Tentnin a Series of Reports on New Fre-n-
men Enrollment at California’s Colleges and Univer-
sites by Recent Graduates of California High Schools
Seotember 1387}

& 39 The Inirastrucrure Needs of California Prib-
tie tligher Ea.cation Througzh the Year 2000° A Pre-
sentat.on by Wiiitam H Pickens to tne Joint Legis-
iative Budeer Commitzee, October 14, 1987 (October
1937

87-40 Tinal Approval of San Diego State Univer-
sity = Propoesal to Cons*ruct a North County Cenrer
A Reuort to tae Goverror and Legislature Suppie-
menting the Commussion’s February 1987 Cona.tion-
al Aporovajor'the Center (November 1987)

87-41 Strengzthening Transfer and Art:culation
Polici:s ana Practices :n California’s Colleges and
Universit.es. Progress Since 1985 and Suggestions for
the Fture (Novermber 1987)

87-42 Faculty Development from a State Per<pec
tive A Staff Report to the California Postsecon:iary
Education Commission in Response to Supplementa-
ry Language in the 1986 Budget Act {Novemoer
1987)

87-4? Evaluation of the California Student Oppor-
tunity and Access Program (Cal-SOAP): A Report to
the Legislature and Governor in Response to Senate
Bill 300 (Chapter 1189, Statutes of 1383) (December
198%)

87-44 The State’s Role in Promoting Quality in Pri-
vate Postsecondary Education A Staff Prospectus for
the Commission’s Review of the Private Postsecond-
ary Eduacation Act of 1977, as Amended (December
1987)

87-45 Comments and Recommendations on The
Consortium of the California Siate University A Re-
port. A Response to Supplemental Language in the
1987 Budget Act Regarding the Closure of the Con-
sortium (December 1987)

87-46 Developments in Community College Fi-
nance: A Staff Report to the California Postsecondary
Education Commission (December 1987)

87-47 Proposed Construction of the Permanent Off-
Campus Center of California State University, Hav-
ward, in Concord- A Regort to the Governor and Leg-
islature in Response to a Request for Capital Furas
fromthe California State University for a Permarent
Off-Campus Center i1 Contra Costa Countv (Decem-
per 1987

87-48 Articulating Career Education Program:
from High School Through Commniunity College to the
Baccalaureate Degreze A Renort to the Governor.
Legislature, and Educationa! Community :n Re
sponse to Assembly Bill 3653 Chapter 1138, Sta:-
ute: of 1986) December 1987}

87-49 Education Offered via Te!-communicaiinns
Trends, [ssues. and 3tate-Leve: Problems n [nstri:
tinnal Technolegy for Colleges and Universities « iJo-
cember 1987)

37-50 California Pastzecondary Education Comm: :-
sion News, Number 3 [The tn:rd issue of ~he T
mission’s periodic newsletter] . December 1987
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