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Board of Governors
California Community Colleges
January 12-13, 1989

MATRICULATION: PRELIMINARY 9
REPORT ON FIRST-YEAR
IMPLEMENTATION

First Reading, No Action

Background

In his appearance before the Board of Governors in 1987, Governor George
Deukmejian referred to matriculation as “. . . the keystone of community college
reform.” And, indeed, while the passage of AB 1725 a few months ago has since
provided the full blueprint for the future, matriculation, which was adopted in law
more than a year earlier in AB 3, remains the central and organizing concept which
makes all of the other curricular and instructional reforms of AB 1725 feasible.

Matriculation in the California Community Colleges is a process that promotes and
sustains the effort of students to reach their educational goals by providing a
program of support services tailored to the needs of individual students.

The responsibility of the college is to provide an admissions process, an orientation to
college services and procedures, pre-enrollment assessment and counseling,
advisement and counseling for course selection, a suitable curriculum or program of
courses, follow-up on student progress with referral to support services when needed,
and a program of institutic al research and evaluation.

In turn, the student has an obligation to express at least a broad educational intent
atentrance and to declare a specific educational objective within a reasonable perind
of enrollment. The commitment of the college to provide matriculation is based or.
an assumption that students will be diligent in class attendance, complete assigned
coursework, and maintain progress toward an educational goal according to
standards set by the college.

Analysis
This agenda item presents preliminary findings from the first phase of the statewide

implementation of matriculation. In accordance with the Board of Gover: .ors plan
for the implcments.tion of matriculation, each college is required to submit an
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2  Matriculation: Preluninary Report

annual progress report to the Chancellor for approval in relation to the minimum
requirements adopted by the Board in January 1987. Reports received by the
Chancellor’s Office by October 31, 1988 were the first statewide reports on the
implementation of the statewide program. Information from the local annual
progress reports will be incorporated into the annual report to the Iegislature
concerning the progress of the implementation of matriculation in meeting the
intent and requirements of AB 3, (Chapter 1467, Statutes of 1986). The legislative
report, which is due on April 1st, will be presented to the Board of Governors for
adoption on March 9-10, 1989.

The purpose of the first annual report on the implementation of matriculation is to
assess the progress of colleges toward meeting the objectives identified by each
college in its three year plan submitted to the Chancellor’s Office in December 1987.
The plan for impiementation over a three year development period addressed the
goals and minimum requirements set by the Board of Governors in its plan for
statewide implementation of matriculation. The Board Plan included specific goals
related to improving student si~cess and to increasing the effectiveness of the
delivery of educational services in the state. While it is too early in the life of the
implementation to evaluate its impact on »tudent outcomes or the way the colleges
serve students, this preliminary analysis provides helpful information about how the
colleges are going about initiating matriculation activities with limited state
funding by identifying what the colleges are doing to implement the program and
what barriers will have to be overcome during the three year phase-in period. The
colleges and the Chancellor’s Office will use the analysis from the first year
implementation to improve the implementation.

Method for Preliminary Analys:s

This report is based on information submitted by sixty colleges reporting within a
week and a halfof the reporting deadline. Time pressure for completion of the report
limited the analysis to a “convenience” sample. Included in the analysis are urban,
rural, and suburban colleges as well as small, medium, and large colleges. The
range of characteristics among the sixty colleges included in tho anc ,sis suggests
that the preliminary findings will be predictive of the findings from all the colleges.
The final report, which will include all the colleges, will be presented to the Board of
Governors in March for adoption.

The information presented in this preliminary report is based on a staff analysis of
the Assessment Updates, Executive Summaries and the Cost Summaries from the
Progress Reports. The Assessment Updates asked fourteen questions regarding the
assessment practices and procedures at the colleges. Included were descriptions of
“comprehensive assessment” as implemented; step-by-step description of the
assessment process; plans for integration of assessment results with curriculum and
course scheduling; student reaction to assessment; assessment effectiveness;
problems; tracking (if any); validation studies; basic skills courses established as a
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Matriculation: Preliminary Report 3

result of assessment information; changes in the delivery system for instruction
based on assessment results; extent of staff training in test administration, and uses
of test results. The Executive summaries are a narrative account of
accomplishments of the colleges during the first year of state funding, barriers
encountered in implementing the components of matriculation, and priorities for the
1988-89 academic year. The Cost Summaries present information about
expenditures of state and local funds by component. The cost model for
matriculation identified Admissions, Orientation, Skills Assessment,
Advisement/Counseling, and Student Foilow-Up as the major components of
matriculation. The reporting of activities and costs for first year activities was based
on the structure and expectations identified in the cost model and then further
developed and adopted in the Board of Governors Plan for Implementation of
matriculation.

In addition, a preliminary analysis done by the Evaluation and Training Institute
(ETI) is appended to the agenda item (Appendix A). ETI, as the external evaluator of
matriculation, will prepare a full evaluation on the implementation at the end of the
three year phase-in period. In the interim, ETI will provide annual formative
evaluations to improve implementation during the development period. Their
annual evaluation of the first funded year will be included with the March agenda
item to the Board of Governors.

Recommended Action

No action on this item is anticipated at this time. The Board of Governors will Le
asked to the adopt a report on the first year implementation of matriculation at its
March meeting.

Staff Presentation.  James Meznek, Vice Chancellor
Kducational Policy

Allene Murdoch, Coordinator
Statewide Matriculation Program
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Matriculation: Preliminary Report on
First-Year Implementation

Policy Context of Matriculation

In the late 1970s, a generalized concern about the effectiveness of community
colleges emerged in state public policy circles. The concerns ranged in specificity
from. research reports documenting a decline in transfers through concerns about too
many “avocational and recreational” courses to undocumented allegations of fiscal
mismanagement. With the passage of Proposition 13 in 1978, state level concern
sharpened as the total cost of the California Community Colleges became the fourth
largest line item in the California State Budget. While specific targets of criticism
varied, criticism was rooted in a generalized concern that the quality of the colleges
had slipped and that ther. was an erosion of the state higher education policy goals
assigned to the community colleges. '

The manifestation of those concerns was most immediately apparent in the reduced
financial circumstances of the colleges. As the post-Proposition 13 mood intensified,
funding support for the colleges declined. College constituencies began to acknow-
ledge their own concerns about the colleges and to talk about “reform.” In Fall 1982,
The Academic Senate for California Community Colleges passed a resolution called
“Matriculated Student.” It asserted that at least those students with degree or
certificate aspirations shouid be designated as "matriculated” and should be held to
certain requirements in order to maintain that status. In the following April, the
Chancellor of the California Community Colleges focused on that and two other
Senate resolutions as possible keys to resolving concerns about the educational
quality of community colleges. He appointed a 24-member Task Force on Academic
Quality to review several interrelated issues, including standards of rigor for credit
courses applicable to the associate and baccalaureate degrees, the role of community
colleges in providing remediation, and model processes to assist students in making
appropriate educational choices to reach their stated educational goals. This latter
portion of the charge became the matriculation concept. In June 1983, the Board of
Governors approved a model for student matriculation.

In the spring of 1983, the Legislature provided the Chancellor’s Office with $50,000
in the 1983 Budget Act to pilot test the matriculation model in 16 community
colleges around the state. After a year of study and refinement, including six
regional public hearings, the Board, in June, 1984 adopted “Student Matriculation:
A Plan for Implementation in the California Community Colleges.” By that time,

the matriculation model was well received by the college constituencies and by the
Legislature as well.

During the 1984 legislative session, the Board sponsored a matriculation
implementation bill which was carried by Senator John Seymour; another bill
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2  Matriculation: Preliminary Report

carried by Assemblyman Robert Campbell also supported the implementation of
matriculation. It seemed for a time that year that funding was on its way. The
Chancellor called on local college districts to develop proposals for local plans
consistent with the Board’s model. Fifty-two colleges submitted plans in
anticipation of funding and twenty were actually selected. But the uncertainty of
the state’s economic condition and a separate but related .egislative call for a year-
long study of the community college mission resulted in delaying the decision to fund
matriculation. Nevertheless, the enthusiasm of the colleges for matriculation
remained high; and in the 1985 Legislative Session, Senator Seymour and
Assemblyman Campbell merged their matriculation funding bills into AB 3. Again,
colleges geared up with implementation committees and plans, but with the
community ccllege mission study underway, the Governor elected to delay the
appropriation until the study’s completion.

When the Master Plan Commission endorsed the matriculation concept in
March 1986, the Board of Governors put its full support behind AB 3. With the
support of virtually all the constituent groups in the community colleges, the
Seymour-Campbell Matriculation Act (Chapter 1467, Statutes of 1986) was passed
in 1936, bt lack of funding cuntinued as a barrier to implementation.

In Fall 1986 the Board included a request for matriculation funding in its 1987-88
budget request to the Governor. The Governor’s budget included an appropriation of
$20.9 million - $13.9 million for one-time information system costs to support
student information and follow-up processes to be used over a three year period and
$7 million for start-up operations of matriculation services. That recommendation
was supported by the Legislature and in January 1988 districts were funded for
initial implementation activities. Partial funding of $7 million represented
approximately 20 percent of the estimated state share of on-going operational costs.

First Year Implementation

This preliminary report on the first year of implementation of the statewide
matricviation program is based on progress reported by the colleges toward full
implementation. During that period the colleges were supported by one-time data
processing funds and 20 percent of the state support share of operational costs.
Progress toward full implementation throughout the three year development period
will be measured against the plan set forward in "Student Matriculation: A Plan for
Implementation,” adopted by the Board of Governors on January 23, 1987 (sece
Appendix B). The strategy for implementation is based on a number of minimum
requirements designed to meet the legislative requirements of AB 3 and recommen-
dations consistent with the conceptual model and research findings. The plan for
implementation is consistent with thie shared governance structure of the
community college system.
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Support from the Chancellor’s Office during the first year of implementation
consisted of a small staff which provided statewide coordination for local
implementation and assured that the legal requirements for implementation of AB 3
were satisfied. Three advisory committees were formed to support the state effort
and provide linkage to the colleges. Staff of the Chancellor’s Office has been very
ably supported by members of these advisory committees. The Matriculation
Regional Advisory Committee (MRAC) provided direct linkage with the campus
coordinators in the ten regions of the state. Members of this committee coordinated
technical assistance workshops in their regions and advised the state staff on
matters related to putting the components of the program in place. This advisory
committee continues to provide an important operational link to the large system of
colleges. (The membership of this committee is listed in Appendix C.)

The Matriculation Evaluation Advisory Committee (MEAC) was formed in response
to a requirement of AB 3 that “the Chancellor appoint an advisory committee to
assist in the development of the evaluation. . ..” (The membership of the committee
is listed in Appendix D.) During the past year the committee has guided the work of
the Chancellor’s Oifice and the Evaluation and Training Institute (ETI), the firm
selected to conduct the independent evaluation of matriculation implementation.
The committee was directed by the Board’s Implementation Plan to utilize the
systemwide Management Information System (MIS) to the extent possible as the
basis for the statewide evaluation matriculation. Lack of implementation funding
for MIS seriously undermined the comprehensive evaluation plan developed by the
committee and the consultants. Although ETI developed a comprehensive
“Matriculation Evaluation Kit” to serve as a working model for local college evalua-
tion activities, lack of MIS funding precluded the use of the model for state-level
evaluation activities.

The long-term statewide evaluation of the matriculation program’s effectiveness in
improving student outcomes must await the funding and implementation of MIS. In
recent months, however, as an interim measure, the Chancellor’s Office, FTI, the
committee, and professionai research associations (NORCAL, SCCCIRA, and CACC
Research Commission) have developed a draft evaluation plan that uses existing
student demographic information and a Jimited number of student outcome
measures. This evaluation strategy will begin to answer questions concerning
program impact on student access and success and will provide a transition to MIS
reporting.

A third advisory committee, the Matriculation Assessment Advisory Panel, (MAAP)
was also stipulated in AB 3 for the purpose reviewing and makirgz recommendations
concerning assessment. (The membership of this committee is listed in Appendix E).
The specific tasks of this committee have been to develop standards for evaluating
assessment instruments and procedures fur matriculation, to draft Title 5 regulatory
language that ensures compliance with the legislative intent, and to provide leader-
ship in identifying training necds and successful models for implemen‘ation. Draft
regulations for matriculation assessment are scheduled for a preliminary review by

10




4 Matrniculation Preliminary Report

the Board of Governors in March 1988. It is not anticipated that additional
regulations concerning matriculation will be written uniil the completion of th:
three year developmental period.

Findings from ‘he Progress Reports

The preliminary analysis suggests that during the ten-month funding period approx-
imately 40 percent of the community college students who were enrolled in credit
courses received core matriculation services. The progress reports show that the
colleges are naking headway with matriculation, but were impeded in the first year
by partial funding and lack of funding for the statewide management information
system (MIS). 2 complishments within the components of matriculation exceed
what niight be exyected given the relatively small proportion (20 percent) of the esti-
mated state costs funded in the first year for on-going costs of operations. This may
be explained in part by the initiative of many colleges and college districts in imple-
menting matriculation and by the momentum created by a number of related reform
activities. In fact, a number of “lighthouse” colleges have served as models to those
who are now beginring to implement various compon :nts of matriculation with the
assistance of additiona! state dollars. However, activity in the individual
components of matriculation shows significantly greater accomplishment in tl.e
enrollment stages of the matriculation process, especially admissions and assess-
ment, than in the sustaining -1ages of counseling and student follow-up. The
sections whic" follow portray, component by component, the extent to which the
colleges have implemented matriculation.

Adinissions Component

Admissions offices generally initiate the matriculation process. The student’s initial
educational goal and whether the student will receive additional matriculation
services or be exempted from that process are determined by information collected in
the admissions office of the college. Improving the efficiency and effectiveness of the
admissions process so that students are not discouraged from enrolling is one goal of
this component. Another goal is to gather student information that improves the
college’s capacity to match services to student need. Finally, information gathered
in the admissions office is key Lo local and statewide evaluations.

The sample colleges report progress in the start-up year in developing and revising
admissions forms to capture matriculation related data. Innovations in easing the
complications of registration appear to be another accomplishment in admissions.
Accomplishments related to computerization efforts include: on-line student
exemption status, modification of equipment for admissions record-keeping, on-line
attendance verification, on-line control of enrollment eligibility for registration
("lockout”), matriculation information storage and retrieval, and electronic
transcript storage. ETI reports that:

1i




Matriculation Preliminary Reput 5

° Forty percent of a sample of 60 colleges reported the development/revision of
admissions forms to capture matriculation related data.

. Eleven percent had early registration systems in place including mail-in, drop-
off, phone-in, etc.

° Eight percent reported inservice training for admissions staff.

®  Twelve percent indicated the identification of exermption criteria or of exempt
and non-exempt students.

However, many colleges fell short of their planned goals for implementation of the
admissions wumponent in the first year due to the delay in MIS funding and the
resulting delay of the completion of the statewide data element dictionary designed
to systematize student information reported across all 106 colleges. Only three
colleges in the sample reported the design of a student information system and
identification of MIS data elements.

Exemption Criteria

Colleges are exempting siudents from some components of the matriculation process
on a number of bases. Prior educational experience and type of courses or unit load
are the two most common reasons for exempting students from orientation,

assessment, and/or counseling.

The mosi rrequently used criteria related to prior academic experience and/or
assessment results are as follows:

° Ninety-two percent of the sample exempt students with an associate degree or
higher.

° Thirty-seven percent exempt students with recent scores on test instruments
such as ACT, SAT, etc.

° Ten percent exempt students enrolled in a full course of study at another
college.

¢ Seven percent exempt continuing students who are performing successfully
and are clese to degree completion.

Most frequently cited criteria related to unit load or types of courses were as follows:

. Forty-four percent exempt students enrolling in courses not dependent on skills
prerequisites.
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®  Thirty-six percent exempt students enrclled in courses to upgrade skills or
other employment reiated continuing education.

o  Twenty percent exempt students whose ~oal is “personal growth.”
° Nin:zteen percent exempt students e rolling in six or fewer units.

The Board of Governors Plan for Implementation recommends against the use of
numbers of units as an exemption criteria. This recommendation was based on the
assumption that many students who enroll initially in one or two courses may
especially benefit from the support services of matriculation. As collegns receive
more funding for matriculation and are able to serve more students, it is expected
that matriculation research findings will show which exemption criteria best
achieve the goals of student access and success. This aspect of matriculation will be
monitored as the implementation proceeds.

Orientation Component

The Board of Governors plan for implementation sets as a minimum requirement for
this component that students will become familiar with the programs, services,
academic expectations, procedures and campus facilities. The plan further
recommends that orientation begin prior to the beginning of classes and extend
beyond the beginning of classes if desired. In addition it was recommended that
cclleges consider using students to assist in conducting orientation.

The ETI evaluation of the Progress Report Executive Summaries reveals the
following orientation activities:

¢  Twenty-eight percent have developed or produced orientation materials,
ct talogues, schedules, brochures, etc.

¢  Twenty-two percent have produced videotapes for orientation.
° Eight percent have initiated early outreach for high school seniors.

Other activities reported include new orientation courses and programs, group
orientation sessions, and summer orientation. It is not always clear in the reports
from the colleges how many of the tivities described by the colleges have been
implemented as a result of the matriculation and which are using matriculation as
an opportunity to update and review existing procedures.
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Assessment Component

By the October 1988 reporting deadline, substantial progress in the implementation
of the asses.ment component was reported by 58 of the 60 colleges in the preliminary
analysis. Most colleges were making an effort to provide comprehensive assessment
for at least those students who meet registration deadlines. Many colleges were able
to extend their efforts to include evening, week-end, and off-campus students as well.
Skills competencies are being measured using combinations of standardized test
scores, transcript evaluation, counselor or faculty interviews, grade point average
information, and student self reports. Systemwide there is a substantial effort at
comprehensive assessment which uses multiple criteria for placement.

Methods of assessing students for English language skills are reported as follows:

e  Virtually all of the colleges (57) report that they assess students’ English
languageskills.

) Forty-eight percent use an English language test that is part of a larger assess-
ment battery developed by The College Board or American College Testing.
Typically, this type of assessment “package” includes a student educational
needs survey with a resea” a coniponent for follow-up and local validation
studies.

° Seventy-seven percent report using an additional assessment of English
language, typically an essay during the first week of class.

. Forty-seven percent report having a formal, separate assessment for ESL.

Mathematics assessment falls into the following pattern:

. Forty-eight percent use the American College Testing and College Board
assessment packages which include a math component. Many colleges report

supplementing or replacing those iustruments with a math assessment
developed by the college’s mathematics department.

®  Of the remaining colleges, thirty-four percent report the use of one math
instrument; ten percent use two or more; and twelve percent report using the
test developed by the UC/CSU Mathematics Diagnostic Testing Project. These
instruments are often combined with other measures such as self reports on
highest level of secondary school math completed or recent successful
completion of a college math cours .
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Uses of Assessment Results

Sixty-nine percent of the culieges in the sample report that they require assessment
for non-exempt students. Of these, twenty-one percent report using the results of the
assessment for mandatory placement. However, the interpretatic.. of “mandatory”
varies considerably. Whether a college rega.ds its place..aent as mandatory or not,
most colleges provide appeal or waiver processes for students wishing to enroll
directly in courses without assessment. Colleges also report opportunities to retest
and/or faculty appeal procedures for students who feel that a particular assessment
result does not accurately represent their ability to succeed in a course To clarify
these and other important policy issues, procedures, and criteria, Title 5 regulatory
language is being prepared for review through consultation this spring.

As anticipated, the implementation of the assessment component of matriculation
has resulted in curriculum development in basic skills. Seventy-eight percent of the
colleges report addirg new courses to the college curriculum, with an additional
three percent planning to add courses. Forty-three percent of the new courses are in
mathematics, thirty-six percent in reading, thirty-one percen! in writing, twenty-
four percent in Engiish as a second language, five percent in speaking, two percent
in listening, and two percent in critical thinking. The wide range of new offerings in
the basic skills include: computer aided instruction, math labs, basic skills labs,
vocational basic skills, study skills, and career guidance.

CounselingComponent

The Board plan for matriculatinn requires two elements in the initial counseling
component: the college must provide a process to enable the studen: to develop an
educational plan so that it can update that plan as the student proceeds through the
college program. Through the initial counseling component, the college must also
provide placement into courses based on the results of comprehensive '.~sessment.

The raatriculation cost model anticipated that a major cost for this component would
be additional staffing in counseling departments. While it was not assumed that all
colleges would adopt a matriculation model based on individual r~unseling, cost pro-
jections for this component were based on a one half hour counseling session for each
non-exempt student at first entrance to college and on-going sessions for students
who have not decided on educational goals or who are placed on academic probation.
The ETI review of the Executive Summaries from the Progress Reports shows the
following pattern of counseling activity and suggests that colleges have not made as
much progressin this costly service as they have in the less costly components:

° Fourteen percent provide training related to matriculation for counselors,
faculty advisors, or student advisors.

Twelve percent had provided computer terminals for counselors.
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e  Ten percent of the sample report expanded counselin< hours.

o  Five percent report review and/or revision of the counseling and advising
process and guidelines.

e  Five percent reported hiring new counselors.

The preliminary finding that unly five percent hired new counselors bears further
investigation. One explanation for this relatively small figure is the limitation of
partial funding. In addition, the late receipt of funds during the 1987-88 academic
year may have caused col'eges to defer hiring of additional certificated staff until the
level of funding for the 1988-89 year was known. Another possibility is that this
information is an artifact of the “open-ended” reporting format of the Progress
Report forms. The external evaluator will be asked to follow up on this finding
during the phone survey to be conducted in January.

Student Follow-Up Component

The colleges report relatively little new activity in monitoring and supporting
student progress during the first year of implementation. A noteworthy exception in
this relatively undev:loped component of matriculation is that a significant
minority of reporting colleges have developed computerized “early warning” systems
for students experiencing academic difficulties, including twelve percent who have
computer generated academic status letters which are mailed to students
experiencingacademicdifficulties.

Coordination and Training

The Matriculation Implementation Plan requires that local matriculation practices
be coherently implemented and that staff development be conducted in areas critical
to success of matriculation efforts.

Limitations in the firsi vear reporting format make drawing conclusions as to the
extent of coordination anu training at the colleges problematic. However, it is clear
that many colleges have begun to implement this aspect of matriculation. ETI
analysis of the Executive Summaries reveals the following information:

o  Twenty-two percent of the colleges in the sample report that they appointed or
hired a Matriculation Coordinator.

o  Twenty percent report hav'ng held staff development and/or inservice
activities.




10  Matriculation: Preliminary Report

o Eight percent report having provided faculiy inservice related to
matriculation.

Staf{ analysis of the Assessment Updates reveals a much higher percentage of
training in test administration and in the uses of test scores. It is unclear why the
colleges did not include this training in the Executive Summaries; it may have been
because they were not asked specific questions in that section of the report. The
Assessment Update instructions asked specifically the number of counselors,
instructional faculty, and other staff trained in test administration and uses of test
scores. The results appear below:

° Eighty-six percent of the sample colleges report having formally trained
counselors.

° Sixty-nine percent of the sample report having formally trained instructional
faculty.

¢ Eighty-one percent report having trained other staff, ranging from
administrators to clerical pers ~~nel.

Staff will continue to monitor the progress of the colleges in providing faculty/staff
training relevant to matriculation, and will make necessary changes in reporting
requirements to ensure consistent responses for future analysis.

Institutional Research and “valuation

The Implementation Plan requires that the colleges participate in the statewide
evaluation of matriculation, to occur during the first three and one half years of
implementation, and to adopt procedures for evaluating the effect of local
matriculation practices.

Neither ETI nor staff analyses reveal significant activity in Research and
Evaluation as yet. This is unders.andable since the colleges do not have complete
data processing capacity, the statewide MIS was not funded, and only small numbers
of students have moved through the matriculation process.

Many colleges - t rlanning for research and evaluation, however, and
preliminary stai.. s can be expected in future reports. Several colleges have
provided ane~dotal reports on the impzct of matriculation on student persistence and
othier outcomes. Some of the comments are:

“...retention rate is thirty-seven percent higher for students who participated
in matriculation.”

17
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L]

. course completion rate is eleven percent higher for students wbo
participated in matriculation.”

“. . . students who enrolled in and completed an extended orientation course
completed more credit units, had a higher GPA, and had a higher rate of
persistence than students who did not take such a course.”

“...demand for reading, English, and math increased.”
“...transfer level class skills are more uniform and are rising. ...”

“...sixty percent reduction in number of probationary and dismissed students
since assessment and advising were phased-in....”

Funding and Expendituresr 1987-88

The receipt of $7 million, or 20 percent, of full state funding for operations caused
' mitations in the first-year implementation. (Allocations to the colleges for
operations and data processing are attached as Appendix F). When the limitations
in operational funds were known, colleges were advised to proceed as fully as they
could based on local priorities. '

To support local operations related to matriculation, the colleges also received a data
processing allocation of $13.9 million for computer systems design and development
to be used over the three year phase-in of matriculation. These funds were to support
the local programs by providing automated assessment test results, additional
counselor terminals for access to student education records, automated studer.t
follow up activities, and the development of automated individual development
plans. This funding was essential to support the infrastructure of the matriculation
process as it served increasing proportion of the student population. These funds will
be spent over three years. First year expenditures were concentrated in assessment.
Subsequent year expenditures will support student counseling and follow up
activities.

In contrast to the local focus of the data processing appropriation for matriculation,
the state-level Management Information System (MIS), which is as yet unfunded,
will support the development of systems for a comprehensive and integrated set of
data reporting to the state office, including data on student demographics, student
outcomes, assessment results, financial aid, categorical programs, courses,
programs, steff, student services, finance, and facilities. The MIS intended to
provide the basis for all systemwide state and federal reporting, research, planning,
evaluation, and accountability activities. Matriculation data elements are a small
but important subset of overall MIS reporting requirements. The funding of MIS in
1988-89, and in subsequent years, is essential to evaluation of the outcomes of
matriculation as the program matures.
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Expenditures for the 60 colleges in the preliminary study show that local
contributions for 1987-88 are greater than the predicted expenditures from the MPR
cost model (see Table 1). The $62 million reported as the local contribution exceeds
the estimation from the model by approximately eight percent. Estimates of current
matriculation-related expenditures at the time of the cost study and projections of
the additional needs resulted in a recommendation of the three to one ratio of local to
state funding. Further investigation of the reported expenditures will be an
important feature of the March report.

Table 1
Matriculation Furding
1987-88

Table 1a
Actual Expenditures Based on 60 Colleges

Planned*

Allocation

Expenditure

State

l.ocal

State

Local

State

Local

Carryover
State

Operating Expense

192

575

38

n/a

2.4

62.0

1.4

One-Time DP

76

n/a

8.1

n/a

3.2

n/a

49

Total

26.8

11.9

5.6

6.3

Projected Expenditures for All Colleges

Table 1b

Planned* Allocation Expenditure c
arryover
State | Local | State | Local } State | Local State
Operating Expense 350 1105.0 70 n/a 43 }109.0 2.7
One-Time DP 139 n/a 139 n/a 5.2 n/a 8.7
Total 489 20.9 95 11.4

Source:  Matriculation Plan Progress Update (October 1988).

Note:

All figures are in million dollars.

Not Applicable is denoted by n/a.
* Planned is based on MPR model

In 1987-88 colleges spent $2.5 million or 64 percent of the $3.9 million allocated for
operating expenses. They carried over $1.4 m.illion of the allocations for operations
into the 1988-89 academic year for several reasons. First, funds did not actually
reach the colleges until Spring 1988 due to the time required for the colleges to
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complete plans for the implementation and for the Chancellor’s Office to approve the
plans. Second, the scaling hack of original plans based on assumptions of full
funding, caused delays in response time once funds were available.

Analysis of expenditures by component suggests that the model may have under
estimated certain matriculation expenditures (see Table 2). Preliminary indications
are that colleges are spending significantly more local funds than was projected for
counseling and admissions for matriculation-related costs. Actual counseling
expenses surpass the projected figure by 18.8 percent; adn.issions expenditures are
seven percent greater than anticipated. An alternative explanation for deviations
from the model is that start-up activities in implementation create disturbances in
normal patterns of activities and expenditures. With full funding and more time
spent in implementation, it is expected that components such as Follow-up will
increase their share of tota! expenditures. Analysis of progress reports from all the
colleges, the phone survey of matriculation coordir ators on the campuses by ETI,
and analysis of the progress reports for the second year of implementation should
clarify inconsistencies with the model.

Table 2
Chancellor’s Office
California Community Colleges
Matriculation Funding

1987-88

Total Matriculation Expenditure
Planned* Actual** Difference
Admission/Registration 22.5% 29.5 +7.0
Data Processing (ongoing) 16.8 9.7 -7.1
Research/Evaluation 23 1.2 -1.1
Orientation 2.0 6.8 +4.8
Assessment 18, 7.0 +5.2
Advise/Counsel/SEP 134 32.2 +18.8
Follow-Up 38.1 10.2 -27.9
Administration 3 2.8 -0.2
Training Activities 0 0.6 +0.6

Source: Matriculation Plan Progress Update (October 1988).
. Based on MPR model, with cust adjusted to 1984-85 figures.
i $64.49M based on 60 colleyes.
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Conclusion

Given the enormity and complexity of the matriculation undertaking and the
limitations of first year funding, the community college system is progressing well in
the implementation of matriculation. Substantial progress appears to have been
made in the implementation of the admissions, orientation, and assessment
components of the matriculation process. Partial funding for operations, lack of
funding for MIS, and delay in the actual receipt of funds during the first year were
limitations during the start-up year. Those limitations have been mitigated to some
extent in the second year.

If the analysis of the 47 remaining progress reports supports the preliminary
findings, technical assistance for the rest of 1988-89 will focus on su pporting the less
fully developed components of counseling, student follow-up, and research and the
integration of these components with assessment and course standards. Funding
and sufficient time to address these componerts will facilitate their development and
are essential for fullimplementation of matriculation.
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ET1 AND THE STATEWIDE EVALUATION OF MATRICULATION

The Evaluation and Trzmning Institute (ETI) is a non-profit corporation which has
c¢ 1ducted numerous educaticnal program evaluations at the national, state and local level,
including 15 state level projects for the Chancellor’s Office and numerous studies for local
districts and colleges in California. In August, 1987, ETI was selected through a competitive bid
process tc develop a design for a statewide evaluation of the implementation of the
matriculation program in the California community colleges.

During the 1987-88 program year, ETI worked with State Chancellor’s Office staff and
local districts in defining the research questions to be addressed in the evaluation of
matriculation and the methodologies to be used. As one component of a formative evaluation,
ETI proposed to review the progress reports submitted by local colleges to determine how the
colleges were progressing in the implementation of the program. During the first phase of this
review, ETI staff did a content analysis of the narrative portions of the progress reports in which
colleges reported their accomplishments for 1987-88 as well as the barriers they encountered in
program implementation. The findings of this preliminary review are summarized below.

ETI staff are now in the process of doing a more detailed review in which the progress
reports a~e being compared to the colleges’ original plans for the implementation of each of the
seven components of the matriculation program. In addition to this indepth review, ETI staff
wili conduct a telephone survey of the matriculation coordinators at all colleges to collect
additional information on matriculation activities at the local level. This survey will be followed
by site visits to a selected sample of 15 colleges and surveys of students. A detailed cost
analysis of the program will also be conducted by the Associates for Education Finance and
Planning. The outcomes of all research activities will be summarized in the first annual
evaluation report on matriculation which will be subraitted to the State Chancellor’s Office in
March and to the State Legislature in April.

PRELIMINARY FINDINGS OF THE REVIEW OF COLLEGE PROGRESS REPORYTS

A total of 60 colleges’ progress reports were provided to ETI staff by the State
Chancellor’s Office. The major findings emerging from the preliminary review are summarized
below:

0 Reductions and delays in funding impeded the colleges’ implementation of
matriculation in 1987-88.

Seventy percent of the colleges incluczsd in the review were behind schedule in
implementing their local plan for matriculation, or had to scale back their local plans. The most
frequently reported barriers colleges encountered in program implementation were related to
cutbacks cr delays in funding (See Table 1 attached).

0 Over one-third of the colleges reported that the implementation of matriculation
was also hampered by limited computer resources at the local level.

Limitations in both hardware and software were reported.’ Over seventy percent of the
colleges which identified computer resource problems had carried over their one-time data

"
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processing allocations, and we would anticipate that these funds would be used to remedy MIS .
deficiencies in . ture years. Those colleges which specifically reported they had begun systems
development or conversion during 1987-88 frequently noted,

. * +ever, that the process was
taking longer than anticipated.

0 The postponement of the implementation of the Statewide MIS also slowed local

colleges’ execution of their matriculation plans and the development of local
management information systems.

The elimination of funding for the statewide MIS led many colleges to put local systems
development "on hold” until they receive definitive statements of state level reporting
requirements for matriculation. Additionally, some colleges reported delaying the modification
of admissions forms until they receive a final statement on state leve! reporting requirements,

o The most frequently reported matriculation acti: ities completed by the colleges
for matriculation in 1987-88 included: 1) The development or revision of
admissions forms to capture the data elements necessary for matriculation (40%
of reperting colleges); 2) the development and production of orientation
materials (28%); 3) the identification or development of assessment instruments

(25%); and 4) the identification or employment of a Matriculation Coordinator
or Dean (22%j).

o The most frequently reported data processing activities related to - driculation
completed in 1987-88 included: 1) The implementation of a compu. :rized
storage and retrieval system for assessment outcomes (22%); 2) the development .
of computerized early warning systems for students with academic difTiculties
(15%); and 3) the provision of computer terminals to courselors (12%).

Tables 2 through 8 present the activities completed for each component of matriculation
as reported by the colleges. The pattern of activities suggests that most colleges focused on
start-up activities for the admissions, orientation and assessment componenis of the program,
with assessment receiving the primary emphasis. The specific nature of the activities reported
also indicates that most colleges were undertaking new tasks in implementing matriculation, as
opposed to expanding or augmenting existing services.

o Colleges have proposed an extensive array of criteria for exempting students
from the matriculation process. The majority of these criteria are related to: 1)
the unit load or type of course in which the student is enrolling; or 2) the prior
academic experience or assessment outcomes of the student.

Table 9 presents a complete listing of the criteria colleges have proposed to use for
exemption. One interesting distinction is that over one-third of the colleges have proposed to
exempt students taking courses to improve or augment their job skills.

Given that 1987-88 was a start-up year, colleges were not able to report program
outcomes. However, a few colleges identified some immediate impacts of the
program, all of which were positive in nature.
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The sample comments of reporting colleges regarding their accomplishments for 1987-88
provides a sense of the initial effects of matriculation. Most prominent is the impact
matriculation is having upon communication and coordination among student services staff,
faculty and the campus administration. Additionally, two colleges indicated that their
assessment programs had not decreased their enrollments, as some college staff had feared.

ETI will be conducting a system wide telephone survey of all Matriculation Coordinators
in January. This survey will provide additional information on the current status of
matriculation, including staffing, local MIS plans, program plans, and other issues.
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BARRIERS TO IMPLEMENTATION: SAMPLE COMMENTS

"Our three-year plan, based on the assumption of 100% funding, was ambitious in
and of itself. To be’given only 40% furding and then to be expected to
demonstrate the effectiveness of the program to tiic Lzgislature is a prescription
for failure.”

"Funding was less than 20% of the expected level, and it arrived in March, 1988--
well past the time to have major impact on 1987-88."

"The most severe obstacle to implementation has been the lack of direction at
the State level. The College did not receive official notice that nur pian was
approved until late Spring."

"Many of the details necessary to alter existing systems proved to be complex
logistically and politically and plans needed massaging and marketing."

"A new and larger computer is being installed with full implementation targeted
for August, 1989. This project, requiring significant effort of many college staff
members, is diverting ccnsiderable attention away from implementation of
matriculation.”

"The long, often postponed release of the promised revised MIS Data Element
Dictionary wrecked (sic) havoc with the development of student data collection
instruments and needed enhancements to current and new Student Information
System (SIS) software."

"Current hardware and software systems were inadequate for automated entry
and retrieval of matriculation data."

"Efforts involving placement testing and course prerequisites have been delayed
because of the State-level uncertainties concerning the utilization of test results
for mandatory placement, as well as the lack of definitive information on test
standardization, reliability, and validity."




‘ TABLE 1. BARRIERS TO PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION REPORTED BY COLLEGES
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Percentage of

FUNDING-RELATED ISSUFS Colleges Reporting
Limited amount of funding 47%
Inadequate level of stoff related funding cutbacks or delays 45
Delays in r. ceipt of funds 25
'nadequate [acilities to house additional staff or activities 20
Lack of trained staff 18
Skepticism regarding future funding 17

MIS/DATA PROCESSING ISSUES
Limitations of existiny computer systems 37
Incomplete status of siatewide MIS 28
Time required for local system development/conversion 17
MIS/DP staffing problems 8
Lack of support from district data services 5

NAGEME D 2 ISSUES
Limited direction/coordination of the program by the State
‘ Chancellor’s Office 10
Delays in plan approval by the State Chancellor’s Office 8
Inadequate communication among differer* campus
fonctions/units at the college 8
Cumbersome reporting/evaluation/accounting requirements 8
Changes in campus administration/personnel 5

ASSESSMENT ISSUES
Inadequate assessment procedures
Lack of clarity at the state level regarding

placement/assessment procedures 5
Lack of research and awarer.ss of the value of assessment 3

OTHER ISSUES
Lack of interest in matriculation among faculty/staff 8
Lack of understanding of matriculation 5
Fear that matriculation will result in loss of enroliments 5
Misunderstanding regarding faculty/advisor roles 5
Inability to provide sufficient number of basic skills classes 2
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ACCOMPLISHMENTS AND COMPLETED ACTIVITIES
1987-88
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REPORTED ACCOMPLISHMENTS: SAMPLE COMMENTS

"The fear that implementing Matriculation would lose enrollments was not true.
Our enroliments are up at least 4 % and we have 1000+ new full-time students.”

"Over 1,800 students matriculater] successfully during 1987-88."

"Over 50,000 eligibility messages were sent to students prior to fall 1987
registration. Tracking records show that 3,878 new students participated in
orientation prior to registration and that another 966 enrolled in guidance
classes. The Assessment Center administered 31,381 tests during 1987-88 to
19,476 students. A total of 57,906 service transactions were recorded.”

"Augmented counseling hours tripled the appointments available to evening and

week-end students. Testing at high school campuses produced a 95% registration
rate among participants.”

"Approximately 1,000 more new students were seen prior to the first day of
registration than in previous years."

"We began to define natriculation in a way that was different from what we had
seen before. Earlier it had been seen as narrow in scope; now we were defining
it more broadly and seeing it as positively affecting more students in a variety of
ways. Specifically, we were learning through the process of planning that there
was more to matriculation than assessment and placement. Through the planning
process, we were learning about communication and cooperation with areas of

the college that had not had the occasion to work together on a common project
before."

"The most important initial challenge . . . in developing and implementing
matriculation has been fulfilled. That challenge was capturing the resources and
obtaining the cooperation of the multiple number of people of the college.”
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REPORTED ACCOMPLISHMENTS: SAMPLE COMMENTS

"The . . . matriculation plan was a major accomplishment during the 1987-88 year.
The plan was the result of many hours of committee work, attendance at regional
workshops, pilot testing of the assessment instruments, and hours of writing.*

" ... the philosophies on which matriculation Fave been built are embraced by
the faculty and staff at this institution.”

"Ultimately, the faculty voted on the plan and affirmed its goals and activities.
Very few, if any, community colleges utilized a faculty polling process to approve
the matriculation plan. While this did delay the submission of the plan past the
required deadline, the acceptance by the faculty was viewed as a critical factor in
ensuring the success of matriculation.”
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TABLE 2. REPORTED ACCOMPLISHMENTS: ADMISSION ACTIVITIES
COMPLETED IN 1987/88

“Percentage of
Process-Related Activities Colleges Rcporting

Admission form developed/revised to capture data
elements necessary for matriculation 40%
Early registration system instituted, with mail-in
enrollment and drop-off boxes 8
Admissions staff provided in-service training on
matriculation
Exempt and non-exempt students identified
Exemption criteria identified
Recruitment activities expanded, with high school
senior days, community outreach, etc.
Touch-tone telephone registration developed
Additional admissions :lerks hired
Special program implem=nied 10 allow high szli00l students
to apply/register on local high school campuses
Electronic on-line telephone answering system installed
Microfiche reader purchased 2

WL ™

'Mmmmmmm

Student information system (SIS) designed, and
MIS data elements identified

Computer program developed to automatically determine
exemption status of students

DP equipment modified for admissions/records purposes

Computerized attendance veriiication process developed

Computerized control of enrollment el’gibility for
registration instituted

Computer programs designed to facilitate storage and
retrieval of matriculation information

Computerized electronic transcript program developed

NN N NN W (¥ ]
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TABLE 3. REPORTED ACCOMPLISHMENTS: ORIENTATION ACTIVITIES
COMPLETED IN 1987/88

Percentage of
Activitles Colleges Reporting

Orientation materials developed/produced
(including student handbooks, packets, etc.)

Orientation video produced

One-day orientation program held for students

Orientation class implemented

Early outreach program developed for high school
seniors

Written information on matriculation published in
college catalogue, class schedule, and brochures

Matriculation information materials prepared

Summer orientation program developed

Pilot orientations ~onducted

College orientation program updated

Group orientations implemented

Guidance curriculum reviewed

Counselor orientation reviewed

All new students mailed orientation information

Additions made to the College Career Library

New referrai ard support services brochure developed

R
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. TABLE 4. REPORTED ACCOMPLISHMENTS: SKILLS ASSESSMENT AND
STUDENT EVALUATION ACTIVITIES COMPLETED IN 1987/88

" Percentage of
Process-Related Activities Colleges Reporting

Standardized instruments identified/developed for
assessment 25%
Assessment services made available to high schools and
at off-campus centers 12
Validity and reliability studies of assessment
instruments conducted
Number of assessment staff increased
High school transcripts received from new students
Committce for assessment review established
Study skiils sirvey administered
Matriculation funds supported academic departments in
developir.g . cliable, valid, and fair assessment
instruments
Testing appeal process implemented
Testing information more widely disseminated
Pilot assessments conducted
Form to identify students for specialized support
services developed with needs assessment questions
Assessment policy formulated
Students previous assessment scores collected

W W hoo

NN NNNNW

- ed Activiti

Computerized system for storage and retrieval of

assessment results implemented 22
Placement test information printed on instructor
roll sheets 2

Computerized assessment instruments purchased 2
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TABLE 5. REPORTED ACCOMPLISHMENTS: ADVISEMENT/COUNSELING AND
COURSE SELECTION ACTIVITIES COMPLETED IN 1987/88 ‘
Percentage of
Process-Related Activities Colleges Reporting
More counseling hours provided 10%
Cadre of faculty advisors trained 7
First phase cf "Individual Educational Plan" developed 7
Counseling process and guidelines for advising
students reviewed/revised 5
In-service held for counselors 5
New counselors hired )
Coliege survival skills course re-introduced in the
curriculum 3
Students needing to file an educational plan identified 3
Student advisors trained 2
"Advising Month” established and promoted campus-wide 2
- tviti
Computer terminals provided to counselors 12
Compute.ized educational plan developed 8
Educational plan, major, and transfer plan data ‘
elements collected at both Fall and Spring registration 2 .

3
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‘ TABLE 6. REPORTED ACCOMPLISHMENTS: INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCH AND
EVALUATION ACTIVITIES COMPLETED IN 1987/88

" Percentage of
Activities Colleges Reporting

Evaluation plan formulated and approved 7%
Preliminary research reports compiled 3
List of students by exemption status analyzed 2
Evaluation model developed 2
Research package purchased that coordinates with the

assessment instruments 2
Indicators for evaluating effectiveness identified

and studies undertaken 2
Funds received to design a study to measure and evaluate

the sffectiveness of student utilization of support

services 2
Pilot study on retention undertaken 2
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TABLE 7. REPORTED ACCOMPLISHMENTS: STUDENT FOLLOW-UP ACTIVITIES )
COMPLETED IN 1987/38

Percentage of
Process-Related Activities Colleges Reporting

Follow-up activities targeted to undeclared students,
students in pre-collegiate basic skills, and special
needs students 5%

Classroom presentations/workshops on follow-up
activities held

College probation/dismissal policy reviewed

Student progress. evaluation programs developed

Counseling plan developed for follow-up of students in
academic difficulty

Probationary students required to see a counselor
prior to registration

DP/MIS-Related Activities

N N NN W

Computerized "early warning" system developed for
students with academic difficulties 15
Computerized academic status letters mailed to
students with difficulties 12
Computerized letters sent to students who applied but
did not register 3 ‘

TABLE 8. REPORTED ACCOMPLISHMENTS: COORDINATION AND TRAINING ‘
ACTIVITIES COMPLETED IN 1987/88 '

~ Percentage of
Activity Colleges Reporting
Matriculation Coordinator/Dean hired or identified 2% 5
In-service and other staff development activities held 20
Matriculation Steering Committees established 20
Faculty workshops held on the matriculation process 8

Staff matriculation handbook developed 5
Meetings held with department representatives and key administrative

groups to review matriculation activities/plans 5

Staff sent to off-campus matriculation workshops and conferences 5

Matriculation Committee expanded/restructured 5

2

2

2

Improvement »f Instruction workshops held for facuity
Matriculation letter sent to all college employees
Matriculation Coordinator attended student service managers meetings

36
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TABLE 9. EXEMPTION CRITERIA PROPOSED BY COLLEGES

15

Percentage of

Criteria Related to Prior Academic Experience/Assessment Results Colleges Using
Students who have completed an associate degree of higher. 92%
Students who have recent scores from SAT, ACT, SCAT, CGP, 37
ASSET or comparable placement tests.
Students with previous English or math coursework 15
Students enrolled in a full course 10
of study at another institution.
Continuing students who are performing successfully and 7
are nearing completion of degree.
Continuing or returning transfer students to this institution. 5
Students transferring from other postsecondary instituions with 5
credit for freshman composition and college algebra.
Students who have attended a postsecondary institutions and 4
have received counseling regarding educational goals.
Students undergoing extensive testing through the

Learning Assistance Program. 2
Students who have taken more than 15 semester or 22 quarter units. 1
Students who have not accumulated 10 units. 1
Students who have completed 30 or more units at :..e college. 1
Students who have earned 12 or less cumulative units

in mixed pattern. 1
Continuing students who have completed 45 units and have a defined 1

major and minimum GPA of 2.0
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Percentage of
Criteria Related to Unit Load or Type of Course/Program Colleges Using
Students taking courses not dependent on skills pre-requisites. 4%
Students taking . Surses to upgrade occupational skills or as 36
continuing education related to the student’s employment.
Students whose educational goal is "personal growth”, 20
and who seek to enroll in, and only in, courses
related to "personal growth".
Students enrolling in six or fewer units. 19
Students enrolling in contract instruction. 19
Students who enrol! in and only in non-credit classes. 18
Students participating in a state or federally sponsored 14
apprenticeship program.
Students who wish to take only performance or 13
activity courses.
Students enrolling in institutes/workshops. 7
Students planing to enroll only in evening classes. 5
Students enrolling only in summer session. 3
Students enrolling only in mini-courses. 3
Students enrolling as special high school student admission. 3
Students enrolled in only one course. 2
Students in the Police Academy 2
Students taking Community Services courses offered for ADA. 2
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Introduction

This plan recognizes that the systemwide matriculation program is a combined effort
of the Board of Governors and the iocal community college districts. Under this
model, districts will be accountable for meeting minimum standards adopted by the
Board of Governors and for meeung their local plan objectives. Such plans will
include a commitment from each district to provide full matriculation services to all
students not otherwise exempted within three years, subject, of course, to the
adequacy of funding.

This update continues the policies governing matriculation, whici the Board of
Governors adopted in 1984 in its document, Studeat Matriculation: A Plan for
Implementation in the California Community Colleges, and conforms to applicable
provisions of AB 3, signed by the Governor on September 30, 1986. However, this
draft updates the 1984 Plan by:

a. Eliminating the 1984 propousal to phase-in matriculation over four years on a
college to college basis, by replacing it with a systemwide start-up in July 1987
(if funds are availablej, and phasing in matriculation within the colleges over a
three-year periud.

b. Reformatting the 1984 Plan’s discussion of matriculation components by
restating the content in the forin of minimum requirements and recommenda-
«ions for each component and, in some cases, simplifying component labels.

¢.  Restating the 1984 Plan’s discussion of the purposes of matriculation by
incorporating language responsive to the Board's statement on the enroliment
of minorities, and by stating the overall goals of matriculation as derived from
related discussions in the 1984 Plan.

d. Including a discussion of the basic roles of local districts and the Chancellor’s
Office when implementing matriculation in the first three and a half years.

These revisions were made to bring the 1984 Plan up to date and to respond to
concerns that the matriculation plan be explicit about the objectives to be achieved,
and the accountability expected.

Board’s Statement of Philosophy on Matriculation

California community colleges are committed to serving adults of all ages who can
profit from instruction, and they have a special responsibility to ensure equal access
to postsecondary education. Colleges provide transfer education, employment pre-
paration instruction, continuing and community education and community services,

Matricuia ion Plan 1
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as well as . ‘udent support services to enable students to participate successfully in
the programs of the colleges.

In carrying out these functions and responsibilities, the community colleges have an
obligation to assist students in attaining their educational goals by providing
information and guidance concerning the choices that are available to them.
Students, in turn, have a responsibility to pursue their goals with respect for college
standards and a sense of accountability in the use of public funds.

Definition of Matriculation

Matriculation is a process which brings a college and a student who enrolls for credit
into an agreement for the purpose of realizing ‘he student’s educational objective.
The agreement acknowledges responsibilities of both parties to attain those
objectives through the colleye’s established programs, policies and requirements. On
the college’s part, the agreement inc'udes providing an admission process; an
orientation to colleg. programs, services and procedures; pre-enrollment assessment
and counseling; advisement and counseling for course selection; a suitable
curriculum or program of courses; continuous follow-up on student progress with
referral to support services when n2eded; and a program of institutional research
and evaluation. On the student’s part, the agreement includes expression of at least
a broad educational intent at entrance and willingness to declare a specific
educational objective within a reasonable period of enrollment, diligence in class
attendance and completion of assigned coursework, and completion of course and
maintenance of progress toward an educaticnal goal according to standards
established by the college and the State of California.

Purposes and Goals of Matriculation

The purpose of matriculation is to ensure access to appropriate programs and courses
offered by community colleges to all students whko can benefit. and to facilitate
successful completion of student educational chjectiver ip accordarnce with applicable
standards of educational quality as determined by the Board of Governors and local
". astees.

The goals of matriculation include, hut are rot limited to, the foilowing primary and
subsidiary goals:

1. Student Success. To increase the exte 1t to which students attain their
educational objectives y:

a. Enablingthem to mak wise educational choices -oncerning the programs
and courses to pirst . based upcn clear and sensitive appraisals of their
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skills, interests, and aptitudes in relation to the programs and courses
offered.

Enabling students tu complete the units they attempt with satisfactory
grades and to persist {from term to term.

Identifying the support services that students need to succeed (such as
financial aid or child care), and by assisting students to meet those needs.

Strengthening student motivation to succeed threugh the above and by
providirg more frequent performance feedback and encouragement.

2. Instututional Effectiveness. To increase the efficacy with which colleges and
districts deliver their educational programs and services by:

a.

-

Enabling them to further strengthen partnerships among instructional,
service, and administrative staff based upon restructuring of roles and
responsibilities as locally determined to be necessary for implementing
matriculation.

Enabling them %o increase collection and utilization of student, curri-
culum, and services information for purposes of systematic planning,
monitoring and evaluation.

Increasing local and systemwide accountability by clarifying student and
institutional responsibilities and by establishing performance measure-
ments that are appropriate to both.

Increasing efficient use of district resources by improved student reten-
tion, and better workload planning and delivery of programs and services.

Incorporating into local matriculation plans special emphasis on increas-
ing the participation of students who are underrepresented in specific
vocational and transfer programs.

Matriculation Components to be Offered

Districts and colleges will implement matriculation so as to achieve, at minimum,
the - juirements of this section. Recommendations offered to districts should be
consizered when defining specific institutional practices.

Matriculation an 4 2 3




1. Admissions Component

a. Minimum Requirements

1)

2)

The admissions component will assure that information about new
students is obtained, stored, and capable of being utilized to assist
the individual student, the institution, and the Chancellor’s Office
in fulfilling the purpose, goals, and accountability expectations of
this plan.

Exemption of students from participating in the orientation,
assessment, and/or counseling and advisement components of this
plan will be determined by local boards of trustee:, and the criteria
utilized will be reported to the Chancellor together with the number
of students so exempted for statewide evaluation purposes.

b. Recommendations

1)

2)

3)

4)

6)

That districts/colleges utilize the application for admission as a
source of student data for meeting local and statewide data
requirements.

That data collected during the application process include
izformation for determining a student's exemption status, for
determining whether alternate or addi.ional assessment will be
needed, for screening student goals, for discovering extra curricular
interests, and for obtaining transcripts of prior work according to
locally determined policies.

That districts/colleges encourage early applicaticn by students.

‘That at minimum districts/colleges consider exempting from parti
cipation in orientaticn, assessment, and counseling and advisement
components, students who: have completed an associate degree or
v.igher; provide scores from recently taken skills tests which are
comparable to those used by the college; seek to enroll only in
courses not dependent on skill prerequisites (such as some
performing arts or physical fi*ness courses).

That districts:colleges permit otherwise exempted students who
wish to participate in orieniation, assessment, and/or counseling
and advisemen: components to be served.

‘That distriets not generally exempt students who: enroll only in
evening classes; enroll in fewer than some number of units; do not
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wish to participate; are undecided about objectives: and do not
intend to earn a degree or certificate.

2.  Orientation Component

a. Minimum Requirements

1)

2)

The orientation component will assure that all new (non-exempt)
students will be acquainted with the college’s programs, services,
academic expectations, procedures, and campus grounds.

The orientation process should be available to students on a imely
basis.

b. Recommendeaiions

1)

2)

3)

That the orientation process begin prior to the time a student begins
classes, and may extend beyond the beginning of classes.

That districts/colleges consider u.ili .ing workstudy and/or other
student employees to assist in oricatation programs.

That districts/colleges consider utilizing student body organizations
tc also ~usist in conducting orientation programs.

3. Skills Assessment and Stucent Evaluation Component

a. Minimum Requirements

1)

2)

New (non-exempt) students enrolling into credit courses wiil be
assessed for competencies in language and computational skills:
assisted in identifying aptitudes, interests, and educational goals;
evaluated for learnirg and study skills; and referred to specialized
support services, and/or to supplemental assessments as determined
by the college.

Districts/colieges are expected to participate with the Chancellor’s
Office in an evaluation of assessment practices and instruments to
ensure these are valid, reliable, sensitive to cultural aad/or
linguistic differences among students, and that assessment
information is used for advisement, counseling, student follow-up,
research, and accountability purposes. In order to conduct
evaluation of tests utilized by districts/colleges in meeting the
requirements of applicable law z1d of the plan, the Charcellor will
invoke Education Code Section 78213(a), under which he may waive
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his authority to authorize the use of specific tests by
districts/colleges for the purpose of evaluating such tests. Test
authorization will be waived on a year-to-year hasis until
evaluations of test use are completed. Thereafter, the Chancellor
will authorize locally-used tests.

b. Recommendations

1)

2)

That districts/colleges collect assessment results in such a way they
can be entered into a computerized student information system.

That district/colleges develop local policies governing access to
computerized student information to ensure student confidentiality
is appropriately maintained while permitting access to selected
student information for authorized users.

4.  Advisementand Counseling and Course Selection Component

a. Minimum Requirements

i)

2)

The advisement and counse!ing and course selection component will
provide for a process that enables a student educational plan to be
comp .eted for each new non-exempt student, and for such plans to be
updated when of benefit to the student.

The student educational plan shall identify the student’s
educational objectives and the courses, services, and programs to be
used to achieve them.

When placing students into courses, colleges will utilize the results
of the comprehensive assessment, combined with appropriate
counseling and advir .ment, and will provide the programs and
services deemed appropriate for student success in accordance with
applicable local and statewide policies.

b. Recommendations

1)

Matriculation Pian

That districts/colleges develop models to utilize counselors, faculty
members, and paraprofessionals to provide appropriate counseling
and advisement, consistent with applicable regulations.

That districts/colleges, where applicable, substitute student plans
developed pursuant to EOPS and/or DSPS requirements for the
Student Educational Plan expected of this component.




5.

6.

iv

Student Follow-up Component

a. Minimum Requirement

The student follow-up ccmponent will assure that the academic progress
of each student is regularly followed and that special efforts will be made
to regularly assist students who have not declared an educational goal or

objective. who are enrolled in pre-collegiate basic skills courses, and/or
who have been placed on probation.

b. Recommendations

1) That districts/colleges provide appropriate counseling/advisement
at least or:ce each term to students not having clear goals, who are
on probation. and/or who are enrolled in pre-collegiate basic skills
courses.

2)  That districts/colleges utilize computerized information systems to
accomplish regular follow-up, to detect early signs of academic
difficulty, to communicate more frequently with all students
concernir.g their progress, and tv identify students having transfer
or vucational potential for the purpose of providing specialized
services or encouragement.

Institutional Research and Evaluation Comnonent
a. Minimum Requirements

1)  Institutions will adopt means for evaluating the effect of local
matriculation practices in achicving their local and statewide
purposes and objectives, including the impact of matriculation
components on other college programs and services.

2) Districts/colleges will participate in a sta.ewide evaluation of
matriculation during the first three and a half years of imple
mentation. I[nformation requirements for matriculation wi!l be
derived, to the greatest extent possible, from the Management
Information System.

b. Recommendation

hat districts/colleges utilize data gathered from the various components
of matriculation to develup an integrated. computerized data base t"at is
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7.

useful for longitudiral research, planning, and evaluation of student
outcomes and institutional programs and services.

Coordination and Training Component
a. Minimum Requirement

That local matriculation practices will be coherently implemented and
that colleges will conduct staff developinent activities they deem critical
for matriculation to succeed.

b. Recommendations

1) That districts/colleges assign coordination responsibility to a single
pusition having a span of authority sufficient to encompass all six
matriculation activities, particularly during the jnitial phase-in
stages of implementation.

2)  That districts/colleges participate in activities sponsored by the
Chancellor’s Office to enhance the implementation of matriculation.

Role of Districts and Colleges

1.

Matriculation I’lan

to

General Responsibilities

Districts are responsible to the Board of Governors as well as to local
constituents for adherence to applicable policies governing matriculation when
holding colleges within district ,urisdiction accountable to these policies.
Colleges are responsible for direct implementation of mat:.culation in
accordance with locally prepared plans approved by local trustees and by the
Chancellor.

Local Matriculation Plans

Districts will submit to the Chancellor’s Office for each college within its
jurisdiction a three year matriculation plan, will implement matriculation in
accordance with the plan, and will submit annual progress reports to the
Chancellor. Localcollege plans wiil be reviewed by the Chancellor for approval
in relation+to the minimum requirements of this plan. The Chancellor will also
review college plans in relation to:

a. The goals 5f the local matriculation prograin and how they respond to the
Board's goals for matriculation (asdefins.d 0a pages 2 and 3).
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b.  The objectivesto be attained by the matriculation program and by each of
itscomponents in cach of the three years.

c. Theactivities to be undertaken, and the resources allocated to achieve the
activities.

d. Applicableenrollment and services data.

e. Theevaluationplan.

The three year plan will cover the 1987 fiscal year through fiscal year 1989, and will
be due on or before May 15, 1987. Colleges will prepare matriculation plans using
formats designed by the Chancellor’s Office. All colleges, when preparing three year
plans, are expected to include objectives that would achieve full implementation of
matriculation in the 1989-90 academic year.

Role of Board of Governors and the Chancellor’s Office

1. Board of Governors

The Board is responsible to the Legislature for adopting policies which meet
the requirements of applicable law and legislative intent concerning the
implementation of matriculation in the California Community Colleges. This
responsibility includes reviewing annual progress reports on matriculation,
and adopting new or revised policies as may be appropriate for the successful
implementation of matriculation.

2.  Chancellor’s Office

The Chancellor is responsible to the Board for administering matriculation
policies as a lopted by the Board, and for directing staff as may be appropriate
when carrying out the supportive, allocation, accountability, and evaluation
functions noted below.

a. Statewide Support and Assistance
1) Consultation

The Chancellor's consultation process will be utilized to effectively
tommunicate policy and administrative matters among 70 districts
and 106 colleges, and shall utilize the consultation process to
implement matriculation, to obtain comments and recommenda-
tions from districts and colleges affecting matriculation and related
matters during implementation. In addition, the Chancellor
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will utilize the consultation process for developing policies prior to
Board consideration.

2) Training

The Chancellor will work with districts, colleges, and voluntary
groups to identify areas of training and staff development necessary
for implementing matriculation effectively, and will work with

districts, colleges, and voluntary groups 1n providing the training
necessary.

3) Program Development

The Chancellor will work with districts and colleges during the
implémentation process Lo identify and develop program
improvements, and to monitor the impact of matriculation on

student access and success. In particular, the Chancellor will work

with districts and colleges to enswure that assessments are appro-

priate and effective. The Chancellor will take corrective action, as !
appropriate, if it is reasonably demonstrated that matriculation is

not achieving its purposes of ensuring student access and student

success.

b. Allecations and Expenditures
1) Allocations

In each fiscal year the Board of Governors will request an
appropriation adequate to fund the succeeding year’s costs of
implementing matriculation at the local and systemwide levels,
utilizing data submitted by distric.s and colleges and costing
proced.res developed by MPR Associates of Berkeley.

Once the state appropriates the resources to be made available for
implementing matriculation, the Board of Governors authorizes the
Chancellor to allocate these resources utilizing principles developed
by MPR Associates, making adjustmentis the Chancellor deems
appropriate. When determining that adjustments should be made,
the Chancellor will utilize the consultation process.

Allocations to districts and colleges will be of two kinds: one-time
costs for data processing: and the annual costs of on-going
opcrations. In making allocasions, the Chancellor shall not reward
districts/colleges which have made no progress, nor penalize
districts/colleges which have proceeded. ‘
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Data processing allocations will be based upon the following
formula: $3C,000 + $6.30 x Weighted Credit Enrollment per
college. The resulting amount is the sum for which colleges are
eligible in meeting the one-time data processing requirements of
implementing local matriculation plans. College by college
allocations for data-processing may ke adu=d together in multi-
college districts where college data processing support for
matriculation is dependent on coordination through district-wide
data prucessing systems.

The Chancellor may set aside a portion of the total data processing
appropriation, not to exceed 1.5% of the data processing amount, for
the purpose of developing joint projects between the Chancellor’s
Office and districts. The function of the joint projects will be to
economize and/or coordinate areas of data processing support for
local matricuiation implementation. In determining the nature of
specific joint projects, the Chancellor will utilize the consultation
process.

Operating cost allocations will be based upon the following formula:
Weighted Enrollment x $11.95, where the weighted enroliment
equals 2 x No. of New Students + the No. of Continuing Students +
.4 x the No. of Enrollments in Pre-Collegiate Basic Skills courses.

Statewide, colleges are expected to meet 75% of the full estimated
cost of matriculation, and the state is expected to meet 25% of the
full estimated cost of matriculation. The Chancellor is authorized to
adjust local and state contribution expectations to meeting
matriculation costs in the event resource. at the state or locai level
are inadequate, or in the event cost estimates change due to
enrollment or price shifts.

Disbursements

Districts will receive state matriculation allocations through the
apportionment procedures and will be expected to keep
matriculation expend:iture accounis that enable identification of all
matriculation expenditures.

Accountability

The Chancellor will approve local matriculation plans to ensure
compliance with minimum requirements and may, upon review of the
plan, recommend changes as may be appropriate to strengthen the
effectiveness of such plans or to enable them to achieve policy compliance.
The Chancellor will further establish and conduct, as appropriate, on-site
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program reviews and/or audits to ensure that local operations conform to ‘
plans, and may approve changes to local plans or offer recommendations
designed to improve local operations.

d. Evaluation

A draft RFP for the evaluation of matriculation covering a three vear
period will be submitted tu the Department of Finance together with the
final version of this plan. Districts will be expected to collect data in
accordance with the research requirements beginning in the spring of
1988. The research design “vill attempt to specify matriculation outcomes
for each of the matriculation components and for matriculation as a
whole. The evaluation design will also include provisions for assessing
the effectiveness with which districts, colleges, and the Chancellor's
Office performed their respective implementation roles.

oL
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(916) 445-8753

James Meznek, Educational Policy
(916) 445-1606

Allene Murdoch, Educational Support Services
(916) 324-2348

Dale Rezabek, Greater Avenues for Independence
1916) 323-5958

Rod Tarrer, Extended Opportunity Programs and Services
(916) 323-6899




APPENDIX F
Matriculation Data Processing Allocations
1987-88
Total Operating Grand
College Name ppP Expenses Total
Ailan Hancock College 88,322.55 53,368.61 141,691.16
Allan Huncock Joint CZD 126,822.55* 53,368.61* 181,191.16*
Antelope Valley College 84,597.40 52,969.50 137,566.90
Antelope Valley CCD 123,097.40* 52,964.50* 176,066.90*
Barstow College 41,911.90 11,235.70 53,147.60
Barstow CCD 80,411.90* 11,235.70* 91,647.60*
Butte College 77,633.30 45,082.14 122,715.44
Butte CCD 116,133.30* 45,082.14* 161,215.44*
Cabrillo College 107,270.05 69,427.73 176,697.78
Cabrillo CCD 145,770.05* 69,427.73* 215,197.78*
Cerritos College 1 0,752.05 115,387.72 276,139.77
Cerritos CCD 199,252.05* 115,387.72* 314,639.77*
Chaffey College 101,878.95 33,975.78 165,854.73
Chaffey CCD 140,3/8.95* 63,975.78* 204,354.73*
Citrus College 98,282.50 63,366.12 161,668.62
Citrus CCD 136,782.50* 63,386.12* 200,168.62*
College of the Desert 64,298.55 36,757.75 101,056.30
Coachella Valley CCD 102,798.55* 36,757.75* 139,556.30*
Coastline Community College 107,715.35 72,421.51 180,134.86
Golden West College 137,957.85 99,758.99 237,716.84
Orange Coast College 191,296.85 148,599.95 339,896.80
Coast CCD 475.468.05* 320,780.45* 796,248.50*
Compton Community College 61,231.20 30,929.45 92,160.65
Compton CCD 99,731.20* 30,929.45* 130,660.65*
Centra Costa College 80,100.05 31,844.00 111,944.05
Diablo Valley College 166,507.80 133,481.00 299,988.80
Los Medanos College 73,657.90 54,749.00 128,406.90
Contra Costa CCD 358,765.75* 220,07/4.00* 578,840.20*
El Camino College 214,133.95 175,598.04 389,731.99
El Camino CCD 252,633.95* 175,598.04* 428,231.99*
DeAnza College 216,808.05 168,282.32 385,090.37
Foothill College 134,053 35 94,290.92 228,344.87
Foothill-DeAnza CCD 389,362.00* 262,573.24* 651,935.24*




Appendix F

Matriculation Data Processing Allocations (Continued)

1987-88
T Total Operating Grand
College Name DP Expenses Total
Ohlone Colicge 85,805.75 52,942.96 138,748.71
Fremont-Newark CCD 124,305.75¢* 52,942 96* 177,248.71*
Gavilan College 54,138.40 22,950.13 77,088.53
Gavilan Joint CCD 92,638.40* 22,950.13* 11,588.53*
" |Glendale Community College 109,858.35 71,624.24 181,482.59
Glendale CCD 148,358.35¢* 71,624.24* 219,982.59*
Cuyamaca College 50,370.35 21,571.74 71,942.09
Grossmont College 139,352.10 97,649.69 237,001.79
Grossmont-Cuyamaca CCD 228,222 45¢ 119,221.43* 347,443.88¢*
Hartnell College 76,446.40 41,324.27 117,770.67
Hartnell CCD 114,946 40* 41,324.27* 156,270.67*
Imperial Valley College 56,919.75 27,995.39 84,915.14
Imperial CCD 95,419.75* 27,995.39* 123,415.14*
Bakersfield College 103,602.10 62,520.63 173,122.73
Cerro Coso Community College 57,084.20 25,977.10 83,061.30
Porterville College 47,503.20 15,624.94 63,126.14
Kern CCD 246,689.50* 111,122.67* 357,812.17*
Lake Tahoe Community College 40,639.20 11,561.81 52,201.01
Lake Tahoe CCD 79,139.20* 11,561.81* 90,701.01*
Lassen College 44,600.30 14,662.72 59,263.02
Lassen CCD 83,100.30* 14,662.72* 97,763.02*
Long Beach City College 179,892.60 124,008.83 303,901.43
Long Beach °CD 218,392.60* 124,008.83* 342,401.43*
East Los Angeles Colleg. 117,780.55 87,69.17 205,649.72
Los Angeles City College 136,520.50 105,873.59 242,194.09
Los Angeles Harbor College 94,028.25 62,068.40 156,096.65
Los Angeles Mission College 65,220.90 37,627.07 102,847.97
Los Angeles Pierce College 162,410.85 124,281.85 286,692.70
Los Angeles Southwest College 60,401.80 32,095.49 92,497.29
Los Angeles Trade-Technical College 118,760.10 88,568.80 207,328.90
Las Angeles Valley College 160,044.20 125,323.70 285,367.90
West Los Angeles College 91,153.95 66,287.00 157,440.95
Los Angeles CCD 1,044,621.10* 729,995.07* 1,774,616.17*
American River College 167,'187.65 124,383 29 292,170.94
Cosumnes River College 86,249.05 57,562.56 143,811.61
—acramento City College 12§,338.10 89,686.49 215,024.59
Los Rios CCD 417,874.80* 271,632.34* 689,507.14*
Marin Community College 91,490.00 56,725.48 148,215.48
Marin CCD 129,990.00* 56,725.48* 186,715.48*




Matriculation Data Processing Allocations (Continued)

Appendix F

1987-88
Total Operating Grand
College Name DP Expenses Total
Mendocino College 56,011.70 23,544.53 79,556.23
Mendocino-Lake CCD 94,511.70* 23,544.53* 118,056.23*
Merced College 75,002.10 43,309.38 118,311.48
Merced CCD 113,502.10* 43,309.39* 156,811.48*
MiraCosta College 73,536.35 43,060.06 116,596.41
MiraCosta CCD 112,036.35¢ 43,060.06* 155,096.41*
Monterey Peninsula College 77,533.20 50,134.98 127,668.18
Monterey Peninsula CCD 116,033.20* 50,134.98* 166,168.18*
Mt. San Antonio College 178,555.55 145,779.65 324,335.20
Mt. San Antonio CCD 217,055.55* 145,779.65¢* 362,835.20*
Mt. san Jacinto College 53,809.50 217,260.69 81070.19
Mt. San Jacinto CCD 92,309.50* 27,260.69* 119,570.19*
Napa Valley College 0,812.20 35,275.08 106,087.28
Napa Valley CCD 109,312.20* 35,275.08* 144,587.28¢
Cypress College 121,705.90 81,548.86 203,254.76
Fullerton College 154,181.20 113,222.48 267,403.68
North Orange County CCD 314,387.10* 194,771.34* 509,158.44*
Palo Verde College 34,576.00 4,703.98 39,279.98
Palo Verde CCD 73,076.00* 4,703.98* 77,779.98+*
Palomar College 136,256.15 96,915.94 233,172.09
Palomar CCD 174,756.15* 96,915.94* 271,672.09*
Pasadena City College 174,101.10 129,122.34 303,223.44
Pasadena Area CCD 212,601.10* 129,122.34* 341,723.44*
College of Alameda 67,709.10 36,035.38 103,744.48
Feather River College 36,363.50 5,919.31 42,282 81
Laney College 102,808.45 66,479.45 169,287.90
Merritt College 72,599.70 40,644.55 113,244.25
Vista College 52,422.40 21,523.39 73,945.79
Peralta CCD 370,403.15* 170,602.08* 541,005.23*
Rancho Santiago College 185,119.25 137,375.58 322,495.83
Rancho Santiage CCD 223,619.25* 137,376.58* 360,995.83*
College of the Redwoods 77,726.25 41,229 .47 118,955.72
Redwoods CCD 116,226.25* 41,229.47¢ 157,455.72¢
Rio Hondo College 118,295 35 80,419.79 198,715.14
Rio HondoCCD 156,795.35* 80,419.79* 237,215.14*
Riverside Community College 133,224.55 94,242.58 227,467.13
Riverside CCD 171,724 .55¢* 94,242 58+ 265,967.13*
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Matriculation Data Processing Allocations (Continued)

1987-88
Total Operating Grand
College Name DP Txpenses Total

Irvine Valley College 64,849.10 32106.86 96,955.96
Saddleback College 137,686.15 93,888.02 231,574.17
Saddleback CCD 241,035.25* 125,994 88* 367,030.13*
Ceafton Hills College 54,581.70 22,701.76 77,283.46
San Bernardino Valley College 105,110.75 71,246.94 176,357.69
San Bernardino CCD 198,192 45* 93,948.70* 292,141.15*
San Diego City College 119,167.65 86,066 08 205,233.73

‘an Diego Mesa College 158,721.45 121,629.35 280,350.80
San Diego Miramar College 61,738.85 31,046.05 92,784.90
San Diego CCD 378,127.95% 238,741.48* 616,869.43*
City College of San Francisco 195,915.75 140,865.67 346,781.42
San Francisco CCD 234,415.75% 150,865.67* 385,281.42*
San Joaquin Delta College 135,248.00 95,612.44 230,860.44
San Joaquin Deita CCD 173,748.00* 95,612.44* 269,360.44*
Evergreen Valley College 81,151.10 54,012.30 135,1R3.40
San Jose City College 99,898.40 72,912.91 172,841.31
San Jose-Evergreen CCD 219,549.50* 126,955.21* 346,504.71*
Cuesta College 77,440.25 49,248.60 126,688.85
San Luis Obispo County CCD 115,940.25* 49,248.60* 165,188.85*
Canada College 84,111.20 55,307.27 139,418 47
College of San Mateo 129,242.00 93,482.28 222,724.28
Skyline Colleze 85,233.75 52,628.22 137,861.97
San Mateo County CCD 337,086.95* 201,417.77* 538,504.72*
Santa Barbara City College 105,489.70 69,779.44 i75,269.14
Santa Barbara CCD 143,989.70* 69,779.44* 213,769.14*
Coliege of the Canyons 55,689.85 23,627.00 79,216.85
Santa Clarita CCD 94,089.85* 23,627.00* 117,716.85*
Santa Monica College 163,404 70 118,703.82 282,108.52
Santa Monica CCD 201,964.70* 118,703.82* 320,608.52*
College of the Sequoias 85,341.00 51,267.84 136,608.84
College of the Sequoias CCD 123,841.00* 51,267.84* 175,108.84*
Shasta College #8,043.70 64,154.95 152.17: .. 55
Shasta-Teh-Tri- Joint CCD 126,543.70* 64,154.95* 151,698.65*
Sierra College 105,589.80 70,129.25 175,719.05
Sier:a Joint CCD 144,089.80* 70,129.25* 214,219.05*
College of the Siskiyous 47,41740 16,236.40 63,653.80
Siskiyou Joint CCD 85,917.40* 16,236.40* 102,153.80*

(S5
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Appendix F 5

1987-88
Total Operating Grand
Coliege Name DP Expenses Total

Solano Community College 89,502.30 55,189.72 144,692.02
Solano County CCD 128,002.30* 55,189.72¢* 183,192.02*
Santa Rosa Junior College 196,466.30 133,602.59 330,068.89
Sonoma County Jr. CD 234,966.30* 133,602.59* 368,568.89*
Chabot College 172,306.45 123,318.68 295,625.13
South County CCD 210,806.45* 123,318.68* 334,125.13*
Southwestern College 114,899.10 80,480.46 195,379.56
Southwestern CCD 153,399.10* 80,480.46* 233,879.56*
Fresno City College 134,768.95 95,357.42 230,126.37
Kings River Community College 51,757.45 21,428.59 73,186.04
State Center CCD 225,026.40* 116,786.01* 341,812.41*
Moorpark College 100,513.30 63,887.62 164,400.92
Oxnard College 67,180.00 36,042.01 103,222.01
Ventura College 112,339.40 73,120.1% 185,459.59
Ventura County CCD 318,532.70* 173,049.82* 491,582.52*
Victor Valley Community College £3,469.15 30,876.36 94,345.51
Victor Valley CCD 101,969.15* 30,876.36* 132,845.51*
West Hills College 47,088.50 16,188.05 63,276.55
West HillsCCD 85,588.50* 16,188.05* 101,776.55*
Taft College 36,527 95 6,025.49 42,553.44
West Kern CCD 75,027.95* 6,025.49* 81,053.44*
Mission College 190,377.45 64,358.77 164,736.22
West Valley College 127,747.65 85,783.57 213,531.22
West Valley-Mission CCD 266,625.10* 150,142.34* 416,767.44*
Columbia College 45,930.20 13,578.20 59,508.40
Modesto Junior College 101,878.95 62,290.24 164,169 19
Yosemite CCD 186,309.15* 75,868.44* 262,177.59*
Yuba College 86,556.50 54,130.80 140,637.30
Yuba CCD 125,056.50* 54,130.80* 179,187.30*

Total Colleges 13,369,238.15* 7,007,404.25* 20,376,641.34*
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