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Summary

This report was approved by the Commission at its meeting in
July 2001 and reviews the proposal by the Chaffey Community
College District (CCCD) to establish an educational center in
Fontana, California. The new center will serve as an off-
campus center to the District’s Chaffey Community College,
located in Rancho Cucamonga, California.

The district has maintained this facility as a small outreach op-
eration for the past several years and has achieved student en-
rollment levels sufficient for recognition as a State-approved
educational center. The proposed center will provide greater
access to higher educational opportunities for an underserved
population in the southwestern portion of San Bernardino
County and improve community college attendance rates in the
- Fontana area.

In this report, the Commission finds that the proposal submit-
ted by the Chaffey Community College District for the Fontana
Center has met the review criteria established by the California
Postsecondary Education Commission for off-campus centers
and recommends that the State authorize the proposed center.

This report has been added to the Commission’s Internet web-
site -- www.cpec.ca.gov -- and is now electronically accessible
to the general public. Additional copies of this and other
Commission reports may also be obtained by e-mail at
PublicationRequest@cpec.ca.gov; -or by writing the Commis-
sion at 1303 J Street, Suite 500, Sacramento, Ca. 95814-2938;
or by telephone at (916) 322-9268.
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Conclusions and Recommendations

Summary
of the proposal

This report reviews the proposal by the Chaffey Community College Dis-
trict to convert an existing off-campus operation located in Fontana, Cali-
fornia to an educational center to be known as the Fontana Center.
Chaffey Community College District is a single college district located in
San Bernardino County serving the communities of Chino, Chino Hills,
Fontana, Montclair, Ontario, Rancho Cucamonga, Upland and several
unincorporated communities in the Inland Empire. The California Com-
munity Colleges Chancellor’s Office reports that the district enrolled over
16,128 students in fall 1999.

The proposed center will serve as an off-campus center to Chaffey Col-
lege. It will enhance the District’s capacity to serve students in the south-
eastern corner of San Bernardino County.

The specific proposals for the Fontana Center are as follows:

o To establish a new comprehensive educational center that will serve
approximately 1,529 full time equivalent students (FTES) by 2010.

+ To provide greater access to higher educational opportunities for an
underserved population of the Chaffey Community College District
and improve community college attendance rates in the region.

Issues and
conclusions

Pursuant to its statutory mandate and its capacity as the State’s long-range
planning advisor for higher education, the California Postsecondary Edu-
cation Commission offers the Governor and the Legislature the following
conclusions on the advisability of the proposed Fontana Center:

The Commission finds that the proposal submitted by the Chaffey
Community College District for the Fontana Center in San Ber-
nardino County has met the review criteria established by the
California Postsecondary Education Commission for a new educa-
tional center.

Recommendations

The proposal submitted by the Chaffey Community College District for a
new educational center in San Bernardino County has met the review cri-
teria established by the California Postsecondary Education Commission
for a new educational center. The Commission recommends to the Gov-
ernor and the Legislature, pursuant to its statutory responsibilities con-
tained in Sections 66903 and 66904 of the Education Code, that the State
authorize the development of the Fontana Center as an educational center
to the Chaffey College campus. This recommendation is made with the
understanding that:

1
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¢ The Commission recommends that the Chaffey Community College
District ensure that it addresses the needs of its limited-English speak-
ing students at the proposed center through outreach programs and
curriculum designed to enhance participation and basic skills.

¢ The Commission cautions the district about expanding services with-
out regard to programs and services offered by neighboring districts
and strongly encourages the District to approach planning future pro-
grams from a regional perspective.

: | 10




Background to the Proposal

The role

of the Commission

The role of the Commission in overseeing the orderly growth of Califor-
nia’s public higher education is based on provisions of the State’s educa-
tion code and can be traced to the inception of the State’s Master Plan for
Higher Education. This document and subsequent legislation contained
in the Donahoe Act, assigned to the California Postsecondary Education
Commission, and to its predecessor, the Coordinating Council for Higher
Education, the responsibility for advising the Legislature about the need
for new college and university campuses and off-campus centers. The
Commission’s function as a statewide planning and coordinating agency
for higher education makes it uniquely qualified to provide independent
analysis of the costs and benefits of proposed projects and it has played
an important role in ensuring that new campuses develop as viable, high
quality institutions.

The Commission has exercised this responsibility on a continual basis
since 1974. Recent examples of such reviews include California State
University (CSU) San Marcos, CSU Monterey Bay, the University of
California at Merced, the new Folsom Lake College in the Los Rios
Community College District, and most recently, CSU Channel Islands.
While the Governor and the Legislature maintain the ultimate authority to

‘fund such new institutions, they have relied on the Commission’s recom-

mendations in making such decisions.

Education Code section 66904 expresses the intent of the Legislature that
the sites for new institutions or branches of public postsecondary educa-
tion will not be authorized or acquired unless recommended by the Com-
mission. This section states:

It is the intent of the Legislature that sites for new institutions or
branches of the University of California and the California State
University and the classes of off-campus centers as the Commis-
sion shall determine, shall not be authorized or acquired unless
recommended by the Commission.

It is further the intent of the Legislature that California Community
Colleges shall not receive State funds for acquisition of sites or
construction of new institutions, branches or off-campus centers
unless recommended by the Commission. Acquisition or construc-
tion of non-State funded community colleges, branches and off-
campus centers, and proposals for acquisition or construction shall
be reported to and may be reviewed and commented upon by the
Commission.

+ 1
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The Commission’s
review process

The Commission first adopted policies relating to the review of proposed
campuses and educational centers in 1975. The most recent revision is
contained in the Commission’s publication, Guidelines for Review of
Proposed University Campuses, Community Colleges, and Educational
Centers (CPEC, 92-18). The guidelines define the criteria by which
Commission staff analyze new campus proposals, focusing particularly
on the issues of enrollment demand, geographic location, possible alterna-
tives, and projected costs. Academic planning, service to disadvantaged
students, and the effect on other institutions are also part of the Commis-
sion’s analysis. A copy of the Commission’s Guidelines is included as
Appendix A.

The Commission’s review process is organized in two phases. The first
involves a “Letter of Intent to Expand” in which a system notifies the
Commission of an identified need and intention to expand educational
services in a given area. The Letter of Intent provides preliminary infor-
mation about the need for and scope of the proposed project. This phase
of the review process permits the Commission to comment on a proposal
and identify issues before the system engages in significant planning and
development activities. The Commission's Guidelines call for a Letter of
Intent to include the following items:

1. A preliminary five-year or 10-year enrollment projections;

2. The approximate geographic location of the proposed campus or
educational center;

3. A copy of the most recent five-year Capital Construction Plan
(Community Colleges only);

4. The prioritization of the proposed campus or center within the sys-
tem’s long-range plans;

5. A time schedule for development of the new campus;

6. A tentative 10-year capital outlay budget starting on the anticipated
date of the first capital outlay appropriation;

7. A copy of the resolution of the governing board authorizing the new
campus or educational center; and

8. Maps of the area in which the campus or center is to be located.

The second, and arguably most critical stage of the review process occurs
when a system submits a formal analysis of the need for the proposed
campus or educational center. The Needs Study includes long-range en-
rollment projections for the project and addresses programmatic alterna-
tives, academic planning, needed funding, and the potential impact of the
campus on the surrounding community and neighboring institutions. A
complete Needs Study also includes a copy of the final environmental

. 19
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impact report and the academic master plan. Enrollment projections must
have the concurrence of the Demographic Research Unit of the Depart-
ment of Finance before the Needs Study can be considered complete. In
reviewing a Needs Study, Commission staff look for proposals to answer
the following questions:

1. Are the enrollment projections sufficient and reasonable?
2. What are the programmatic alternatives?

3. What outreach and support services will be provided to disadvantaged
and underrepresented groups?

4. Is the academic plan appropriate and justified?
5. What are the capital and operational funding needs?

6. What was the process for site selection and were alternative sites ade-
quately considered?

7. What are the geographic and physical accessibility issues, if any?

8. What is the potential environmental and social impact of the new in-
stitution?

9. What, if any, are the anticipated effects on other institutions?
10. What economic efficiencies will be gained by the new institution?

Following the review of the Needs Study, Commission staff bring the
conclusions and recommendations to the Commission for its action.

History of the
proposal

The Chaffey Community College District has a history dating back to
1883, when George and William Chaffey donated land and established an
endowment that led to the development of a private institution that be-
came the Chaffey College of Agriculture of the University of Southern
California (USC). Located in Ontario, California, the college operated
for nearly twenty years as an agricultural extension of USC. The affilia-
tion between the college and USC ended in the early 1900s. In 1922,
Chaffey College was among California’s first junior colleges. The cam-
pus moved from Ontario in 1960 to its present site, and what was then a
more rural setting, at the base of the San Gabriel Mountains in Alta
Loma. Chaffey Community College is now situated on a 192-acre parcel
of land in Rancho Cucamonga.

The District is located at the southwest corner of San Bernardino County,
approximately 35 miles east of Los Angeles. It serves residents of
neighboring Los Angeles, Orange, and Riverside counties as well as those
living in the western communities of San Bernardino County. Communi-
ties served by the district include Fontana, Chino, Chino Hills, Montclair,

. N 5
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Ontario, Rancho Cucamonga, Upland, and the unincorporated communi-
ties of Guasti and Mt. Baldy.

The district has provided educational services to residents of Fontana for
over 20 years in a series of small, unofficial off-campus operations. In
1996, the district purchased the present site on Merrill Avenue. Approval
of the proposed center would enable the district to seek State capital out-
lay funds for expansion of the center. The district operates two additional
small outreach off-campus centers in Chino and Ontario. At this time, the
Chaffey Community College District is not pursuing approval of these
centers.

Regional population growth trends indicate that the district can anticipate
sufficient enrollment demand to justify the establishment of the proposed
center. Projected enrollment growth and the limited capacity of the main
campus are creating pressure for capacity increases elsewhere in the dis-
trict. Given the predicted population growth in the region and the loca-
tion of the proposed center, it is not unreasonable to predict that the new
center may eventually become a full-service campus.

The proposed center is to be situated on a three-acre parcel located at
16855 Merrill Avenue in Fontana, California. The district also owns two
acres of property adjacent the site, which will provide room for additional
parking and future expansion. The site is accessible from Interstate 10
and the Pomona Freeway and is approximately 12 miles from Ontario In-
ternational Airport.




Demographic and Geographical
Context

HE CHAFFEY COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT is located ap-
proximately 35 miles east of Los Angeles in San Bernardino County, the
largest county in the United States. The district’s service area includes
the west end of San Bernardino County and serves a population of over
500,000. Inyo County borders it on the north, Kern and Los Angeles
Counties on the west, Orange and Riverside counties on the south, and
the states of Nevada and Arizona border to the east.

The district includes the cities of Fontana, Chino, Chino Hills, Montclair,
Ontario, Rancho Cucamonga, Upland, and the unincorporated communi-
ties of Guasti and Mt. Baldy. The area around Chaffey Community Col-
lege District is on an alluvial plain at the foot of the San Gabriel Moun-
tain Range. The land is essentially level with a gentle slope to the south.
It is an area with a rich agricultural heritage and booming in industrial
and residential growth. The area is served by Highway 60 east and west
and Highway 71 north and south. The Ontario International Airport is
located at the eastern end of the district. Display 3.1 and 3.2 show the
location of San Bernardino County and the Chaffey Community College
District.

Many of the district’s urban centers have experienced significant growth .
over the last decade. According to recently released census data,
Fontana’s population increased by 47.3 percent over the last 10 years,
adding 41,394 new residents. This is more than three times the growth
rate recorded for the state as a whole during this period. San Bernardino
County also grew much faster than California as a whole. While the state
population grew 13.8 percent from 1990 to 2000, the total number of in-
dividuals living in San Bernardino County climbed by 20.4 percent. San
Bernardino is now home to more than 1.7 million people, representing
approximately five percent of the state’s total population. As with many
California communities, the population of San Bernardino County is
largely Latino and White. In 2000, Whites constituted 44.0 percent of the
county’s total population while Latinos comprised 39.1 percent. Display
3.3 shows San Bernardino’s population distribution by race and ethnicity.

Only 24 percent of the area high school graduates have completed course
requirements for admission eligibility within the University of California
or California State University systems. This compares to a statewide rate
of 34.8 percent. California Department of Education data indicate that
the county has a slightly higher high school dropout rate in comparison to
the statewide average. The county dropout rate for the school year 1999-

7
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Display 3-1 California Counties Map

San Bernardino

Display 3-2 Map of Chaffey Community College District Service Area
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Display 3-3  Population Distribution by Race and Ethnicity,
San Bernardino County, 2000
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Source: California Department of Finance, Census 2000 P194-171

00, the most recent year for which data is available, is 12.1 percent com-
pared to the statewide rate of 11.1 percent. Among Latinos, who com-
prise 47 percent of the county’s K-12 population, the dropout rate is 15
percent, which is similar to the Latino statewide rate.

The district has a college-going participation rate (the number of enrolled
students per thousand of adult population) of 40.1, compared to a state-
wide participation rate of 60. In comparison, the Fontana Center service
area has a much lower college-going participation rate of 38.2. The dis-
trict notes that although the college-going participation rates are well be-
low the statewide average, there is significant improvement over the last
five years as a result of establishing new outreach centers in the cities of
Fontana, Ontario, and Chino. According to the district, as these off-
campus centers grow and mature and as the district intensifies its efforts
to recruit historically underrepresented students, the college-going rates
are expected to increase. :

The regional economy of San Bernardino is dominated by three industry
sectors: services, government, and retail trade. Labor market data col-
lected by the California Employment Development Department (EDD)
suggests that these three industry sectors account for approximately 66
percent of the county’s employment. Boosted by growth in the services,
government and manufacturing sectors, the unemployment rate over the
previous three years has declined slightly below the statewide average.
EDD also estimates that these three industry sectors will generate 60 per-
cent of new jobs by 2002.




4 Analysis of the Proposal

Overview of the Pursuant to its statutory responsibility to review proposals for new col-
Commission’®s lege or university campuses and educational centers prior to their authori-
guidelines  zation or acquisition, the Commission has adopted policies relating to the
review of new campuses and educational centers. The Commission’s cur-
rent policies may be found in its Guidelines for Review of Proposed Uni-
versity Campuses, Community Colleges, and Educational Centers (CPEC

92-18), included as Appendix A in this report.

The Commission’s guidelines serve two important functions. First, they
define, for purposes of review, educational centers, colleges, and univer-
sity campuses. Secondly, they establish the review process and criteria
for evaluating the establishment.of new postsecondary institutions.

The Guidelines define an educational center as an off-campus center that
serves a minimum of 500 full-time-equivalent students (FTES). Centers
with less than 500 FTES are designated as outreach operations and do
not require review. Educational centers maintain an on-site administra-
tion, typically headed by a dean or director, but not a president or chan-
cellor. Certificates or degrees earned by students attending these centers
are conferred by the parent institution. Educational Centers for the Cali-
fornia State University and the University of California systems are re-
stricted to offering courses at the upper division only.

The review process  The Letter of Intent for the proposed Fontana Center was approved in
December 1999. At the time the district was advised that it could move
forward with development plans for the proposed center and develop a
Needs Study. The formal Needs Study would provide findings from a
comprehensive needs analysis for the project and identify specific objec-
tives for the proposed institution.

In April 2000, the district submitted a Needs Study to the California
Community Colleges Chancellor’s Office. The California Community
Colleges Board of Governors approved the Needs Study for the proposed
center on November 2000.

The Needs Study for the proposed center has been reviewed following the
Commission’s current (1992) Guidelines. The proposal submitted by the
Chaffey Community College District for the Fontana Center was re-
viewed according to the following criteria.

Criterion 1:  The Commission’s criteria for enrollment demand requires that enroll-
enrollment  ment projections be presented in both headcount and full-time-equivalent
projections  student (FTES) and must be sufficient to justify the establishment of a new
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institution. The Demographic Research Unit of the Department of Fi-
nance must also approve enrollment projections. For a new community
college or center, enrollment projections for the district must exceed the
planned enrollment capacity of existing district colleges and educational
centers. Additionally, the system’s statewide enrollment projections must
exceed the planned enrollment capacity of the system.

In developing the enrollment projections for the Fontana Center, the
Chaffey Community College District looked at regional demographics,
current enrollment patterns within the district, and anticipated high school
graduates.

The population of San Bernardino County is expected to grow signifi-
cantly over the next few decades. According to the Department of Fi-
nance, Demographic Research Unit, the current county population of ap-
proximately 1.7 million is expected to increase by 58 percent to 2.7 mil-
lion by 2020. The projected population boom for San Bernardino County
will be especially felt in the Chaffey Community College District service
area.

According to population estimates issued by the Southern California As-
sociation of Governments, the population of the Chaffey Community Col-
lege District service area will grow by more than 70 percent by the year
2020. During the same period, the City of Fontana is projected to show
an even faster rate of growth. By 2020, Fontana’s population is expected
to increase by 120 percent. Display 4.1 shows the estimated population
increases for selected urban communities in the Chaffey Community Col-
lege District service area.

Display 4-1 Chaffey Community College District Population, 1990-2020

1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Percent
' Change

Chino/ 87,290 115026 | 129334 | 140161 | 151135 | 162372 | 173639 | 99
Chino Hills

Fontana 87535 105904 | 119862 | 136766 | 154415 | 173452 | 192640 | 120
Ontario 133179 | 144893 | 149501 | 155134 | 160981 | 167597 | 173663 | 30
Rancho 193217 | 215515 | 231288 | 250277 | 269942 | 291208 | 312645 | 62
Cucamonga

(including Mon-

clair, Upland,

and Mt. Baldy

Total 501221 | 581338 | 629985 | 682338 | 738483 | 794329 | 852587 [ 70

Source: Southern California Association of Governments
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The population of San Bernardino County is predominately White and
Latino. Whites currently make up 44 percent of the population while La-
tino’s make up 39 percent. Department of Finance estimates that by 2020

.Latino’s will make up 45 percent of the total county population. While

the population of all racial-ethnic groups in the service area is expected to
increase, Latinos are one of the county’s fastest growing racial/ethnic

groups.

The region’s diversity is reflected in the district’s student enrollment.
Approximately 36.7 percent of the students are Latino, while nearly 37.5
percent are White. The district has a somewhat traditional student popu-
lation; nearly 55 percent of the enrolled students are under the age of 25.
More than 64 percent of district students are “day” students, with more
than 21 percent of students enrolled in 12-15 units. In addition, more
than 60 percent of the students are female.

According to the California Community College Chancellor’s Office, fall
1999 enrollments for the district totaled 16,909. As depicted by Display
4-2, district enrollment is expected to increase by 37 percent between fall
1999 and fall 2010 to 23,090 students. The conversion of the Fontana
operational outreach center to a State supported off-campus center will
enhance the capacity of the district to accommodate the additional stu-
dents forecasted.

Display 4-2 Chaffey Community College District Enrollment Projection

District Fall Head- Total WSCH  Total Fall
count Enrollment  Average WSCH Enrollment FTES

1995-96 14,206 8.89 126,291 8,419
1996-97 14,839 9.00 133,551 8,903
1997-98 15,247 9.06 138,138 9,209
1998-99 15414 9.33 143,813 9,588
1999-00 16,909 9.13 154,379 10,292
2000-01 17,524 9.17 160,695 10,713
2001-02 18,083 9.21 166,544 11,103
2002-03 18,530 9.17 169,920 11,328
2003-04 19,104 9.18 175,375 11,692
2004-05 19,802 9.18 181,782 12,119
2005-06 20,490 9.18 188,098 12,540
2006-07 21,201 9.18 194,625 12,975
2007-08 21,953 9.18 201,529 13,435
2008-09 22,575 9.18 207,239 13,816
2009-10 23,090 9.18 211,966 14,131
2010-11 23,741 9.18 217,942 14,529
2011-12 24,504 9.18 224,947 14,996
2012-13 25,242 9.18 231,722 15,448
2013-14 25,971 9.18 238,414 15,894
2014-15 26,708 9.18 245,179 16,345
2015-16 27,324 9.18 250,834 16,722
Source: California Community College Chancellor's Office, November 1999
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The Chaffey Community College District used an adult participation rate
model in developing its enrollment projections for the proposed center.
The participation rate is determined by the proportion of the adult popula-
tion that is enrolled in the district multiplied by 1,000.

Historically, enrollment data indicates that the district’s participation rate
varies by community and distance from the main campus. In 1995, the
participation rate for the Rancho Cucamonga community was 74.4 per
thousand. In Comparison, the participation rate for the Fontana area was
about 15.5 per thousand. Display 4-3 presents the participation rates for
the service areas of the main campus located in Rancho Cucamonga and
the outreach centers located in Fontana, Chino, and Ontario. Participation
rates for the years 1995-1999 are based on actual enrollments; the partici-
pation rate for the years 2000-2015 is based on project enrollments.

Display 4-3  Adult College Participation Rates for 1995-2015
for Selected Urban Centers

Center 1998 1999
~Chino/Chino Hills < | 3.7 33 3.4 200 300 350 400

1155 20.1 38.2 38.2 40.0 50.0 55.0
19.5 29.9 28.6 28.6 35.0 45.0 50.0

ancho Cucamonga | 744 727 689 693 235 593 550

Source: Chaffey Community College District, April 2000,

According to the district, the significant increases in the participation
rates for the Fontana and Ontario communities that occurred during the
late 1990’s resulted from the establishment of the outreach centers in
these communities. Similar significant increases in the participation rates
for Chino Hills are anticipated once a center becomes fully established
within the next several years. The district further contends that as these
outreach centers grow and mature and the main campus reaches full en-
rollment capacity, the participation rates will eventually level out across
the district’s main urban centers.

San Bernardino County lags behind the State when looking at the college
participation rate of recent high school graduates. The statewide average
college participation rate for recent high school graduates is 50.5 percent;
but falls to 40 percent for San Bemnardino County. Approval of the
Fontana Center as a State-supported off-campus center provides the
Chaffey Community College District an opportunity to expand capacity
and offer greater educational services to an increasing number of recently
graduated high school students. According to the Demographic Unit of
the Department of Finance, the number of high school graduates for San
Bemardino County is projected to grow by eight percent over the next 10
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years. Display 4-4 shows the anticipated increase among high school
graduates in San Bernardino County.

Display 4-4  High School Graduate Projections for San Bernardino
County

San Bemnardino County High School Graduate Projections

Year

Source: State of California, Department of Finance, California public K-12 projections
by county, 2000 series. Sacramento, California, November 2000.

The district expects enrollments at the Fontana center to significantly in-
crease over the next 15 years. In 1998, two years after the center was re-
located to its present location, enrollments reached 2,018, a 48 percent
increase over the 1995 enrollment levels. This significant growth will
continue through 2015 when enrollments are expected to reach 5,097.
This represents an 80 percent increase since 1995. Given the significant
growth levels, its is not surprising that the Commission’s minimum
threshold of 500 FTES required for the establishment of a State-supported
off-campus center been reached since 1999. Display 4-5 provides the
enrollment projections for the center.

Display 4-5  Fontana Center Enrollment Projections

_ Headcount Total WSCH
® Enrollment Average WSCH  Enrollment Total FTES
1995 1,041 3.2 3,328 111
1998 2,018 8.4 16,951 565
1999 2,816 6.0 16,973 565
2000 2,990 6.0 18,030 601
2005 3,572 7.0 25,006 834
2010 4,537 7.5 34,031 1,134
2015 5,097 7.6 38,737 1,291

Source: Chaffey Community College District, April 2000




The Demographic Research Unit of the Department of Finance approved
the enrollment projections for the Fontana Center (see Appendix B).

Criterion 2:
programmatic
alternatives

The Commission’s criteria concerning programmatic alternatives evalu-
ates the extent to which feasible alternatives to a new university campus
or educational center have been fully explored. Proposals for new insti-
tutions should address (1) the possibility of establishing or continuing to
utilize an educational center in lieu of developing a full-service campus;
(2) the potential for expansion of existing institutions or increasing usage
of existing institutions, with expanded evening hours and summer opera-
tions; (3) the potential for sharing facilities with other postsecondary in-
stitutions; (4) the feasibility of using nontraditional modes of instruc-
tional delivery and technology mediated instruction; and (5) the potential
for private fund raising or donations of land or facilities for meeting pro-
grammatic needs.

Can the existing
campus or farm
site meet the need?

16

Chaffey Community College, along with the three outreach centers, is
operating near enrollment capacity levels. The district contends that the
main campus is operating near capacity and that further expansion of the
main campus is not an appropriate strategy given the location of the
population growth and the socio-economic characteristics of the students.

Chaffey College Community has occupied the same location since the
1960’s when the district approved a bond initiative to purchase and de-
velop land located at the base of the San Gabriel Mountains. Since then,
most of the population growth within the district’s service area has been
concentrated away from the main campus, in the valley communities of
Fontana, Chino, and Ontario. As these cities grow, access to the main
campus is becoming more difficult as traffic congestion worsens. The
heaviest traffic is in late mornings and early afternoons, creating an one
and a half hour commute from the Fontana Center to the main campus
located a few miles away. With increasingly longer commutes, many
area residents who rely on public transportation could be discouraged
from accessing educational services. The district, therefore, believes that
increasing the capacity of its neighborhood outreach centers is a more
cost-effective and beneficial alternative, given the location of the popula-
tion growth and the socio-economic characteristics of the students.

Converting the Fontana outreach center to a State-supported center pro-
vides the district a future opportunity to leverage local and state capital
outlay funds to expand the capacity of the center. The total capacity at
the Fontana Center is approximately 56,700 assignable square feet (ASF).
The district notes that in order to provide adequate capacity for the antici-
pated 4,537 new students expected in 2010, the district will need to plan
for an additional 50,000 ASF. The expected surge in student enrollments
and decreasing capacity at the proposed center supports the district’s need
for the Fontana Center.
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Would expanding
other institutions
address the need?

The Commission has estimated that by the end of this decade, more than
2.7 million students will seek enrollment in the State’s public postsecond-
ary institutions. The additional 714,000 students over the current enroll-
ment levels represent a 36 percent growth rate and calls upon each of the
public higher education systems to find ways to increase their capacity to
accommodate this enrollment growth. In Providing for Progress: Califor-
nia Higher Education Enrollment Demand and Resources in the 21* Cen-
tury (CPEC 00-1), the Commission noted that while the community col-
leges have some room to grow in the short-term, the system’s real “ex-
cess” capacity will disappear by 2003-04.

Although the district operates small outreach centers in nearby Ontario
and Chino, both centers are also experiencing significant enrollment
growth. The district contends that these centers are operating near capac-
ity and that additional capacity will be needed in the short-term. It is
likely that the district will submit a Letter of Intent to establish educa-
tional centers in Ontario and Chino.

Can the need be
met through the
use of shared
facilities?

The surge in population growth of the Inland Empire area of San Bernar-
dino and Riverside Counties has had a significant impact on the capacity
of public colleges and universities located within reasonable commuting
distances. The University of California, Riverside and the California
State University, San Bernardino, are within an estimated 30-minute drive
from the Fontaria Center. However, the academic programs offered by
these institutions, the limited accessibility by public transportation, and
the limited institutional capacity, significantly diminish the benefits of
joint-use facilities with these institutions. Likewise, neighboring public
community college campuses like Riverside City College and San Ber-
nardino Valley College have had significant increases in enrollment de-
mand and are also operating near maximum capacity.

Can the need be
met through
technology
enhancement?

The Chaffey Community College District installed a state-of-art fiber op-
tic network and computers that will allow the delivery of certain courses
offered from its main campus to students at the Fontana Center. The use
of distance learning technologies, however, is used on a limited basis,
only to enhance certain course offerings. The district indicates that pro-
viding educational services strictly by technology mediated methods is
not necessarily the most sound strategy, given the particular socio-
demographic characteristics of the students attending off-campus centers.

According to the Chaffey Community College District, the complexity of
the programs, the need for faculty-student interaction and the diversity of
learning styles and student preparation make the use of technology medi-
ated delivery systems, like on-line education, less effective than tradi-
tional education delivery methods. The district contends that traditional
education delivery systems provide a more supportive environment, given
the characteristics of the students attending the Fontana Center.
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Can the need be
met through
private donations
or local funds?

The district purchased the 10,000 square foot building that now houses
the center with the aid of city redevelopment funds. Remodeling and re-
furbishing of the building was funded through the combination of rede-
velopment and local district funds. Other sources of potential capital out-
lay funds include local bonds. The district is presently exploring the issu-
ance of a local bond proposal; however, the future of this initiative is un-
certain.

Criterion 3:
serving the
disadvantaged

The Commission’s criteria for serving the disadvantaged requires that the
proposal demonstrate how the new institution will facilitate access for
disadvantaged and historically underrepresented groups.

Historically under-represented students at the Fontana Center can access
the district’s full complement of student services such as matriculation,
counseling, student health, and career planning and placement. The dis-
trict also offers a variety of student services specifically designed for the
needs of such students. The district’s Extended Opportunity Program and
Services (EOPS), the Office of Financial Aid, and the Transfer Center
provide outreach and recruitment services and student retention services.
Although students at the Fontana Center can access these services on a
scheduled base, the district plans to make these services available full
time in the near future. In addition, the district makes available a rich and
extensive curriculum tailored for the educational needs of underrepre-
sented students. Such academic offerings include basic skills, English-as-
a-Second Language, guidance studies, and reading skills. These courses
provide the requisite academic skills that assist underrepresented students
achieve their higher education goals.

Criterion 4:
academic
planning

and program
justification

ERIC 18

The Commission requires proposals to describe and justify the programs
projected for the new institution. Ideally, proposals provide an academic
master plan that includes a general sequence of program and degree
level plans. The proposal should include an institutional plan to imple-
ment such State goals as access, quality, intersegmental cooperation, and
student, faculty, and staff diversity.

The larger frame in which to place the academic programs that Chaffey is
proposing to offer at its Fontana Center is that Fontana has the youngest
population in the Chaffey Community College District. Approximately
37 percent of that population falls below the age of 18 with a median age
of 26.5 compared to 29.4 for all of San Bemardino County. It is a city
whose population consists of 49.75 percent White, 36.2 percent Hispanic,
8.7 percent Black, and 5.45 percent other ethnicities. Fontana’s Hispanic
population will soon become the majority group.

The median home value in Fontana is considerably lower than the other

urban centers within the district, as is the average income. The largest

private employers in Fontana are Kaiser Hospital/Medical Group, Target

Distribution, Southern Pacific Railway, American Security Products, and

Sierra Aluminum. The higptg,st percentage of persons 16 years of age and
ed



older are employed in the retail trades (17.1 percent) and manufacturing
(15.3 percent), followed at a lag by construction (9.5 percent), transporta-
tion (7.0 percent), health services (6.9 percent), and educational services
(5.8 percent).

Although Chaffey has been providing services in Fontana for at least a
decade, with classes in basic mathematics, English, reading, GED prepa-
ration, English as a Second Language, and a variety of other disciplines,
this is a geographic area that will benefit greatly from a more formalized
educational center. It is imperative that such a center provide opportuni-
ties for students to enhance their employment opportunities and incomes
and basic skills instruction for those who have such a need, but also
courses that will transfer to four-year colleges and universities, either in
the area or outside it.

Chaffey proposes to offer a core curriculum at the proposed Fontana Cen-
ter and to integrate occupational and technical studies with the liberal
arts. The proposal states that this core curriculum will provide the
following:

¢ A historical perspective, an understanding of social institutions,
knowledge of science and technology, and an appreciation of the vis-
ual and performing arts;

¢ An international perspective, including a study of non-western cul-
tures; )

¢ Written and oral English; and

¢ Reading, writing, critical thinking, and critical and computatibnal
skills.

The Center’s academic programs will cover coursework under the broad
categories of Physical Science and Mathematics; Business Applications;
Communication Studies; Fine Arts; the Social and Behavioral Sciences;
and in Fashion, Gerontology, and Hotel and Food Service Management.
They will range from a complement of courses that constitute a full pro-
gram, to a "maintenance mode" whereby the program will generally be
allowed to grow in enrollment consistent with campus overall growth, to
what are called "limited" courses that are carefully selected according to
conditions of time and place. The programs in each area will include the
following:

Under Physical Science and Mathematics, Fontana will offer programs in
Biology, Geography, Geology, Anatomy, Mathematics, and Biotechnol-
ogy. The majority of these courses are required for transfer to baccalaure-
ate-granting institutions. The biology, anatomy, and mathematics classes
serve prospective health services professionals, and the geography and
geology classes will support the technical fields of environmental geol-
ogy, hydrology, and natural resources.
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Within Business Applications, programs will be offered in Business Edu-
cation, Computer Applications, Office Technology, and Graphics. The
proposal notes that the Business Applications area represents the largest
career track of the students enrolled and that these areas have the strong-
est future growth potential. Some of these offerings are articulated with
business programs at the University of California and the California State
University, and several are attractive to the health professions like Kaiser
Permanente Hospital with over 3,000 employees.

The disciplines in Communication Studies - Speech, English, English as a
Second Language, TV/Broadcasting, and Spanish - serve three separate
student groups. The first include those trying to complete graduation and
transfer requirements. The second are those students who choose to study
TV/Broadcasting and need to complete that program on the main campus
in Rancho Cucamonga. The third group of students need to improve their
English and language skills to advance into higher level reading and com-
position classes.

Recognizing that the Fine Arts are essential to all students, a limited
course of study will be offered at the Fontana Center in Fine Arts, Music,
Art, and Theatre. With limited space available, a partnership is being de-
veloped with the City of Fontana's community theatre complex.

Within the Social and Behavioral Sciences, courses in Psychology, Phi-
losophy, Corrections, Administration of Justice, Social Science, Econom-
ics, History, and Child Development will be offered. This array of disci-
plines meets the social development of students as well as providing them
with transfer courses and job market opportunities, particularly in Correc-
tions, Justice, and Child Development.

Students can explore the fields of fashion, gerontology, and hotel/food
service management through introductory classes at Fontana; the full
programs are offered only on the main campus. No mention is made in
the proposal, however, of career opportunities in these fields or in

- TV/broadcasting, described under Communication Studies above. Al-

though there is a fine Hotel and Restaurant Management Program at Cal
Poly Pomona for those who take hotel/food service management courses
at Fontana, many of the positions in fashion, food service, and gerontol-
ogy are low-paying and unless students receive careful advising, they
may not find upward mobility open to them.

An area of curricular emphasis that may be lacking at Fontana is that of
teaching. With the general education courses that are proposed, however,
and with careful advisement, students at Fontana should be able to shape
a program that will articulate with upper division and credential programs
at CSU San Bernardino or Pomona or UC Riverside, as well as independ-
ent institutions in the region that prepare teachers through blended or five
year programs. School enrollments continue to climb in the Riverside/San
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Bernardino area and teachers are highly sought after. Fontana can do its
part to prepare qualified teachers for the area's K-12 schools.

There is more to a campus or center, however, than programs and
coursework. While the proposal characterizes the Chaffey Community
College District as a leader in technological advancements and acknowl-
edges that "delivery of instruction solely by means of technology is not
considered educationally sound or possible, given the complexity of pro-
grams, the need for faculty student interaction and the diversity of learn-
ing styles and student preparation,” it does state that the College is “pre-
paring to deliver instruction via technological means wherever and when-
ever feasible and effective.”

The Commission cautions that given the demographics of the area -- a
fast growing population of young people from low socio-economic levels
for whom college may not be commonplace or welcoming -- technology
must be used sparingly. It is the human interaction that will stimulate and
motivate these students. The Commission is pleased that the Counseling
Services at the Fontana Center will move from being provided on an as-
needed basis to a full service program. Given the need for students to be
aware of transfer requirements and opportunities, however, we would
recommend that the transfer services noted in the proposal move from the
"limited" category to a full program as quickly as possible.

By and large, the programs that the Fontana Center is proposing to offer
should lead to transfer or career opportunities, with the possible excep-
tions noted earlier. We recommend that careful attention be paid to de-
veloping and maintaining articulation agreements with four-year colleges
and universities; that transfer information and advising be provided to
students almost immediately upon their matriculation; that vocational
programs which will allow students to have the greatest degree of upward
mobility continue to be developed and a greater number of certificate
programs, along with transfer and associate degree programs, considered;
and that attention is paid to preparing students for entry into the teaching
profession. This center has the potential to meet the needs of those who
have too long been unserved and underserved. By formalizing the work
undertaken by the Chaffey Community College District over a decade
ago, the Commission's approval will likely move the Fontana Center and
its students into a new era.

Criterion 5:
consideration of
needed funding

The Commission requires the Needs Study to include a cost analysis of
both capital outlay needs and projected support costs for the new institu-
tion. Possible options for alternative funding sources must be provided.

Capital outlay
COsts

The district secured $1.8 million in redevelopment funds from the City of
Fontana to purchase, remodel, and refurbish the center. Local district
funds were also used to purchase three additional properties neighboring
the center. Presently, the district is not requesting any capital outlay
funding from the State, thus estimates of capital outlay costs are irrele-
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vant. In the long run, there may be requests for planning and construc-
tion funds associated with the purchase and development of adjacent
property.

Criterion 6:
consideration of
alternative sites

The Commission requires that proposals for new institutions include a
cost-benefit analysis of alternative sites, including a comprehensive
analysis of the advantages and disadvantages of alternative sites.

Alternative sites
considered

\
Because the proposed center is in operation and the district is not seeking

to acquire property for a new site, a cost-benefit analysis of alternative
sites is not applicable. According to the district, expanding the capacity
of the proposed center is the most cost-effective means of serving
Fontana area residents. The district did not incur costs in securing the
Fontana Center; the site was acquired with city redevelopment funds.

Criterion 7:

geographic
and physical
accessibility

The Commission’s criteria concerning geographic and physical accessi-
bility is intended to ensure that students will have adequate access to the
campus and that planners have identified and adequately addressed
transportation issues related to the location of the new institution. To this
end, the Commission requires each Needs Study to describe the physical,
social, and geographic characteristics of the location and the surround-
ing service area, and include a plan for student, faculty, and staff trans-
portation to the proposed location. Reasonable commuting times (30-45
minutes) for the majority of residents of the service area must be demon-
strated. Plans for student and faculty housing, including projections of

needed on-campus residential facilities, should be included if appropri-
ate.

Transportation
to the campus

ERIC 22

The Fontana Center is located in downtown Fontana on the corner of
Merrill and Sierra Avenues, two principal regional traffic arteries con-
necting local residents to downtown Fontana. This location is easily ac-
cessible within 15 to 20 minutes from most neighborhoods via public
transit lines that service the downtown. The proposed center is also
within reasonable walking distances from nearby inner city neighbor-
hoods. Major regional transportation corridors in proximity to the pro-
posed center include Interstate 10 and Highway 60, the Pomona High-
way. Display 4-6 depicts the transportation corridors in the area.
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Criterion 8:  The Commission requires that proposals for new institutions include a
environmental copy of the final environmental impact report. These reports enable the
and social impact  Commission to gauge the externalities that are expected to arise from the
proposed institution and identify potential issues that may impact the de-

velopment of the campus.
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The Fontana Center is already constructed and in operation. After pur-
chasing the property in late 1995, the district conducted an environmental
impact report declaring the ‘proposed site free of any “recognized envi-
ronmental conditions.” The district, in the immediate future, is not plan-
ning new construction projects for the center. An environmental impact
report is therefore irrelevant.

Criterion 9:

effects on other

institutions

The Commission requires evidence that other systems, neighboring insti-
tutions, and the community in which the new institution is to be located
have been consulted during the planning process. Letters of support from
these and other appropriate entities should demonstrate strong local, re-
gional support for the proposed institution and a statewide interest in the
proposed institution. Further, the impact on existing and projected en-
rollments at neighboring institutions must be evaluated.

24

The impact on
neighboring
institutions

The San Bernardino/Riverside Inland Empire region has several postsec-
ondary institutions that serve its residents. Many of these institutions are
not within reasonable commuting distances or do not offer the instruc-
tional programs with the same focus as those offered at the Fontana Cen-
ter. The district therefore contends that the conversion of the Fontana
outreach center to a State-supported off-campus center will not signifi-
cantly impact enrollments of at neighboring public post secondary institu-
tions. Display 4-7 lists the neighboring institutions and their distance
from the Fontana Center.

Display 4-7  Neighboring Institutions

Institution Distance Time

University of California, Riverside 12.8 miles 22 mins
California State University, San Bernardino 19.1 miles 27 mins
Barstow College 80.4 miles 1 hour 31 mins
Chaffey Community College 15.3 miles 23 mins
College of the Desert 74.5 miles 1 hour 30 mins
Copper Mountain College 87.8 miles 2. hours
Crafton Hills College 22.8 miles 30 mins

Mt. San Jacinto College 42.2 miles 1 hour
Riverside City College 10.2 miles 24 mins
San Bernardino Valley College 10.2 miles 17 mins
Victor Valley College 32.4 miles 43 mins

Art Institute of Los Angeles (Orange County) 40.2 miles 49 mins
California Baptist University 17.3 miles 28 mins
California Southern Law School 14.6 miles 25 mins
Calvary Chapel Bible College 55.2 miles 1 hour
Central State University 10.3 miles 22 mins
Community Christian College 16.4 miles 22 mins
Inland Valley College : 16.5 miles 22 mins
International School of Theology 6.8 miles 15 mins

La Sierra University 25.9 miles 34 mins
Loma Linda University 12.9 miles 18 mins
University of Redlands 18.1 miles 25 mins
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The nearest public four-year universities are the University of California,
Riverside and California State University, San Bernardino, all within a
reasonable commute from Fontana. Since the district maintains transfer
agreements with both institutions, it is unlikely that the proposed center
would result in reduced student enrollments at CSU San Bernardino or
UC Riverside. In fact, the anticipated surge in student enrollments at the
proposed Fontana Center will expand student enrollments at both UC
Riverside and CSU San Bemardino. Both institutions endorse the con-
version of the Fontana outreach center to a State-supported center.

Among the several community colleges the have a presence in the region,
two are within a 30-minute drive from the proposed Fontana Center: Riv-
erside City College and San Bernardino Valley College. It is anticipated
that the limited physical capacity and course offerings of the Fontana
Center along with increasing traffic gridlock that hinders access from
neighboring communities will not negatively impact student enrollments
at the two colleges. Both Riverside City College and San Bernardino
Valley College submitted letters in support of the proposed center.

There are also several private and independent institutions in the area.
Many of these institutions offer specialized coursework in such areas as
religious studies and would not likely be impacted by the proposed cen-
ter. The International School of Theology, located only a few miles from
the Fontana Center, offers three graduate degree programs: Master of Di-
vinity, Master of Arts in Theological Studies, and a Master of Arts in Pas-
toral Studies. Central State University, another institution located in
nearby Riverside, offers Bachelors, Masters, and Doctorates in business
administration only. The specialized academic programs most private
neighboring institutions offer make it unlikely that the proposed center
would affect their enrollments.

Community
support

The Fontana Center enjoys support from local government, area school
districts, and the local workforce training agency, including the San Ber-
nardino Private Industry Council, the City of Fontana, the Ontario Cham-
ber of Commerce, the Greater Ontario Visitors and Convention Bureau,
Alta Loma Medical Group, Central School District, Chaffey Joint Union
High School District, San Bernardino County Schools, and the Upland
Unified School District.

A list of the letters of support is contained in Appendix C.

Criterion 10:
economic
efficiency

The Commission's criteria concerning economic efficiency gives priority
to proposals in which the State is partially or fully relieved of its financial
obligation for capital or support costs. Likewise, the Commission gives
high priority to projects involving intersegmental cooperation, provided
financial savings are a result of the cooperative effort.
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The Commission finds that the Chaffey Community College District pro-
posal to convert the Fontana outreach center to a State-supported center
meets the Commission’s economic efficiency criteria given the use of city

redevelopment funds and local district funds used in the purchase and de-
velopment of the present site.
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Conclusion

The proposal submitted by the Chaffey Community College District for
the Fontana Center has met the review criteria established by the Com-
mission for a new educational center. The Commission recommends that
the State authorize the proposed center
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Introduction

Commission responsibilities and authority
regarding new campuses and centers

Section 66904 of the California Education Code ex-
presses the intent of the Legislature that the sites
for new 1nstitutions or branches of public postsecon-
dary education will not be authorized or acquired
unless recommended by the Commission:

It 18 the 1ntent of the Legislature that sites for
new institutions or branches of the University
of California and the Califormua State Univer-
sity, and the clasges of off-campus centers as
the Commission shall determine, shall not be
authorized or acquired unless recommended by
the Commission.

It is further the intent of the Legislature that
Cahformia commumty colleges shall not receive
State funds for acquusition of sites or construc-
tion of new 1nstitutions, branches or off-campus
centers unless recommended by the Commuis-
sion Acquisition or construction of non-State-
funded commumty colleges, branches and off-
campus centers, and proposals for acquisition
or construction shall be reported to and may be
reviewed and commented upon by the Commus-
sion

Evolution and. purpose of the guidelines

In order to carry out 1ts given responsibilities 1n
this area, the Commission adopted policies relating
to the review of new campuses and centers 1n April
1975 and revised those pohicies 1n September 1978
and September 1982. Both the 1975 document and
the two revisions outlined the Commission’s basic
assumptions under which the guidelines and pro-
cedures were developed and then specified the pro-
posals subject to Commussion review, the criteria
for reviewing proposals, the schedule to be followed

Guidelines for Review of Proposed
University Campuses, Community
Colleges, and Educational Centers

by the segments when submitting proposals, and
the contents of the required “needs studies ”

In 1990, the Commission approved a substantive re-
vision of what by then was called Guidelines for Re-
view of Proposed Campuses and Off-Campus Cen-
ters (reproduced 1n Appendix A on pages 11-15)
Through that revision, the Commission sought to
incorporate a statewide planming agenda into the
quasi-regulatory function the guidehines have al-
ways represented, and the result was a greater sys-
temwide attention to statewide perspectives than
had previously been in evidence These new guide-
lines called for a statewide plan from each of the
systems, then a “Letter of Intent” that 1dentified a
system’s plans to create one or more new mstitu-
tions, and finally, a formal needs study for the pro-
posed new institution that would provide certain
prescribed data elements and satisfy specific ente-
na At each stage of this process, the Commission
would be able to comment either positively or nega-
tively, thereby ensuring that planning for a new
campus or center would not proceed to a point
where 1t could not be reversed should the evidence
indicate the necessity for a reversal

This three-stage review concept -- statewide plan,
preliminary review, then final review -- appears to
be fundamentally sound, but some clanfications of
the 1990 document have nevertheless become es-
sential, for several reasons

e In those Guidelines, the Commission stated only
briefly 1ts requirements for a statewide plan and
for letters of intent These requirements warrant
greater clanfication, particularly regarding the
need for mter-system cooperation, to assist the
systems and community college districts 1n the
development of proposals

o The 1990 Guidelines assumed that a single set of
procedures could be applied to all three public
systems [n practice, this assumption was overly
optimistic, and this 1992 revision more specifi-



cally recognizes the major functional differences
among the three systems

s The procedures for developing enrollment projec-
tions need to be altered to account for the curtaal-
ment of activities created by the severe staffing
reductions at the Demographic Research Unit of
the Department of Finance, which have eliminat-
ed 1ts ability to make special projections for com-
munity college districts and reduced 1ts capacity
to project graduate enrollments

o The unprecedented number of proposals emanat-
mg from the community colleges, as well as the
staff reductions experienced by the Commission,
require a streamhimng of the approval process
Consequently, certain timelines have been short-
ened, and all have been clarnfied as to the dura-
tion of review at each stage of the process

¢ Over the years, the distinctions among several
terms, such as “college,” “center,” and “institu-
tion,” have become unclear

By 1992, experience with the 1990 procedures sug-
gested that they needed rewvision 1n order to over-
come these problemas and accommodate the
changed planming environment in Calformia, par-
ticularly related to California’s dummished finan-
cial resources and growing college-age population

Policy assumptions used
in developing these guidelines

The following six policy assumptions are central to
the development of the procedures and critena that
the Commission uses 1n reviewing proposals for
new campuses and off-campus centers

1 It 1s State policy that each resident of California .

who has the capacity and motivation to benefit
from higher education will have the opportunity
to enroll 1n an 1nstitution of higher education
The Califormia Commumty Colleges shall con-
tinue to be accessible to all persons at least 18
years of age who can benefit from the instruction
offered, regardless of district boundaries The
California State University and the Unmiversity
of Cahfornia shall continue to be accesaible to
first-time freshmen among the pool of students
eligible according to Master Plan eligibility
guidelnes Master Plan guidelines on under-

graduate admission priorities will continue to be
(1) continuing undergraduates in good standing,
(2) California residents who are successful trans-
fers from California public commumity colleges,
(3) California residents entering at the fresh-
man or sophomore level, and (4) residents of
other states or foreign countries

2. The differentiation of function among the sys-
tems with regard to institutional mission shall
continue to be as defined by the State’s Master
Plan for Higher Education

3 The Univeraity of California plans and develops
its campuses and off-campus centers on the basis
of statewide need

4 The California State University plans and devel-
ops 1ts campuses and off-campus centers on the
basis of statewide needs and special regional
considerations.

6. The Calvfornia Commumty Colleges plan and
develop their campuses and off-campus centers
on the basis of local needs

68 Planned enrollment capacities are established
for and observed by all campuses of public post-
secondary education These capacities are deter-
mined on the basis of statewide and 1nstitutional

" economies, community and campus environ-
ment, phyeical himitations on campus size, pro-
gram requirements and student enroliment lev-
els, and internal organization Planned enroll-
ment capacities are established by the governing
boards of community college districts {(and re-
viewed by the Board of Governors of the Califor-
nia Commumty Colleges: the Trustees of the
California State Unitersity, and the Regents of
the University of California

Definitions

For the purposes of these guidelines, the following
definutions shall apply

QOutreach Operation tall systems): An outreach op-
eration 1s an enterprise, operated away from a com-
munty college or university campus, 1n leased or
donated facihities, which offers credit courses sup-
ported by State funds, and which serves a student
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population of less than 600 full-time-equivalent
students (FTES) at a single location

Educationa! Center (California Community Colle-
ges). An educational center 15 an off-campus enter-
prise owned or leased by the parent district and ad-
mimstered by a parent college The center must en-
roll a minimum of 500 full-time-equivalent stu-
dents, maintain an on-site admimstration (typical-
ly headed by a dean or director, but not by a pres:-
dent, chancellor, or superintendent), and offer pro-
grams leading to certificates or degrees to be con-
ferred by the parent institution

Educational Center (The Cahformia State Univer-
sity) An educational center 1s an off-campus enter-
prise owned or leased by the Trustees and adminis-
tered by a parent State University campus. The
center must offer courses and programs only at the
upper division and graduate levels, enroll a mn:-
mum of 500 full-time-equivalent students, main-
tain an on-smite administration (typically headed by
a dean or director, but not by a president), and offer
certificates or degrees to be conferred by the parent
mstitution Educational facihities operated in other
states and the District of Columbia shall not be re-
garded as educational centers for the purposes of
these guidelines, unless State capital outlay fun-
ding 18 used for construction, renovation, or equup-
ment.

Educational Center (Umiveraity of California) An
educational center is an off-campus enterprise own-
ed or leased by the Regents and administered by a
parent University campus The center must offer
courses and programs only at the upper division and
graduate levels, enroll a minimum of 500 full-time

equivalent students, maintain en on-site adminis-
tration (typically headed by a dean or director. but
not by a chancellor), and offer certificates or degrees
to be conferred by the parent institution Organized
Research Units (ORUs) and the Northern and
Southern Regional Labrary Facilities shall not be
regarded as educational centers. Educational facili-
ties operated in other states and the District of
Columbia shall not be regarded as educational cen-
ters unless State capital outlay funding 18 used for
construction, renovation, or equipment.

College (Cahforma Commumity Colleges) A full-
service, separately accredited, degree and certif-

1cate granting institution offering a full comple-
ment of lower-division programs and services, usu-
ally at a single campus location owned by the dis-
trict; colleges enroll a minimum of 1,000 full-time-
equivalent students. A college will have 1its own
adminustration and be headed by a president or a
chancellor

University Campus (University of Califormia and
The Califorma State University): A separately ac-
credited, degree-granting 1nstitution offering pro-
grams at the lower divasion, upper division, and
graduate levels, usually at a single campus location
owned by the Regents or the Trustees, university
campuses enroll a minmimum of 1,000 full-time-
equivalent students. A umversity campus will
have 1ts own administration and be headed by a
president or chancellor

Institution (all three systems): As used in these
guidehines, “institution” refers to an educational
center, a college, or a umiversity campus, but not to
an outreach operation

Projects subjéct to Commission review

New 1nstitutions (educational centers, campuses,
and colleges) are subject to review, while outreach
operations are not The Commission may, however,
review and comment on other projects consistent
with 1ts overall State planning and coordination
role

Stages in the review process

Three stages of systemwide responsibihity are in-
volved 1n the process by which the Comxmission re-
views proposals for new nstitutions. (1) the formu-
lation of a long-range plan by each of the three pub-
hie systems; (2) the submission of a “Letter of Intent
to Expand” by the systemwide governing board, and
(3) the submission of a “Needs Study” by the sys-
temwnde governing board Each of these stages 1s
discussed below

1 The systemuwtde long-range plan

Plans for new mstitutions should be made by the



Regents, the Trustees, and the Board of Governors
only after the adoption of a systemwide plan that
addresses total statewnde long-range growth needs,
mcluding the capaaty of existing institutions to
accommodate those needs. Each governing board
should submit 1ts statewide plan to the Commission
for review and comment (with copies to the Depart-
ment of Finance, the Demographic Research Umit,
and the Office of the Legislative Analyst) before
proceeding with plans for the acquisition or con-
struction of new inatitutions Each system must up-
date 1ts systemwide long-range plan every five
vears and submit it to the Commission for review
and comment

Each systemwide long-range plan should include
the following elements:

» For all three public systems, a 15-year under-
graduate enrollment projection for the system,
presented in terms of both headcount and full-
time-equivalent students (FTES) Such projec-
tions shall include a full explanation of all
assumptions underlymg them, consider the an-
nual projections developed by the Demographic
Research Unut of tha Department of Finance, and
explain any significant departures from those
projections

» For the Umiversity of Califorma and the Cali-
forma State Umiversity, a systemwide 15.year
graduate enrollment projection, presented with a
full explanation of all assumptions underlying
the projection

» Each of the three public systems should provide
evidence within the long-range plan of cooperat-
ive planning with Califorma’s other public sys-
tems, such as documentation of official contacts,
meetings, correspondence, or other efforts to inte
grate 1ts own planning with the planning efforts
of the other public systems and with any inde-
pendent colleges and universities in the area
The physical capacities of existing independent
colleges and universities should be considered If
disagreements exiet among the systems regard-
mg such matters as enrollment projections or the
scope, location, construction, or conversion of
new facilities, the long-range plan should clearly
state the nature of those disagreements

» For all three public systems, the physical and
planned enrollment capacity of each 1nstitution
within the system Physical capacity shall be de-

termined by analyzing existing capacity space
plus funded capacity projects Planned enroll-
ment capacity shall be the ultimate enroliment
capactty of the institution as determined by the
respective governing board of the system -- Re-
gents, Trustees, or Board of Governors.

» For all three public systems, a development plan
that includes the approximate opening dates
(within a range of plus or minus two years) of all
new 1nstitutions -- educational centers, commu-
nity colleges, and university campuses, the ap-
proximate capacity of those institutions at open-
g and after five and ten years of operation, the
geographic area 1n which each institution 1s to be
located (region of the State for the University of
California, county or cify for the California State
Unaversity, and district for community colleges),
and whether a center 18 proposed to be converted
into & community college or umversity campus
within the 15-year period specified

» A projection of the capital outlay cost (excluding
bond 1nterest) of any new institutions proposed to
be built within the 15-year period specified, ar-
rayed by capacity at various stages over the
fifteen-year period (e g opening enrollment of
2,000 FTES; 5,000 FTES five years later, etc ), to-
gether with a statement of the assumptions used
to develop the cost projection

» A projection of the ongoing capital outlay cost
(excluding bond 1nterest) of existing 1nstitutions,
arrayed by the cost of new space to accommodate
enrollment growth, and the cost to renovate ex-
1sting buldings and infrastructure, together’
with a statement of the assumptions used to de-
velop the cost projection, and with maintenance
costs included only if the type of maintenance 1n-
volved 1s normally part of a system’s capital out-
lay budget.

2 The “Letter of Intent to Expand”

New universily campuses No less than five years
prior to the time 1t expects its first capital outlay
appropriation, the Regents or the Trustees should
submit to the Commission (with copies to the De-
partment of Finance, the Demographic Research
Unit, and the Office of the Legislative Analyst) a
“Letter of Intent to Expand ” Thus letter should con-
tain the following information
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» A preliminary ten-year enrollment projection for
the new university campus (from the campus’s
opening date), developed by the systemwide cen-
tral office, which should be consmistent with the
statewide projections developed annually by the
Demographic Research Unit of the Department
of Finance. The systemwide central office may
seek the advice of the Unit 1n developing the pro-
jection, but Unit approval 1s not required at this
stage.

» The geographic location of the new university
campus (region of the State for the Umiversity of
Cahfornia and county or aity for the California
State University)

» If the statewnde plan envisions the construction
or acqusition of more than one new institution,
the reason for prioritizing the proposed universi-
ty campus ahead of other new mstitutions should
be apecified

» A time schedule for development of the new umi-
versity campus, including preliminary dates and
enrollment levels at the opening, final buildout,
and intermediate stages

» A tentative ten-year capital outlay budget start-
ing on the date of the first capital outlay
appropration,

» A copy of the resolution by the governing board
authorizing the new university campus

» Maps of the area in which the proposed universi-
ty campus 18 to be located, indicating population
densities, topography, and road and highway
configurations

Conversion by the Unwersity of Califorma or the
California State Unwersity of an extsting education-
al center to a universtty campus No less than three
years prior to the time 1t expects to enroll lower di-
vision students for the first time, the Regents or the
Trustees should submit to the Commission (with
copies to the Department of Finance, the Demo-
graphic Research Umt, and the Office of the Legis-
lative Analyst) a “Letter of Intent to Expand.” This
letter should contain the following information,

» The complete enrollment history (headcount and
full-time-equivalent students) or the previous
ten years history (whichever 13 less) of the educa-
tional center. A prelhminary ten-year enrollment
projection for the new university campus (from
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the campus’s opening date), developed by the sys-
temwide central office, which should be consis-
tent with the statewide projections developed an-
nually by the Demographic Research Unit of the
Department of Finance, The systemwide central
office may seek the advice of the Umt in develop-
ing the projection, but Umt approval 18 not re-
quired at this stage

» If the statewide plan envisions the construction
or acqusition of other new wnstitution(s), the rea-
son for priontizing the proposed university cam-
pus ahead of other new institutions should be
specified

» A time schedule for converting the educational
center and for developing the new university
campus, mcluding preliminary dates and enroll-
ment levels at the opening, final buldout, and
intermediate stages

» A tentative ten-year capital outlay budget start-
ing on the date of the first capital outlay
appropriation for the new university campus

» A copy of the resolution by the governing board
authonzing conversion of the educational center
to a umiversity campus.

» Maps of the area in which the proposed universi-
ty campus 18 to be located, indicating population
densities, topography, and road and highway
configurations.

New educational centers of the University of Califor-
mnia and the California State Uniwversity No less
than two years prior to the time 1t expects 1its first
capital outlay appropriation, the Regents or the
Trustees should submit to the Commission (with
copies to the Department of Finance, the Demogra-
phic Research Umt, and the Office of the Legisla-
tive Analyst) a “Letter of Intent to Expand * This
letter should contain the following information

» A preliminary five-year enrollment projection for
the new educational center (from the center’s
opening date), developed by the systemwide cen-
tral office, which should be consistent with the
statewide projections developed annually by the
Demographic Research Unit of the Department
of Finance The systemwide central office may
seek the advice of the Unut 1n developing the pro-
Jection, but Unit approval 1s not required at this
stage.



» The location of the new educational center 1n
terms as specific as possible An area not exceed-
ing a few square miles n size should be tdenti-
fied.

» If the statewide plan envisions the construction
or acquisition of more than one new 1nstitution,
the reasons for prioritizing the proposed educa-
tional center ahead of other new institutions
should be specified.

» A tume schedule for development of the new edu-
cational center, including preliminary dates and
enrollment levels at the opeming, final buildout,
and intermediate stages.

» A tentative ten-year capital outlay budget start-
ing on the date of the first capital outlay
appropriation

» A copy of the resolution by the goverming board
authorizing the new educational center.

» Maps of the area 1n which the proposed educa-
tional center 1s to be located, indicating popula-
tion densities, topography, and road and highway
configurations.

New Calsfornia Community Colleges No less than
36 months prior to the tume 1t expects 1ts first capi-
tal outlay appropriation, the Board of Governors of
the California Community Colleges should submit
to the Commuission (with copies to the Department
of Finance, the Demographic Research Umt, and
the Office of the Legislative Analyst) a “Letter of
Intent to Expand.” This letter should contain the
following information

» A preliminary ten-year enrollment projection for
the new college (from the college’s opening date),
developed by the district and/or the Chancellor's
Office, which should be consistent wath the state-
wide projections developed annually by the De-
mographic Research Umit of the Department of
Finance The Chancellor's Office may seek the
advice of the Unit 1n developing the projection,
but Unit approval 1s not required at this stage

» The location of the new college 1n terms as specif-
1c as possible, usually not exceeding a few square
miles

b A copy of the district’s most recent five-year cap-
tal construction plan

» If the statewide plan enwisions the construction
or acquisition of more than one new 1nstitution
within the 15-year term of the plan, the plan
should prioritize the proposed new colleges 1n
terms of three five-year intervals (near term, mid
term, and long term) Priorities within each of
the five-year periods of time shall be established
through the Board of Governors five-year capital
outlay planmng process required by Supplemen-
tal Language to the 1989 Budget Act.

» A time schedule for development of the new col-
lege, including preliminary dates and enrollment
levels at the opening, final buildout, and
intermediate stages

» A tentative ten-year capital outlay budget start-
ing on the date of the first capital outlay ap-
propnation

» A copy of the resolution by the Board of Gover-
nors authonzing the new college

» Maps of the area 1n which the proposed new col-
lege is to be located, indicating population densi-
ties, topography, and road and highway config-
urations.

New California Communuty College educational cen-
ters No less than 18 months prior to the time 1t ex-
pects 1ts first capital outlay appropriation, the
Board of Governors of the California Community
Colleges should submit to the Commission (with
copies to the Department of Finance, the Demogra-
phic Research Unit, and the Office of the Legsla-
tive Analyst) a “Letter of Intent to Expand ” This
letter should contain the following information

» A preliminary five-year enrollment projection for
the new educational center (from the center’s
opening date), developed by the district and/or
the Chancellor’s Office, which should be consis-
tent with the statewide projections developed an-
nually by the Demographic Research Umit of the
Department of Fitnance The Chancellor's Office
may seek the advice of the Unit 1in developing the
projection, but Unit approval 1s not required at
this stage

» The location of the new educational center 1n
terms as specific as possible, usually not exceed-
1ng a few square miles
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» A copy of the district’s most recent five-year capi-
tal construction plan

» If the statewnrde plan envisions the construction
or acquisition of more than one new institution
within the 15-year term of the plan, the plan
should pnioritize the proposed new centers in
terms of three five-year intervals (near term, md
term, and long term). Prionties within each of
the five-year periods of time shall be established
through the Board of Governors five-year capital
outlay planning process required by Supplemen-
tal Language to the 1989 Budget Act

» A time schedule for development of the new edu-
cational center, including preliminary dates and
enrollment levels at the opening, final buildout,
and intermedate stages.

» A tentative ten-year capital outlay budget start-
ing on the date of the first capital outlay appro-
priation.

» A copy of the resolution by the Board of Gover-
nors authonzing the new educational center

» Maps of the area in which the proposed educa-
tional center 1s to be located, indicating popula-
tion densities, topography, and road and highway
configurations

3 Commwswn-response
to the “Letter of Intent to Expand”

Once the “Letter of Intent to Expand” 1s received,
Commission staff will review the enrollment projec-
tions and other data and information that serve as
the basis for the proposed new institution If the
plans appear to be reasonable, the Commission's
executive director will advise the systemwide chief
executive officer to move forward with site acquisi-
tion or further development plans The Executive
Director may 1o this process raise concerns about
defects 1n the Letter of Intent to Expand that need
to be addressed 1n the planning process If the Exec-
utive Director is unable to advise the chief execu-
tive officer to move forward with the expansion
plan, he or she shall so state to the chief executive
officer prior to notifying the Department of Finance
and the Legslature of the basis for the negative
recommendation. The Executive Director shall re-
spond to the chief executive officer, 1n wniting, no

later than 60 days following submission of the Let-
ter of Intent to Expand to the Commigsion,

4 Development of the “needs study”

Following the Executive Director’s preliminary re-
commendation to move forward, the systemwide
central offices shall proceed wath the final process of
1dentifying potential sites for the new mstitution.
If property for the new nstitution 18 already owned
by the system, alternative sites must be identified
and considered 1n the manner required by the
California Environmental Quality Act So as to
avoid redundancy 1n the preparation of informa-
tion, all materials germane to the environmental
mmpact report process shall be made available to the
Commussion at the same tune that they are made
available to the designated responsible agencies

Upon approval of the environmental impact report .
by the lead agency, the svstemwide central office
shall forward the final environmental impact report
for the site a8 well as the final needs study for the
new 1nstitution to the Commission The needs
study must respond fully to each of the criteria out-
Iined below, which collectively will constitute the
basis on which the proposal for the new institution
will be evaluated. The needs study shall be com-
plete only upon receipt of the environmental 1mpact
report, the academic master plan, the special enroll-
ment projection approved by the Demographic Re-
search Umt, and complete responses to each of the
criteria listed below

5 Commussion action

Once the Commssion has received the completed
needs study, the Executive Director shall certify the
completeness of that Needs Study to the system-
wide chief executive officer The Commission shall
take final action on any proposal for a new wnstitu-
tion according to the following schedule

New university campus

Unuversity of California One Year

The Cahfornia State Umversity One Year
New college

Califormia Community Colleges Six Months

New Educational Center-
Umniversity of California  Six Months
The California State Umversity Six Months
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California Community Colleges * Four Months

Once the Commission has teken action on the pro-
posal, the Executive Director will notify the appro-
pnate legislative committee chairs, the Depart-
ment of Finance, and the Office of the Legslative
Analyst '

Criteria for evaluating proposals

As stated 1n Sections 66903[2a] and 66903(5] of the
Education Code, the Commission’s responsibility 18
to determine “the need for and location of new 1nsti-
tutions and campuses of public hgher education "
The critena below follow that categorization:

Critena related to need

1 Enrollment projections

11 Enrollment projections must be sufficient to
justify the establishment of the “new institution,”
as that term 18 defined above For a proposed new
educational center, enrollment projections for each
of the first five years of operation (from the center’s
opening date), must be pronided For a proposed
new college or umiversity campus, enrollment pro-
jectrons for each of the first ten years of operation
{from the college's or campus’s opening date) must
be provided. When an existing educational center
18 proposed to be converted to a new college or um-
versity campus, the center'’s previous enrollment
hastory, or the previous ten year's history (whichev-
er 18 less) must also be provided.

As the designated demographic agency for the
State, the Demographic Research Unit has the stat-
utory responsibility for prepanng systemwide and
district enrollment. For a proposed new institution,
the Umit will approve all projections of undergrad-
uate enroliment developed by a systemwide central
office of one of the public systems or by the commu-
nity college district proposing the new institution
The Unat shall provide the systems with advice and
mstructions on the preparation of enrollment pro-
jections Commumty College projections shall be
developed pursuant to the Umt's instructions, 1n-
cluded as Appendix B of these guadehnes on pages
17-34

Undergraduate enrollment projections for new
mstitutions of the Umiversity of California and the

Cahformia State University shall be presented 1n
terms of headcount and full-time-equivalent stu-
dents (FTES). Lower-division enrollment projec-
tions for new institutions of the Calhfornia Commu-
mty Colleges shall be presented in terms of head-
count students, Weekly Student Contact Hours
(WSCH), and WSCH per headcount student.

Graduate and professional student enrollment pro-
jections shall be prepared by the systemwide cen-
tral office proposing the new institution In prepar-
ing these projections, the specific methodology
and/or rationale generating the projections, an ana-
lys1s of supply and demand for graduate education,
and the need for new graduate and professional de-
grees, must be provided

12 For a new Umversity of Cahiformia campus,
statewide enrollment projected for the Umversity
should exceed the planned enrollment capacity of
ensting University campuses and educational cen-
ters as defined 1n the systemwide long-range plan
developed by the Regents pursuant to Item 1 of
these gmdelnes If the statewide enrollment pro-
jection does not exceed the planned enroliment ca-
pacity for the Umversity system, compelling state-
wide needs for the estabhshment of the new univer-
sity campus must be demonstrated In order for
compelling statewide needs to be established, the
University must demonstrate why these needs de-
serve priority attention over competing systemwide
needs for both support and capital outlay funding

13 For a new University of Cahforma educational
center, statewide enrollment projected for the Unt-
versity should exceed the planned enrollment capa-
aty of existing University campuses and education-
al centers as defined 1n the systemwide long-range
plan developed by the Regents pursuant to Item 1 of
these gmidelines If the statewide enrollment pro-
jection does not exceed the planned enrollment ca-
pacity for the Umversity system, compelling state-
wide needs for the establishment of the new edu-
cational center must be demonstrated In order for
compelhng statewide needs to be estabhished, the
University must demonstrate why these needs de-
serve prionity attention over competing needs 1n
other sectors of the University for both support and
capital outlay funding

1 4 For a new Cahfornia State Umiversity campus,
statewide enrollment projected for the State

46



Umversity system should exceed the planned en-
rollment capacity of existing State University cam-
puses and educational centers as defined in the sys-
temwide long-range plan developed by the Board of
Trustees pursuant to Item 1 of these guidelines If
the statewrde enrollment projection does not exceed
the planned enrollment capacity for the system,
compelling regional needs must be demonstrated
In order for compelling regional needs to be demon-
strated, the system must specify why these regional
needs deserve priority attention over competing
needs 1n other sectors of the State Umversity sys-
tem for both support and capital outlay funding

15 For a new Calhfornia State University educa-
tional center, statewide enrollment projected for the
State University system should exceed the planned
enrollment capacity of existing State University
campuses and educational centers as defined in the
systemwide long-range plan developed by the Board
of Trustees pursuant to Item 1 of these guidehines.
If the statewade enrollment projection does not ex-
ceed the planned enrollment capacity for the State
University system, compelling statewide or region-
al needs for the establishment of the new education-
al center must be demonstrated In order for
compelling statewide or regional needs to be estab-
hshed, the State University must demonstrate why
these needs deserve priority attention over compet-
Ing needs 1n other sectors of the University for both
support and capital outlay funding

16 For a new community college or educational
center, enrollment projected for the distnct propos-
ing the college or educational center should exceed
the planned enrollment capacity of existing district
colleges and educational centers If the district en-
roliment projection does not exceed the planned en-
rollment capacity of existing district colleges or
educational centers, compelling regional or local
needs must be demonstrated The district shall
demonstrate local needs by satisfying the require-
ments of the criterna specified 1n these guidelines
Regional and statewide needs shall be demon-
strated by the Board of Governors through the long-
range planning process

2 Programmatwe alternatives

21 Proposals for new institutions should address
at least the following alternatives (1) the posstbil-

ity of establishing an educational center instead of
a university campus or community college, (2) the
expansion of existaing institutions; (3) the mcreased
utilization of existing institutions, particularly 1n
the afternoons and evenings, and during the sum-
mer months, (4) the shared use of existing or new
facilities and programs with other postsecondary
education 1nstitutions, 1n the same or other public
systems or independent institutions, (5) the use of
nontraditional modes of instructional dehvery, such
as “colleges without walls” and distance learning
through nteractive television and computerized
mstruction, and (6) private fund raising or dona-
tions of land or facilities for the proposed new 1nsti-
tution

3 Seruing the disadvantaged

31 The new institution must facilitate access for
disadvantaged and historically underrepresented
groups

4 Academic planning and program justification

4.1 The programs projected for the new mstitution
must be described and justified. An academic mas-
ter plan, mmcluding a general sequence of program
and degree level plans, and an 1nstitutional plan to
implement such State goals as access, qualty; in-
tersegmental cooperation, and diversification of
students, faculty, administration, and staff for the
new mstitution, must be provided

5 Consideration of needed funding

51 A cost analysis of both capital outlay esti-
mates and projected support costs for the new insti-
tution, and possible options for alternative funding
sources, must be provided

Criterwa related to location

6 Consideraiion of alternative sites

61 A cost-benefit analysis of alternatives, includ-
1ng a consideration of alternative sites for the new
institution, must be articulated and documented
This criterion may be satisfied by the Environmen-
tal Impact Report, provided 1t contains a compre-
hensive analysis of the advantages and disadvan-
tages of alternative sites

)
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7. Geographic and physical accesstbility

71 The physical, social, and demographic charae-
toristica of the location and surrounding service
areas for the new 1nstitution must be included

72 ‘There must be a plan for student, faculty, and
staff transportation to the proposed location Plans
for student and faculty housing, including projec-
tions of needed on-campus residential facilities,
should be included 1f appropriate For locations
that do not plan to maimntain student on-campus
residences, reasonable commuting time for students
- defined generally aa not exceeding a 30-45 minute
automobile drive (including tume to locate parking)
for a majonity of the residents of the service area --
must be demonstrated

8 Enwironmental ard social tmpact

8.1 The proposal must include a copy of the final
environmental 1mpact report. To expedite the re-
view process, the Commuission should be provided
all information related to the environmental impact
report process as 1t becomes available to responsible
agencies and the public

9. Effects on other institutions

9.1 Other systems, mstitutions, and the communi-
ty 1n which the new institution 18 to be located
should be consulted during the planning process,
especially at the time that alternatives to expansion
are explored. Strong local, regional, and/or state-
wide interest in the proposed facility must be
demonstrated by letters of support from responsible
agencies, groups, and individuals

92 The establishment of a new University of Cali-
fornia or California State University campus or
educational center must take into coneideration the
umpact of a new facility on existing and projected
enrollments 1 the neighboring institutions of its
own and of other systems

93 The establishment of a new community college
must not reduce existing and projected enrollments
1n adjacent community colleges -- exther within the
distnct proposing the new college or 1n adjacent dis-
tricts -- to a level that will damage their economy of
operation, or create excess enrollment capacity at
these institutions, or lead to an unnecessary dupli-
cation of programs

Other considerations
10  Economuc efficrency

101 Since it 18 1n the best mnterests of the State to
encourage maxirmum economy of operation, priority
shall be given to proposals for new 1nstitutions
where the State of California 1s relieved of all or
part of the financial burden When such proposals
melude gifts of land, construction costs, or equip-
ment, a higher priority shall be granted to such pro-
jects than to projects where all costs are born by the
State, assuming all other criterna histed above are
satisfied.

102 A higher prionity shall be given to projects in-
volving intersegmental cooperation, provided the
systems or institutions involved can demonstrate a
financial savings or programmatic advantage to the
State as a result of the cooperative effort.
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Guidelines for Review of Proposed Campuses
and Off-Campus Centers (1990 Edition)

Introduction

Commussion responsibilities and authority
regarding new campuses and centers

Califorma Education Code Section 66904 expresses
the intent of the Legslature that the sites for new
mstitutions or branches of pubhc postsecondary ed-
ucation will not be authorized or acquired unless
recommended by the Commigsion.

It 18 the 1ntent of the Legislature that sites for
new mstitutions or branches of the University
of Cahfornia and the California State Umiver-
gity, and the classes of off-campus centers as
the commssion shall determine, shall not be
authorized or acquired unless recommended by
the commission

It is further the of the Legslature that Califor-
ma community colleges shall not receive state
funds for acquisition of sites or construction of
new institutions, branches or off-campus cen-
ters unless recommended by the commission
Acquisition or construction of non-state-funded
community colleges, branches and off- campus
centers, and proposals for acquisition or con-
struction shall be reported to and may be re-
viewed and commented upon by the Commis-
fion

Evolution and purpose of the guwdelines

In order to carry out 1ts given responsibilities in this
area, the Commission in April 1975 adopted policies
relating to the review of new campuses and centers
and revised those policies 1n September 1978 and
September 1982 Both the 1975 document and the
two revisions outhined the Commssion’s basic as-
sumptions under which the guidelines and proce-
dures were developed and then specified the propos-
als subject to Commission review, the criteria for re-
viewing proposals, the schedule to be followed by the
segments when submitting proposals, and the con-
tents of the required “needs studies ”

Reasons for the current revisions

By 1988, expenence with the existing procedures
suggested that they needed revision 1n order to ac-
commodate the changed planning environment in
Califorma, particularly related to Cahforma’s Enwi-
ronmental Quahty Act and the environmental 1m-
pact report (EIR) procesg, as well as to accommodate
vartous provisions of the recently renewed Master
Plan for Higher Education In addition, Califorma’s
postsecondary enrollment demand continues to 1n-
crease, and as the public segments move forward
with thewr long-range facihities plans, the time 18
particularly nipe for revising the existing guide-
lines. This revision 18 1ntended to (1) ensure that
the public segments grow 1n an orderly and efficient
manner and that they meet the State's policy objec-
taves for postsecondary education under the Master
Plan, (2) ensure proper and timely review by the
State of segmental plans based on clearly stated cr1-
tera, and (3) assist the segments 1n determining the
procedures that need to be followed to prepare and
implement their expansion plans

Policy assumptions used
in developing these guidelines

The following s1x policy assumptions are central to
the development of the procedures and criteria that
the Commassion uses 1n reviewing proposals for new
campuses and off-campus centers.

1 It will continue to be State policy that each resi-
dent of Cahiformia who has the capacity and mot:-
vation to benefit from higher education will have
the opportunity to enroll in an 1nstitution of
higher education The Califorma Commumty
Colleges shall continue to be accessible to all per-
sons at least 18 years of age who can benefit from
the instruction offered, regardless of district
boundaries The California State Unuversity and
the Umiversity of Califormia shall continue to be
accessible to first-time freshmen among the pool
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of students ehigible according to Master Plan eli-
gibiity guidelines Master Plan guidelines on
undergraduate admission priorities will contin
ue to be (1) continuing undergraduates 1n good
standing, (2) Califorma residents who are sue-
cessful transfers from California public commu-
nity colleges, (3) California residents entering at
the freshman or sophomore level, and (4) resi-
dents of other states or foreign counties

The differentiation of function between the seg-
ments with regard to institutional mission shall
continue to be as defined by the State's Master
Plan for Higher Education

The University of California plans and develops
1ts campuses and off-campus centers on the basis
of statewide need

The California State University plans and devel-
ops its campuses and off-campus centers on the
basis of statewide needs and special regional con-
siderations

The California Comm‘umty Colleges plan and de-
velop their campuses and off-campus centers on
the basis of local needs

Planned enrollment capacities are established
for and observed by all campuses of public post-
secondary education These capacities are deter-
mined on the basis of statewide and institutional
economies, community and campus environment,
limitations on campus size, program require-
ments and student enrollment levels, and inter-
nal organization. Planned capacities are esta-
blished by the governing boards of community
college districts (and reviewed by the Board of
Governors of the Califormia Community Colleg-
es), the Trustees of the Califormia State Univer-
sity, and the Regents of the University of Califor-
ma These capacities, as well as the statewide
procedures for setting these capacities, are sub-
ject to review and recommendation by the Com-
mussion provided in Califorma Education Code
Section 66903

Projects subject to Commission review

The following types of projects are subject to review
new campuses and permanent off-campus centers,
major off-campus centers 1n leased facilities, and
conversion of off-campus centers to full-service cam-
puses The Commission may also review and com-
ment on other projects consistent with its overall
State planning and coordination role

Schedule for the review of new projects

The following timelines are meant to allow a reason-
able amount of time for Commussion review of plans
at appropriate stages in the process The Commis-
sion can accelerate its review of the process if 1t so
chooses

Unless otherwise specified, all three public postse-
condary segments should endeavor to observe these
timelines when proposing construction of a major
new project subject to Commission review under
these guidelines

1 Plans for new campuses and permanent off-
campus centers should be made by the segmental
governing boards following their adoption of a
systemwide planning framework designed to ad-
dress total statewide segmental long-range
growth needs, including the capacity of existing
campuses and centers to accommodate those
needs, and the development of new campuses and
centers This planning framework should be
submitted to the Commission for review and
comment before proceeding wath plans for loca-
tion and construction of new campuses

2 Segments are requested to defer the selection of
specific sttes for new campuses or permanent off-
campus centers until such time as they have in-
formed the Commission of their general plans for
expansion and received a recommendation from
the Commission to proceed with further expan-
sion activity. No later than one year prior to the
date the segment expects to forward a final pro-
posal for a new campus or center to the Commis-
sion, or 18 months prior to the time when 1t
hopes
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the Commission wall forward 1ts final recommen-
dation about the facility to the Governor and
Legislature, it is requested to transmit a letter
of intent to expand to the Commission The let-
ter of intent should tnclude, at minimum, the fol-
lowing information for the new campus (1) pre-
himinary projections of enrollment demand by
age of student and level of mstruction, (2) 1ts
general location, and (3) the basis on which the
segment has determined that expansion mn this
area at this tume 18 a systemwide prionity 1n con-
trast to other potential segmental priorities
Other 1nformation that may be available that
will be required at the time of the final needs
study (see below, item 1-4) may also be submit-
ted at this time

Once the “letter of 1ntent” 18 received, Commis-
sion staff will review the enrollment projections
and other data and information that serve as the
basis for the proposed new campus This review
will be done 1n consultation with staff from the
Demographic Research Unit 1n the State Depart-
ment of Finance, which 18 the agency statutorily
responsible for demographic research and popu-
lation projections. If the plans appear to be rea-
sonable, the Commuission will recommend that
the segments move forward with their site acqui-
sition or further development plans The Com-
mission may 1n this process raise concerns with
the segments about defects i the plans that need
to be addressed 1n the planning process If the
Commission 1s unable to recommend approval of
moving forward with the expansion plans, 1t
shall so state to the segmental governing board
prior to notifying the Department of Finance and
the Legislature of 1ts analysis and the basis for
its negative recommendetion The Commission
shall consider the prehminary plan no later than
60 days following 1ts submission to the Commis-
s10n

Following the Commssion’s prehminary recom-
mendation to move forward, the segments are re-
quested to proceed with the final process of 1den-
tifying potential sites for the campus or perma-
nent off-campus center. If property appropriate
for the campus or center 18 already owned by the
segment, alternative sites to that must be 1dents-
fied and considered 1n the manner required by
the California Environmental Quahty Act Soas
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to avoid redundancy in preparation of informa-
tion, all materials that are germane to the envi-
ronmental impact report process shall be made
available to the Commission at the same time
that 1t 18 made available to the designated re-
sponsible agencies

5 Upon completion of the environmental review
process and no more than six months prior to the
time of expected final Commission approval of
the proposed new campus, the segment shall for-
ward the final environmental impact report for
the site as well as the final needs study report for
the campus or center to the Commission The
needs study report should address each of the cn-
teria outlined below on which the proposal for
the campus or center will be evaluated

6 Once the Commission has received from the seg-
ment all matenals necessary for evaluating the
proposal, it shall certify the completeness of the
application to the segment. The Commission
shall take final action on proposals during the
next 81x months. In reviewing the proposal, the
Commission will seek approval of the enrollment
projections by the Demographic Research Unit,
unless the justification for expansion 18 primar-
1ly unrelated to meeting access demands Once
the Commussion has taken action on the propos-
al, 1t w1ll so notify both the Department of Fi-
nance and the Office of the Legslative Analyst.

Critena for evaluating proposals

1 Enrollment projections

1.1 For new facilities that are planned to accom-
modate expanded enrollments, enrollment projec-
tions should be sufficient to justify the establish-
ment of the campus or off-campus center For the
proposed new campus or center, enrollment projec-
tions for each of the first ten years of operation, and
for the fifteenth and twentieth years, must be pro-
vided When an existing off-campus center 18 pro-
posed to be converted to a new campus, all previous
enroliment experience must also be provided

As the designated demographic agency for the State,
the Demographic Research Unit has lead responsi-
bility for prepanng systemwide and distnct enroll-
ment projections, as well as projections for specific

13
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proposals The Demographic Research Umt will pre-
pare enrollment projections for all Community Col-
lege proposals, and exther the Demographic Research
Umt population projections or K-12 enrollment esti-
mates must be used as the basis for generating en-
rollment projections 1n any needs study prepared by
the Umivereity of California or the California State
University For the two University segments, the
Commission will request the Demographic Research
Unit to review and approve demographically-driven
enrollment projections prior to Commission consid-
eration of the final proposal, unless the campus or
permanent center 18 justified on academc, policy, or
other cnteria that do not relate strictly to enroll-
ment demand.

For graduate/professional student enrollment esti-
mates, the specific methodology and/or rationale
generating the estimates, an analysis of supply of
and demand for graduate education, and the need
for new graduate and professional degrees, must be
provided

1.2 Statewide enrollment projected for the Univer-
sity of California should exceed the planned enroll-
ment capacity of existing University campuses as
defined 1n their long-range development plans If
the statewide enrollment projection does not exceed
the planned enrollment capacity for the system,
compelling statewide needs for the establishment of
the new campus must be demonstrated

13 Statewide enrollment projected for the Califor-
nia State University system should exceed the
planned enrollment capacity of existing State Uni-
versity campuses as defined by their enrollment
ceilings If the statewide enrollment projection does
not exceed the planned enrollment capacity for the
system, compelling regional needs must be demon-
strated. In order for compelling regional needs to be
demonstrated, the segment must specify how these
regional needs deserve priority attention over com-
peting segmental prionties

14 Enrollment projected for a community college
district should exceed the planned enrollment ca-
pacity of existing district campuses If the district
enrollment projection does not exceed the planned
enrollment capacity of existing district campuses,
compelling regional or local needs must be demon-
strated. In order for compelling regional needs to be

demonstrated, the segment must specify how these
regional needs deserve prionty attention over oth-
ers 1n the State.

15 Enrollments projected for community college
campuses must be within a reasonable commuting
time of the campus, and should exceed the mmimum
g1ze for a community college district established by
legislation (1,000 umits of average daily attendance
[ADA] two years after opeming)

2. Alternatwves to new campuses
or off-campus centers

21 Proposals for 2 new campus or off-campus cen-
ter should address alternatives to establishment of
new 1nstitutions, 1ncluding (1) the possibility of
establishing an off-campus center 1nstead of a cam-
pus; (2) the expansion of existing campuses, (3} the
increased utihzation of existing campuses, such as
year-round operation, (4) the increased use of exist-
ing facilities and programs in other postsecondary
education segments, and (5) the use of nontradition-
al modes of 1nstructional delhvery, such as telecom-
munication and distance learming

22 A cost-benefit analyais of alternatives, mclud-
1ng alternative sites for the campus or center must
be articulated and documented.

3. Serving the disadvantaged

The campus or center must facilitate access for the

ecopomically, educationally, socially, and physically
disadvantaged

4. Geographic and physiwcel accessibulity

The physical, social, and demographic charactens-
tics of the location and surrounding service areas for
the new campus or center must be included There
must be a plan for student, faculty, and staff trans-
portation to the proposed location Plans for student
and faculty housing, including projections of needed
on-campus residential facilities, should be included
as appropriate For locations which do not plan to
maintain student on-campus residences, reasonable
commuting time for students must be demonstrated

o
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5 Eruvironmental and social impact

The proposal must include a copy of the environ-
mental impact report. To expedite the review pro-
cess, the Commussion should be provided all infor-
mation related to the environmental 1mpact report
process as 1t becomes available to responsible agen-
ces and the public

6 Effects on other nstitutions

6.1 Other segments, 1nstitutions, and the commu-
mty 1n which the campus or center 13 to be located
should be consulted during the planmng process for
the new facithty, especially at the time that alterna-
tives to expansion are explored. Strong local, re-
gional, and/or statewide 1nterest 1n the proposed fa-
ahity must be demonstrated.

62 The establishment of a new Univeraity of Cali-
fornia or California State University campus or cen-
ter must take 1nto consideration the impact of a new
facihity on existing and projected enrollments n the
neighbonng nstitutions of 1ts own and of other seg-
ments

63 The establishment of a new community college
campus must not reduce existing and projected en-
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rollments 1n adjacent community colleges -- exther
within the district proposing the new campus or 1n
adjacent districts -- to a level that will damage their
economy of operation, or create excess enrollment
capacity at these 1nstitutions, or lead to an unneces-
sary duplication of programs

T Academic planning and program justification

The programs projected for the new campus must be
described and justified An academic master plan,
including general sequence of program plans and
degree lovel plans, and a campus plan to implement
such State goals as access, quality, intersegmental
cooperation, diveraification of students, faculty, ad-
mimstration and staff for the new campus, must be
provided The proposal must include plans to pro-
vide an equitable learning environment for the re-
cruitment, retention and success of historically un-
derrepresented students.

8 Consideration of needed funding

A cost analysis of both capital outlay estimates and
projected support costs for the new campus or per-
manent off-campus center, and possible options of
alternative funding sources, must be provided
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GUIDE FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICTS

PROJECTION OF ENROLLMENT
AND ANNUAL AVERAGE WEEKLY STUDENT CONTACT HOURS
FOR NEW COLLEGES AND EDUCATIONAL CENTERS

Under California Postsecondary Education Commussion (CPEC) guidelines community
college districts must provide enroliment projections for new colleges and educational
centers. If state funding 1s required for a new institution the enroliment projections must
be approved by the Demographic Research Unit (DRU), Department of Finance (DOF)

Districts may submit enroliment projections between September and January Review will
take place between October and February with a minimum of four weeks for review. |f
more enrollment projections are submitted than can be reviewed by DRU staff in the time
available, projections will be prioritized by the California Community Colleges Chancelior's
Office, Faciliies Planning Unit for DRU review

DRU staff are available on a mited basis to mest with districts during the development
of a projection on issues such as data, projection methodology, and assumptions to
assure conformity with the guidelines

A projection for a new Institution must include the following data with all assumptions
articulated and supported by documentation before DOF will approve the projection

Demographic Research Unit
Department of Finance

915 L Street

Sacramento, CA 95814-3701
(916) 322-4651
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. DATA

1. Site description

2. Opening date and description of the proposed curriculum as it is expected to
develop over the projection penod

This section must also address associated changes that can be expected in the
ratios of full-time to part-time students, credit to noncredit students, day to evening
students, and older to younger students. Also include a discussion of the impact
of the proposed development on the programs currently in place in the district and
on all neighboring colleges

3 Population projections

Population projections from the local council of governments or county planning
agency for (a) the county, (b) the district, and (c) the service area of the new
institution, or for the geographic areas that best approximate those boundaries (for
example, ZIP codes or census tracts) must be provided.

The distnict must document the source of the projections, including the date of
therr release and the levels of detail for which they are available (geographic detail,
time intervals, and age/gender detail)

State Administrative Manual Sections 1101 and 1103 require that the population
forecasts used in planning not exceed Department of Finance projections on a
regional basis If the population projections used by the district exceed the
Department of Finance projections, they must be made consistent.

Although not required, tt is recommended that the projections be controlled upward
to the most recent Department of Finance population projections at the county
level, if local population forecasts are below DOF

it the local planning agencies and the local council of governments have no
subcounty-level population projections, a letter from those agencies confirming that
fact 1s required. In that case, the most recent Department of Finance county
population projections may be used in combination with 1980 Census data by
census tract to determine the proportion of the county population within the service
area and within the district.

Population age 18 through 64 is to be used as the base for calculating participation
rates and for projecting community college enroliment. It may be preferable to use
greater detail by gender, ethnicity, and age (ages groups 18-24, 25-34, 35-64), if
the population of the service area differs in composition from the remainder of the
district's population

(@]
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4,

Service area and maps

The district must identify the primary service area of the new institution and provide
a map showing the district and the service area borders in terms of the geographic
boundaries used in the population projections (e.g., if the population projections
are available by ZIP cods, the district must define the service area in terms of ZIP
codes and provide a ZIP code map of the district).

The service area must be justified by documented attendance patterns evident in
the district’s enroliment data and within a reasonable commute time. Population
outside of the district's boundaries may be used in a projection only with the
written approval of both the Community Colleges Chancellor’s Office and CPEC

A map illustrating roads and commute patterns in the area expected to generate
students for the new institution must also be included

Enrollment data

The district must provide unduplicated fall first-census enroliment for the most
recent year consistent with its official fall first-census data reported by the
Community Colleges Chancellor’s Office cross-tabulated

a) by residence of student by ZIP code, census tract, or other unit of
geography consistent with the geographic divisions for which population
projections are available, and

b) by location of attendance .
A format example i1s attached (Form 1).
Note. All students, regardless of residence are included

Historical data

The projection must provide a history of enroliment and annual average weekly
student contact hours for day credit, evening credit, and noncredit categories for
all current programs which will be absorbed by the new institution. Ten years of
histoncal data are required for recognized educational centers; three years of
historical data are required for outreach operations For example, if an entire
outreach operation (site 1) and one small program from a coliege (site 2) are to
be moved to a proposed educational center, historical data (not projected data)
must be provided for each site as well as for the remainder of the district. Sample
worksheets are attached (Forms 2 and 3)

It 1s critical for approval of the projections that the enroliment and annual average
WSCH used in the projection be consistent with the district’'s official numbers
reported by the Community Colleges Chancsllor’'s Office An explanation of the
method of calculating annua!l everage weekly student hours (WSCH) follows.

(1]
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Projection

Projections must meet the requirements of both the Community Colleges
Chancellor's Office and CPEC. A recommended format is attached (Form 4),

CPEC's guidelines require the following:

For a proposed new education center, enroliment projections for each of
the first five years of operation (from the center's opening date), must be
provided. For a proposed new college or university campus, enroliment
projections for each of the first ten years of operation (from the college’s or
campus's opening date) must be provided When an existing educational
center is proposed to be converted to a new college or university campus,
the center’s previous enroliment history, or the previous ten year's history
(whichever 1s less) must also be provided

Copy of “Letter of Intent to Expand” with attachments

21
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Form 1

ENROLLMENT DATA

Use Fall first-census UNDUPLICATED total enroliment by ZIP code by site (institution or outreach
operation). Each site that will be moved to the new institution should be listed as weli as the
remainder of the district. Data for several small outreach operations in the service area may be
grouped as one site 1f they are all similar and will be moved to the new institution. Grouped data
must have a footnote listing the sites. '

STUDENTS ATTENDING MORE THAN ONE INSTITUTION SHOULD BE COUNTED IN ONLY ONE

INSTITUTION. If a significant number of students attend more than one institution, please note their
total number, where they were counted, and which other institution they attend.

Facility
Site 1 + Site 2 + Remainder/Dist = Total District*

(Include students enrolied in BOTH day and evening)

Total Enroliment '

| ZIPS 9
9
9
9
9
9
9
Center Subtotal
All other ZIPS
' Sum of ZIPS
* Distnct enroliment should match district enrofiment reported on the Department of Finance

report, * Projection of Fall Enroliment and Annual Average WSCH.” Distnicts with more sites
will need more data columns. 3 B '
. g 23
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Form 2

HISTORICAL ENROLLMENT DATA

Fall first-census UNDUPLICATED enrollment should be listed for each institution or outreach
operation site that will be moved to the new institution, and for the remainder of the district.
Data for several small outreach operations in the service area may be grouped consistent with

Form 1.
Facility:

Category
and Years

Eve Credt
1988-89
1989-80
1990-91

Day Credt
1888-89
1889-80

1890-91

1888-89

1989-90

1830-91

Total
1988-89

| 1s89-90
1990-01

Site 1 + Site 2 + Remainder/Dist. = Total District*

* Columns should add to "Total District.” "Total District” should match the Department of
Finance report, "Projection of Fall Enrollment and Annual Average WSCH" for day credtt,
evening credit and noncredit categories. Districts with more sites will need more data

columns.

25
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Form 3

HISTORICAL WSCH DATA
(Please see attached instruction sheet for calculation of WSCH)
Annual average WSCH should be hsted for each institution or outreach operation site that will
be moved to the new institution, and for the remainder of the district. Data for several small
outreach operations in the service area may be grouped consistent with Form 1.
chility:

Category
and Years Site 1 + Site 2 + Remainder/Dist. = Total District*

Eve Credit
1988-89
1989-80
1980-91
Day Credt
1988-89
1989-90
1830-91
Noncredit
1988-89
1989-80
1990-91
Jotal
1988-89
1989-90
1990-91
* Columns should add to "Total Distnct." "Total District” should match the Department of
Finance report, "Projection of Fall Enroliment and Annual Average WSCH" for day credit,

evening credit and noncredit categories. Districts with more sites will need more data
o columns. - 60 27
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COMPUTATION OF ANNUAL AVERAGE WSCH
FROM STUDENT CONTACT HOURS REPORT

The "Community Colleges Student Contact Hours" for the fiscal year, P-3, 1s prepared by
the Chancellor's Office in August each year. This report contains Summer, Fall, Winter,
and Spring WSCH data.

For all schools: Calculate the number of weeks in the academic year by dividing the
. number of term days by five

Day credit. Add total hours for day dally census procedure courses and actual hours of
attendance procedure courses Divide that total by the number of weeks in the
academic year and add it to the day mean of all weekly census procedure courses
(hrst census WSCH for each term, divided by the number of terms)

Evenina credit' Repeat the same procsdure for extended day.

Noncredit Noncredit is reported under actual hours of attendance procedure courses,

noncredit courses Divide the total noncredit hours by the number of weeks in the
academic year

Keep In mind that
Summer intersession courses are never included in the calculations.
Computations are done at the campus level, then summed to the district level -

Computations for day credit and evening credit include work experience and
independent study

Student contact hours are the sum of hours for resident and nonresident students

Demographic Research Unit
Department of Finance

915 L Street

Sacramento, CA 95814-3701
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METHODOLOGY AND ASSUMPTIONS

The following is a suggested method of dsveloping enroliment projections for new
institutions. Other methods may also be acceptable provided that they are (a) adequately

documented with the requested data, (b) based upon official population projections, and

(c) based upon reasonable, justified assumptions. If a method other than the suggested
method is chosen, the district should discuss the method with DRU staff.

1.

Match the student data with the population data. H the geography of the
population data is not the same as the student data geography, then the two units
of geography must be assigned as whole units or proportions of units to the
proposed service area and to the remainder of the district. Maps and enroliment
data provided by the district must clearly illustrate and support the assignment.

Calculate historical participaton rates using enroliment data (from Data, step S)
and population (age 18 - 64 if possible). A participation rate is enrollment divided
by population multiplied by 1000. Three sets of rates are needed’

a) rates for the aggregated sites which will be incorporated by the new
institution - divide total enroliment from those sites by the population of the
proposed service area

b) rates for the proposed service area - divide the total of all district students
who reside within the service area boundaries by the population of the
service area and

C) rates for the remainder of the district - divide all district students minus the
number of students residing in the service area (students in 2 b) by the
population of the remainder of the district (district population less proposed
service area population)

Generally if the new institution will provide a credit program only, only credit
enroliment 1s used in all the calculations.

To derive total enroliment for the years between the current year and the first year

the new institution will be open, multiply the participation rate calculated in step 2.a
by the projected service area population for each year This method assumes no
significant changes in participation rate between the last year for which enroliment
data are avalable and the opening of the new institution This assumption may
require vanation based upon circumstances in the distnct (avalable space and
resources, for example).

An assumption must be made at this point regarding the participation rate that will
be reached in the service arga after the new institution Is open. Depending upon
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Appendix B

how closely the new institution's curriculum resembles the course offerings
available at other insttutions in the district, and how closely the service area
resembiles the rest of the district, assume that the participation rate will reach 75%
to 100% of the remainder of district participation rates. The participation rate for
residents of the service area should not exceed the participation rate for the
remainder of the distnct.

To project total enroliment for the new institution, calculate the difference between
the participation rate for the proposed service area and the participation rate for
the remainder of the district adjusted in step 4 ((2.c * x%) - 2b) Add this figure
to the participation rate for the outreach and existing institutions which will be
moved to the new institution (step 2.a). The result will be the participation rate for
the new institution, once it is established. Normally this new participation rate is
phased in over the first three years of operation  Total enroliment is the result of
multiplying the projected population by the participation rate.

Note. Some students included in the calculation of step 2.b may attend classes
elsewhere In the district Generally, t is assumed that the participation of these
students at other district facilities will remain constant throughout the projection,
but this assumption may be adjusted depending upon the district’s overall capacity
and projected growth. For example, if the district’s existing institutions can absorb
more service area students, it may be appropniate to assume that they will serve
a greater proportion If, however, the district's institutions are already impacted
and population growth in the remainder of the district will exceed the capacity of
the district’s existing facifities, then it may be appropriate to assume that a smaller
proportion will be served by existing facilities once the new institution is opened

The proportions of students in day credit, evening credit, and noncredit categories
are to be based on the history of the programs being absorbed by the new
Institution, 1n ine with the program descript:on for the new institution, and applied
to the projected enroliment total. Generally the proportions will not change until
the new institution opens

Project the annual average WSCH to enroliment ratios for each category, day
credit, evening credit, and noncredt, reflecting the developments described in the
curriculum explanation. Generally ratios are held constant until the new institution
opens, then gradually increased to more closely resemble the district’s ratios. The
ratios for a center are normally lower than they are for a fully developed college.

Calculate annual average WSCH for the projection period by multiplying

enrollments by the ratios developed in the previous step. This process must be
repeated for day credit, evening credrt, and noncredit, then summed to the total.



California Postsecondary Education Commission
The Commussion’s Role in the Review of Proposals
for New Campuses and Off-Campus Centers --
Guidelines and Procedures. Unnumbered Commus-
sion Report Sacramento: The Commassion, 1975.

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

References

Report 82-34 Sacramento: the Commission, Sep-
tember 1982

--  Guidelines for Review of Proposed Campuses
and Off-Campus Centers A Reuvision of the Com-
mussion’s 1982 Guidelines and Procedures for Re-
view of New Campuses and Off-Campus Centers
Commission Report 90-9 Sacramento The Com-
mi1ss10n, January 1980
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October 16, 2000

Allan Petersen

Educational and FaCIlltleS Plannlng
5340 Bunker Court

Fair Oaks, CA 95628

Dear Allan:

The Demographic Research Unit has reviewed and approves the following enroliment
projection for the Chaffee Community College District's Fontana Center: -~

Fontana Center Enroliment Pro;ectlon

. Enroliment/

Year Enrollment WSCH WSCH FTES
1995 1,041 32 3,328 111
1998 2018 84 16,951 565
1999 2,816 6.0 - 16,973 565
2000 2,990 . 6.0 18,030 601
2005 3,572 7.0 25006 834
2010 4,537 75 34,031 1,134
2015 5,097 76 38,737 1,291

While we noted an error in the computation of Fontana's adult population, and another on ‘
Table 3.1 where Ontario’s WSCH and FTES were inserted in place of Fontana’s 1999
through 2005, corrections would not significantly affect the above projection.

. We extend our best wishes for the success of the center.

Sincerely

- Linda Gage, Chief

Demographic Research Unit "
Department of Finance

cc:. Dr. Emest Berg, Allan Petersen & Dr. Emest Berg & Associates
Jerry W. Young;, Superintendent/President Chaffee Community College District
Fred Harris, Community Colleges Chancellor's Office
Walt Reno, Community College Chancellor's Office
- Beth Graybill, California Postsecondary Education Commission
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Letters Of Support*
Chaffey Community College Fontana Center

Educational Institutions

Linda M. Spink, Superintendent/President, Antelope Valley College

Richard J. Giese, Superintendent/President, Mt. San Jacinto Community College District

William H. Feddersen, President & Chief Executive Officer, Mt. San Antonio College

Jack H. Sherman, Acting Chancellor, San Bernardino Community College District

Joe Newmyer, Interim Chancellor, North Orange County Community College District

Nicholas L. Halisky, Superintendent/President, Victor Valley Community College
District :

Bob H. Suzuki, President, California State Polytechnic University, Pomona

Jerrold Pritchard, Associate Vice President, Academic Programs, California State
University, San Bernardino

Brenda Barham Hill, Chief Executive Officer, Claremont University Consortium

Raymond L. Orbach, Chancellor, University of California, Riverside

Stephen Morgan, President, University of La Verne

Barry Pulliam, County Superintendent, San Bernardino County Superintendent of
Schools '

Government
Kenneth R. Hunt, City Manager, City of Fontana

*Copies of Letters on file with Needs Study



CALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION COMMISSION

THE California Postsecondary Education Commis-
sion is a citizen board established in 1974 by the
Legislature and Governor to coordinate the efforts
of California’s colleges and universities and to pro-
vide independent, non-partisan policy analysis and
recommendations to the Governor and Legislature.

Members of the Commission

The Commission consists of 16 members. Nine rep-
resent the general public, with three each appointed
for six-year terms by the Governor, the Senate
Rules Committee, and the Speaker of the Assembly.
Five others represent the major segments of post-
secondary education in California. Two student
members are appointed by the Governor.

As of July 2001, the Commissioners representing
the general public are:

Alan S. Arkatov, Los Angeles; Chair
Carol Chandler, Selma; Vice Chair
Lance Izumi, Sacramento

Kyo "Paul" Jhin, Malibu ‘
Guillermo Rodriguez, Jr., San Francisco
Evonne Seron Schulze, San Diego
Olivia K. Singh, San Francisco

Howard Welinsky, Burbank

Melinda G. Wilson, Torrance

Representatives of the segments are:

Kyhl Smeby, Pasadena; appointed by the Gover-
nor to represent the Association of Independent
California Colleges and Universities;

Phillip J. Forhan, Fresno; appointed by the Board
of Governors of the California Community Col-
leges;

Susan Hammer, San Jose; appointed by the Cali-
fornia State Board of Education;

William D. Campbell, Newport Beach; ap-
pointed by the Trustees of the California State
University; and

Odessa P. Johnson, Modesto; appointed by the
Regents of the University of California.

The two student representatives are:

Robert A. Hanff, Northridge
Vacant

Functions of the Commission

The Commission is charged by the Legislature and
Governor to “assure the effective utilization of pub-
lic postsecondary education resources, thereby
eliminating waste and unnecessary duplication, and
to promote diversity, innovation, and responsive-
ness to student and societal needs.”

To this end, the Commission conducts independent
reviews of matters affecting the 2,600 institutions of
postsecondary education in California, including
community colleges, four-year colleges, universi-
ties, and professional and occupational schools.

As an advisory body to the Legislature and Gover-
nor, the Commission does not govern or administer
any institutions, nor does it approve, authorize, or
accredit any of them. Instead, it performs its spe-
cific duties of planning, evaluation, and coordina-
tion by cooperating with other State agencies and
non-governmental groups that perform those other
governing, administrative, and assessment func-
tions.

Operation of the Commission

The Commission holds regular meetings throughout
the year at which it discusses and takes action on
staff studies and takes positions on proposed legisla-
tion affecting education beyond the high school in
California. By law, its meetings are open to the
public. Requests to speak at a meeting may be
made by writing the Commission in advance or by
submitting a request before the start of the meeting.

The Commission’s day-to-day work is carried out
by its staff in Sacramento, under the guidance of
Executive Director Warren Halsey Fox, Ph.D., who
is appointed by the Commission.

Further information about the Commission and its
publications may be obtained from the Commission
offices at 1303 J Street, Suite 500, Sacramento,
California 98514-2938; telephone (916) 445-7933;
web site www.cpec.ca.gov.




Needs Analysis for Chaffey Community College Dlstrlct
Fontana Center

Commission Report 01-6

. 00-9
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ONE of a series of reports published by the California Postsecondary Education Commission
part of its planning and coordinating responsibilities. Summaries of these reports are availab
] on the Internet at http://www.cpec.ca.gov. - Single copies may be obtained without charge fro
the Commission at 1303 J Street, Su1te 500 Sacramento California 95814-2938. Recent r
ports include:

The Condition of Higher Education in California, 2000 (April 2000)
Moving California Ahead: An Executive Summary (June 2000)

A Mission to Teach -- The Callforma State University, Channel Islands A Review of the Boa
of Trustees’ Proposal to Build a 23" Campus (November 2000)

Fiscal Profiles, 2000: The ‘Tenth Annual in a Series of Factbooksﬁbout the Financing of Ca
fornia Higher Education (November 2000)

Student Profiles, 2000: The Latest in a Series of Annual Factbooks About Student Participati
in California Higher Education (November 2000)

The Production and Utilization of Education Doctorates for Administrators in California’s Pub
Schools: A Report in Response to Assembly Bill 1279 (December 2000)

California Colleges and Universities, 2000: A Guide to California’s Degree-Granting Instit
tions and to Their Degree, Certificate, and Credential Programs (December 2000)

Report on Part-Time Faculty Compensation in California Community Colleges: A Report to t
Governor and Legislature in Response to Assembly Bill 420 (April 2001)

Proposed College of the Sequoias Center for-Agriculture Science and Technology - A Ni
Homestead: A Report to the Governor and Legislature in Response to a Request from the Boa
of Governors of the California Community Colleges (April 2001)

Performance Indicators of California Higher Education, 2000: The Seventh Annual Report
California’s Governor, Legislature, and Citizens in Response to Assembly Bill 1808 (Chapt
741, Statutes of 1991) (April 2001) '

The Condition of Higher Education in California, 2001 (May 2001)
The Changing Role of Higher Education in Preparing California’s Teachers (May 2001)

Needs Analysis for the Cllaﬁ"ey Community College District Fontana Center: A Report to t
Governor and Legislature in Response to a Request from the Board of Governors of the Califc
nia Commumty Colleges (July 2001)

70 BEST COPY AVAILABLE



U.S. Department of Education ®

Office of Educational Research and Improvement (OERI) E n I c
National Library of Education (NLE)

Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC)

NOTICE

Reproduction Basis

This document is covered by a signed "Reproduction Release

& (Blanket)" form (on file within the ERIC system), encompassing all
or classes of documents from its source organization and, therefore,
does not require a "Specific Document" Release form.

This document is Federally-funded, or carries its own permission to

D reproduce, or is otherwise in the public domain and, therefore, may
be reproduced by ERIC without a signed Reproduction Release form
(either "Specific Document" or "Blanket").

EFF-089 (3/2000)




