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Summary

This report reviews a proposal by the California State Univer-
sity Board of Trustees and California State University, Bakers-
field, to establish a permanent Stated-approved education cen-
ter in Antelope Valley. The proposed center would be named
the CSU Bakersfield Antelope Valley Education Center, and it
would serve the growing populations of northern Los Angeles
County and unincorporated areas of south-central Kern County.
California State University, Bakersfield (CSUB), has operated
an off-campus center in the Antelope Valley since the late
1980s.

In 1996, the center moved to leased quarters situated on the
Antelope Valley community college campus, where enroliment
growth has been phenomenal. As of academic year 2001-02,
more than 800 students were enrolled in upper-division courses
and education credential programs at the center. The 544 Full-
time Equivalent Student (FTES) enrollment now exceeds the
500 FTES minimum enrollment threshold required for State-
approved center status. State University planners anticipate
that FTES enrollments will increase by about 52 percent be-
tween academic year 2001 and year 2012, or by 417 additional
FTE students. By achieving State-approved status, the center
would become eligible to compete for State capital outlay and
support budget funding.

The Commission approved this report at its meeting on April 8,
2003. It has been be added to the Commission’s Internet web-
site -- www.cpec.ca.gov -- and will be 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 Commission at 1303 J Street, Suite 500, Sac-
ramento, Ca. 95814-2938; or by telephone at (916) 322-9268.
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Background to the Proposal

Introduction

In this report, the Commission considers a proposal by the California
State University Board of Trustees and California State University, Ba-
kersfield to establish a permanent Stated-approved education center in
Antelope Valley. The proposed center would be named the CSU Bakers-
field Antelope Valley Education Center, and it would serve the growing
populations of northern Los Angeles County and unincorporated areas of
south-central Kern County. The dot-density map shown in Display 1 pro-
vides a geographic representation of the population centers of the Ante-
lope Valley.

California State University, Bakersfield (CSUB), has operated an off-
campus center in the Antelope Valley since the late 1980s. In 1996, the
center moved to leased quarters situated on the Antelope Valley commu-
nity college campus. Its current facilities include four modular buildings
and joint-use classrooms that are made available by Antelope Valley Col-
lege and local high schools as needed by the center. By achieving State-
approved status, the center would become eligible to compete for State
capital outlay and support budget funding to accommodate new student
enrollment demand.

Enrollment growth at the center has been phenomenal since it opened at
its present location with an initial class of 24 post-baccalaureate students
pursuing credential programs in education. As of the academic year 2001-
02, more than 800 students were enrolled in upper-division courses and
education credential programs at the center. The 544 Full-time Equiva-
lent Student (FTES) enrollment now exceeds the 500 FTES minimum
enrollment threshold required for State-approved center status. Annual
percentage increases in student enrollments have averaged over 50 per-
cent for the past three years, and State University planners anticipate that
FTES enrollments will increase by about 52 percent between academic
year 2001 and year 2012, or by 417 additional FTE students.

Statutory and
administrative
requirements

The State of California requires that new public institutions of higher
education be reviewed by the California Postsecondary Education Com-
mission prior to their establishment. A central purpose of the State’s re-
view process is to help ensure that new public colleges, universities, and
campus centers develop in accordance with broad statewide needs and
priorities, and that capital outlay funds are spent wisely. Specifically with
respect to the California State University, Section 89002 of the California
Education Code expresses the intent of the Legislature that construction
of authorized CSU campuses and off-campus centers will commence only
upon resolution of the CSU trustees and approval by the California Post-
secondary Education Commission. Commission.
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Display 1. Southern California and the Antelope Valley Region with 2000 Census
Population Distribution
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The guidelines used by the Commission in reviewing proposals for new
campuses and education centers are presented in Appendix A. They pro-
vide campus planners and executives with a framework for planning new
institutions and for developing proposals that require Commission review.

Origins of the
proposal under
review

From the outset in 1996, CSU Bakersfield has sought to create and build
on a cooperative and collegial partnership with Antelope Valley College.
In many respects, the highly successful relationship can be viewed as the
vade mecum for institutions interested in establishing intersegmental col-
laborations and joint-use facility arrangements. Notable cost-effective
arrangements include (1) a negotiated ten-year ground and security lease
at a nominal cost to the center to accommodate four modular buildings,
(2) a qualified pool of on-site community college instructors that could be
employed as adjunct faculty members by the center when needed, and (3)
instructional classrooms and laboratories that are made available to the
center by Antelope Valley College and local high schools. The relation-
ship has also helped the center develop formal course articulation agree-
ments to assist Antelope Valley community college students who wish to
transition to the center as under division transfer students.

Over the past seven years, CSU Bakersfield has gradually expanded pro-
gram offerings at the center from an initial set of education credential
programs to baccalaureate program offerings in liberal studies, English,
criminal justice, economics, psychology, communications, sociology, and
nursing. All baccalaureate programs have been approved by the Western
Association of Schools and Colleges’ Substantive Change and Off-
Campus Program Committee. In addition to the undergraduate programs,
the center also offers a master’s degree in education and various creden-
tial programs, including, a multiple subjects credential, a special educa-
tion credential, and a secondary education credential. The Commission
on Teacher Credentialing approved the credential programs as part of a
reaccredidation visit to the main campus.

The popularity of program offerings, coupled with strong regional popu-
lation growth, has led to a tremendous surge in center enrollments at both
the undergraduate and post-baccalaureate levels. Total Fall enrollments
have increased from 28 students in 1997 to 794 students in 2001. As
mentioned, State University planners anticipate that FTES enrollments
will increase by about 52 percent between academic year 2001 and year
2012, representing 417 additional FTE students.

CSU officials have acknowledged, regrettably, that it is unlikely that An-
telope Valley College would be able to provide a permanent site on its
campus for the proposed CSUB Antelope Valley Education Center. It
also is unlikely that the community college will be able to lease additional
land to the center to accommodate the center’s projected enrollment
growth. There is, however, room to accommodate one additional modu-
lar building. Given such constraints, Phase | of expansion reflects a
steady-state of affairs wherein instruction would continue to be provided
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primarily in modular buildings, and augmented, to the greatest extent
possible, with classroom space borrowed from the community college
and local public schools.

State University planners intend to initiate Phase Il of expansion if the
Commission concurs with the recommendation to grant the center perma-
nent State-approved status. Strategic planning objectives would include
accommodating near-term enrollment growth by adding one additional
modular building on the Antelope Valley College campus and leasing ap-
propriate commercial space in the city of Lancaster. With the aid of
community leaders, CSU Bakersfield would begin the process of identify-
ing alternative sites to build a permanent center. To relieve some of the
enrollment capacity pressures, the center intends to identify and consider
various course-scheduling arrangements that might help boost the propor-
tion of total FTES generated by distance/distributed education from a cur-
rent level of 11 percent to 20 percent by year 2007.

Phase Il of development, which is not part of the time horizon and plan-
ning framework of the current proposal, would entail selecting a preferred
permanent site, determining site acquisition costs and capital outlay fund-
ing needs, and initiating relevant environmental impact studies.




2

Proposal Findings
and Recommendations

Unique review
circumstances of
the current
proposal

The Commission’s Guidelines impose a number of requirements on gov-
erning boards that propose to establish new institutions of higher educa-
tion, or that seek official recognition of existing facilities. The guidelines
include ten criteria under which all proposals for official education center
status are assessed. They are applied somewhat flexibly because of the
varying institutional circumstances involved.

The present proposal of the California State University Board of Trustees
and California State University, Bakersfield, required the Commission to
initiate a modified review process because of the rather unique nature of
the proposal. Typically, proposals for expanding or establishing educa-
tional centers come to the attention of the Commission only when there is
a definitive long-range plan that includes, among other planning ele-
ments, (a) identification of an actual preferred site, (b) cost estimates for
site acquisition, (c) a detailed discussion of capital outlay budget needs,
and (d) a comprehensive environmental impact report. It must be stressed
that costs associated with acquiring or constructing a facility, as well as
the appropriateness of the site and the size of the facility for the programs
to be offered, are critical components that the Commission must evaluate
and appraise prior to forming recommendations and conclusions with re-
spect to any given proposal.

Although it has been acknowledged that a new facility will be needed in
order for the CSU Bakersfield Center to accommodate enrollment de-
mand growth, the planning horizon of the current proposal only covers
Phase I and Il of project expansion. During the early stages of develop-
ment, as mentioned in the previous chapter, the center intends to meet
enrollment growth principally by adding one additional modular building
on the Antelope Valley College campus and leasing appropriate commer-
cial space in the city of Lancaster. Upon a favorable review by the Com-
mission, center officials state that they would began a long-range plan-
ning process that would include assessing the feasibility of acquiring a
preferred permanent site, determining site acquisition costs and capital
outlay funding needs, and overseeing relevant environmental impact stud-
ies.

The Commission has determined that its conclusions and recommenda-
tions regarding the current proposal must necessarily be limited to the
planning horizon covering Phase | and Il. To comment at this time on the
long-term need for a CSU Bakersfield Antelope Valley Education Center
before a long-term Needs Study and supporting documents have been put
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forth might set an undesirable precedent. Moreover, the California Legis-
lature may very well interpret such an action as an abrogation of the
Commission’s long-range planning responsibility of ensuring that off-
campus centers develop in accordance with broad statewide needs and
priorities and that capital outlay funds are spent wisely.

Accordingly, the following recommendation is made with the understand-
ing that if the State University Board of Trustees and California State
University, Bakersfield determine at a later time to establish an alternate
site for the proposed center, a new Needs Study must be submitted to the
Commission for review under the same terms as required for the present
proposal.

Recommendation

Contingent upon the Department of Finances’ approval of the enrollment
demand projections contained in the proposal, the Commission recom-
mends that the CSU Bakersfield Antelope Valley Education Center be
approved as a permanent CSU off-campus education center and become
eligible immediately to compete for State capital outlay and support
budget funding. It is understood that if an alternate permanent site is
identified subsequently for the education center, a new Needs Study will
be submitted to the Commission for review under the same terms as
required for the present proposal.

The recommendation is based on a careful analysis of the planning objec-
tives and identified needs covering Phase | and 11 of project development.
The remainder of this chapter provides a summary of findings in relation
to the Commission’s review guidelines.

Enroliment
projections

Statewide enrollment for the CSU should exceed the planned enrollment
capacity of the existing campuses or compelling regional needs must be
demonstrated.

The Commission’s recent regional enrollment demand study indicated
that in the Los Angeles County Region, alone, there will likely be a need
to increase the physical capacity of existing CSU campuses to accommo-
date an additional 23,000 FTE students by year 2010. The CSU Antelope
Valley Education Center is expected to help relieve capacity pressures of
the region as a whole, while providing more direct educational access to
the Antelope Valley area, where residents of the cities of Lancaster and
Palmdale are located quite remotely from CSU Northridge, the nearest
CSU campus.

Enrollment growth at the center has been quite substantial since it opened
at its present location with an initial class of 24 postbaccalaureate stu-
dents pursuing credential programs in education. As of the academic year
2001-02, more than 800 students were enrolled in upper-division courses
and education credential programs at the center. The 544 Full-time
Equivalent Student (FTES) enrollment now exceeds the 500 FTES mini-
mum enrollment threshold required for State-approved center status. An-



nual percentage increases in student enrollments have averaged over 50
percent for the past three years, and State University planners anticipate
that FTES enrollments will increase by about 52 percent between aca-
demic year 2001 and year 2012, or by 417 additional FTE students. As
shown by Display 2, enrollment demand is expected to remain strong at
both the undergraduate and postbaccalaureate levels.

In addition to the population component of enrollment demand, CSU
planners attribute part of the rapid increase in enrollments at the center to
what it refers to as a market penetration effect. With respect to higher
education, the effect signifies the extent to which local residents are mo-
bilized by an educational opportunity provided by an educational entity
relatively new to the region. Over time, of course, the effect will become
less substantial as the pent-up demand is satisfied, as shown by the out
years in Display 2.

DISPLAY 2  Actual and Projected Enrollment Demand for the Antelope Valley

Center, 1997 to 2010, by Class Level
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Alternatives

A cost-benefit analysis, including consideration of alternative sites for the
new institution, must be articulated and documented. This criterion may
be satisfied by the Environmental Impact Report, provided it contains a
comprehensive analysis of the advantages and disadvantages of alterna-
tive sites. Overall, the system proposing the new institution must demon-
strate substantial analytical integrity with regard to the site selection
process.



Over the next ten years, there is little doubt that the most practical option
for the center is to continue to lease space on the campus of Antelope
Valley College. As noted earlier, cost-effective arrangements that have
been put in place include (1) a negotiated ten-year ground and security
lease at a nominal cost to the center to accommodate four modular build-
ings, (2) a qualified pool of on-site community college instructors that
could be employed as adjunct faculty members by the center when
needed, and (3) instructional classrooms and laboratories that are made
available to the center by Antelope Valley College and local high schools.
The present location has also made it more convenient for officials of the
center and Antelope Valley College to work collaboratively in developing
formal course articulation agreements to assist Antelope Valley commu-
nity college students who wish to transition to the center as under division
transfer students.

The present proposal did not contain an environmental impact report be-
cause the planning horizon covered just the near-term period wherein the
center intends to accommodate enrollment growth principally by adding
one additional modular building on the Antelope Valley College campus
and leasing appropriate commercial space in the city of Lancaster.

Academic
planning and
program
justification

A preliminary description of the proposed academic degree programs
must be included, along with a description of the center’s proposed aca-
demic organization. The description must demonstrate conformity with
such State goals as access, quality, inter-segmental cooperation, and di-
versification of students, faculty, administration, and staff.

DISPLAY 3  Academic Programs and Disciplines offered at the CSU Bakersfield

Antelope Valley Center

Academic Program General Discipline Area
Undergraduate o

Liberal Studies Social Science
English Humanities
Criminal Justice Social Science
Economics Social Science
Psychology Behavioral Science
Communications Humanities
Sociology Social Science
Nursing Biological Science
Postbaccalaureate . :
Education Appl!ed/Profess!onaI
Multiple Subjects Credential ﬁpp:!eg;:zm;ess!ona:
Special Education Credential Appl!edlprofess!onal
Secondary Education Credential ppliec/Frotessiona




The center has elected to offer quality programs in a select number of
academic areas, as shown in Display 3. The general disciple areas com-
prising those programs are quite comprehensive in that they include the
social sciences, biological sciences, behavioral sciences, humanities, and
applied professional. The CSU reports that the program offerings were
selected with significant input from Antelope Valley employers, commu-
nity leaders, and educators. The rapid increases in enrollments provide at
least one indication that the programs selected are in high demand and
that they are meeting important educational and societal needs of the re-
gion. It is anticipated that a Bachelor of Science Degree in Business Ad-
ministration would be the next program added at the center.

As mentioned, all undergraduate programs have been approved by the
Program Committee of the Western Association of Schools and Colleges,
and the postbaccalaureate programs have been approved by the California
Commission on Teacher Credentialing.

Student services
and outreach

The proposal must include a description of the student services planned
for the new institution or center, including student financial aid, advising,
counseling, testing, tutoring, educational opportunity programs, compli-
ance with the American Disabilities Act, and outreach services to histori-
cally underrepresented groups.

The proposal documented an array of outreach programs and collabora-
tive efforts of the center that provide services to historically underrepre-
sented groups. A few examples are cited here. The Student Services
Support Grant Program, which the center cosponsors with Antelope Val-
ley College, provides supplemental student support services to disadvan-
taged students. The Career Services Grant Program of the center and An-
telope Valley College seeks to increase the dissemination of career and
college information to lower socioeconomic student groups. In addition,
the proposal notes that the center sponsors regularly scheduled outreach
events in the form of seminars and classroom visits related to career op-
tions, college and university preparedness, and higher education financial
aid programs.

The center is requested to provide the Commission with more detailed
information describing the student services currently offered and planned
at the center, including information related to student financial aid, advis-
ing, counseling, testing, and compliance with the American Disabilities
Act.

Support and
capital outlay
budget projections

A cost analysis of both capital outlay estimates and projected support
costs for the new center institution, and possible options for alternative
funding sources, must be provided.

The 10-year planning horizon of the proposal, covering Phase | and Il of
project development, does not address a need for State capital outlay
funds. This is because the center intends to meet enrollment growth dur-

9



ing this period principally by adding one additional modular building on
the Antelope Valley College campus and leasing appropriate commercial
space in the city of Lancaster. To the greatest extent possible, the center
also intends to borrow classroom space from Antelope Valley College
and from local public schools.

On the support budget side, the proposal notes that although enrollment-
related academic support and student services costs have been funded
successfully from fee revenue and marginal-cost State support, there is an
urgent need to create an institutional and student support infrastructure to
better manage operations, given the anticipated increases in FTE student
enrollments. Accordingly, the center’s support budget calls for funding
seven new positions, including two student services positions, four insti-
tutional support positions, and one academic support position. The total
projected annual support cost, including start-up costs and on-going ex-
penses, is approximately $711,000.

Given the current reduction in State support to the CSU, the Commission
would like to know which of the seven positions would be given the
highest priority.

Geographic and

10

physical
accessibility

The proposal must include a plan for student, faculty, and staff transpor-
tation to the proposed campus and compliance with the American Dis-
ability Act. Reasonable commuting times must be demonstrated.

DISPLAY 4  Travel Distance and Times from the Antelope Valley Region to the

CSU Bakersfield Antelope Valley Center

Selected Areas Approximate Driving Approximate Driving
Distance (in miles) Time@ 55 mph

Los Angeles County Areas

Acton 21 23
Antelope Acres 11 12

Lake Hughes 16 18

Lake Los Angeles 25 28
Lancaster 3 3

Leona Valley 11 12

Llano 31 34
Palmdale 10 11
Pearlblossom 25 28
Quartz Hill 4 4

Sun Village 19 21

Kern County Areas

Edwards Air Force Base 31 34
Mojave 27 30
Rosamond 14 15




The CSUB Antelope Valley Center is easily accessible from several ma-
jor highways routes that extend through the region. The highways are
shown on the population density map that appears at the beginning of this
report. Highway 14 enters from the southwest off of Interstate 5 and
travels through Leona, before heading north through the cities of Palm-
dale and Lancaster. East-west routes include Highway 58, which trav-
erses the north side of the Mojave Desert from Bakersfield in the west
through Barstow to the east. Highway 138 skirts the northern side of the
San Gabriel Mountains from the east and travels northwesterly through
Palmdale and Lancaster.

Public transportation is provided by the Antelope Valley Transit Author-
ity. Local routes extend along the Highway 14 corridor. Notice from
Display 4 that essential all of the major communities and cities of the re-
gion are within 30 miles of the center.

Effects on other
institutions

Other systems, institutions, and the community in which the new institu-
tion is to be located should be consulted during the planning process, es-
pecially, at the time that alternatives to expansion are explored. Letters of
support from responsible agencies, groups, and individuals must demon-
strate strong local, regional, and/or statewide interest in the proposed
facility.

Presently, the CSUB Antelope Valley Center is the only public four-year
institution located within the region. Analysis of community college
transfer patterns indicates that the center is having a positive effect on the
transfer function. In the five years prior to the opening of the center, the
CSU reports that the Antelope Valley College transfer rate averaged 2.7
percent. In the three years following the opening of the center, the Ante-
lope Valley College transfer rate increased from 3.1 percent to 4.3 per-
cent, representing a nearly 40 percent increase in the transfer rate.

It should be noted that CSU Northridge had been the most popular desti-
nation for Antelope Valley College students who transferred to the CSU.
Since 1999, however, the center has become the most popular transfer
institution for Antelope Valley College students. Even so, the number of
transfers from that community college to CSU Northridge increased by
nearly 88 percent between 1990 and 2001. This suggests that many Ante-
lope Valley College transfer students continue to choose CSU Northridge
when they view it as a better option or ft for meeting their academic
goals.

The CSU has provided the Commission with over 40 letters from local
business leaders, community leaders, public school officials, and legisla-
tors stating strong support for the center. There does not appear to be any
opposition to the expansion plans of the center other than those raised by
the Commission in this report.
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Guidelines for Review of Proposed
University Campuses, Community
Colleges, and Educational

and Joint-Use Centers

Introduction

The State of California requires new public institutions of higher educa-
tion to be reviewed by the California Postsecondary Education Commis-
sion prior to their establishment. The purpose of the State’s review proc-
ess is to help ensure that new university and college campuses and off-
campus centers develop in accordance with statewide needs and priorities
and to ensure that State capital outlay funds will be wisely spent. Califor-
nia law requires the California Postsecondary Education Commission to
advise the Legislature and the governor regarding the need for and loca-
tion of new public higher education institutions and requires sites for new
campuses or educational centers to be recommended by the Commission
prior to their acquisition or authorization.

This document establishes the State's process for the review of proposed
university campuses, community colleges, and educational centers. The
Guidelines for Review of Proposed University Campuses, Community
Colleges, and Educational and Joint-Use Centers provides campus plan-
ners and executives with a framework for planning new institutions and
an outline for the development of proposals requiring review.

The Commission's role in overseeing the orderly growth of California's
public higher education can be traced to the inception of the State's Mas-
ter Plan for Higher Education. This document assigned to the California
Postsecondary Education Commission, and to its predecessor, the Coor-
dinating Council for Higher Education, the responsibility for advising the
Legislature about the need for new college and university campuses and
off-campus centers. While the governor and the Legislature maintain the
ultimate authority to fund such new institutions, they have relied on the
Commission's analysis and recommendations in making such decisions.
The Commission's function as a statewide planning and coordinating
agency for higher education makes it uniquely qualified to provide inde-
pendent analysis of the costs and benefits of proposed projects and it has
played an important role in ensuring that new campuses develop as vi-
able, high quality institutions.



Commission
Responsibilities
and Authority
Regarding New
Campuses

and Centers

Section 66903(e) of the California Education Code states that the Califor-
nia Postsecondary Education Commission shall "advise the Legislature
and the Governor regarding the need for, and location of, new institutions
and campuses of public higher education.” Section 66904 of the Educa-
tion Code expresses the intent of the Legislature that the sites for new in-
stitutions or branches of public postsecondary education will not be au-
thorized or acquired unless recommended by the Commission:

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

It is further the intent of the Legislature that California
Community Colleges shall not receive State funds for acqui-
sition of sites or construction of new institutions, branches or
off-campus centers unless recommended by the Commis-
sion. Acquisition or construction of non-State funded com-
munity colleges, branches and off-campus centers, and pro-
posals for acquisition or construction shall be reported to and
may be reviewed and commented upon by the Commission.

Education Code Section 89002 applies specifically to the California State
University (CSU) and specifies that construction of authorized campuses
shall commence only upon resolution of the CSU trustees and approval
by the California Postsecondary Education Commission.

The review process

The State’s review process not only helps to ensure that new campuses
and off-campus centers develop in accordance with statewide needs and
segmental long-range planning goals, but also helps to ensure that State
capital outlay funds will be wisely spent.

Proposals submitted for review by the Commission also involve review
by system executive offices and State control agencies. Each review
plays an important role in ensuring that the proposed institution meets
specific needs, will be financially viable, will offer high quality educa-
tional services, and will have enrollments sufficient to sustain the project
in the long-term.

System executive offices must approve proposals before they are submit-
ted to the Commission for review. The Commission will not review pro-
posals that have not been endorsed by the system governing body or its
executive. Proposals involving State capital outlay or operating funds
also require review by the Department of Finance through the Budget
Change Proposal process, although it is important to note that Commis-
sion approval of a new institution creates only an eligibility to compete
for State capital outlay funding - not an entitlement - regardless of



whether that funding comes from a statewide bond issue, the General
Fund, or some other State source. Requests for funding related to plan-
ning, developing, or constructing new campuses or educational centers
may not be supported by the Department of Finance prior to review by
the Commission.

Brief history of the
review process

The statutes that support the Commission’s guidelines have a long and
consistent history dating back to the development of the Master Plan for
Higher Education in California in 1960. Section 66903(e) has remained
essentially unchanged since the Donahoe Act created the Commission's
predecessor agency, the Coordinating Council for Higher Education, in
1961. That legislation gave the Council several specific responsibilities,
including the review of new programs, the collection of data and informa-
tion regarding higher education, and of greatest interest to these guide-
lines, the regulation of physical growth. In this way, the Legislature
could receive advice from the Council - and subsequently the Commis-
sion - regarding the expenditure of scarce capital outlay resources.

Prior to 1974, the Coordinating Council provided broad advice on long-
range planning matters, and "the need for and location of new institu-
tions" of higher education. The Council conducted statewide planning
studies, examined enrollment growth and fiscal resources, and suggested
not only the number of new campuses that might be required in future
years, but also the general locations where they might be built. These
statewide planning assessments were contained in a series of reports re-
ferred to as the "additional center studies” (CPEC 99-2). The Coordinat-
ing Council engaged in this broad, long-range planning responsibility
independently of any proposal for a specific new campus or educational
center.

When the California Postsecondary Education Commission was estab-
lished in 1974, the Legislature specified a stronger role for the Commis-
sion with regard to its responsibility to advise the governor and the Legis-
lature about the need for and location of new institutions. The intent lan-
guage of Education Code Section 66904 gave the Commission a stronger
role in overseeing the growth of California's public postsecondary institu-
tions and gave the Commission more direct responsibility to review spe-
cific proposals from each of the three public systems.

Since the Donahoe Act was passed, the Commission's quasi-regulatory
responsibilities have been formalized by the guidelines contained in this
document. These guidelines do not directly affect the Commission's re-
sponsibility to review new academic programs, which is often undertaken
independently of the review of new institutions.

The Commission first adopted policies relating to the review of proposed
campuses and educational centers in 1975. The Commission revised
those policies in 1978 and 1982. The most recent revision to those poli-
cies occurred in 1992 and is contained in the Commission's publication,
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Guidelines for Review of Proposed University Campuses, Community
Colleges, and Educational Centers (CPEC, 92-18). The guidelines spec-
ify the proposals subject to Commission review, the criteria for reviewing
proposals, the schedule to be followed by the three public systems when
submitting proposals, and specify the contents required of a Needs Study.
The guidelines define the criteria by which Commission staff members
analyze new campus proposals, focusing particularly on the issues of en-
rollment demand, geographic location and access, programmatic alterna-
tives, projected costs, potential impacts on the surrounding community,
and neighboring institutions.

Policy assumptions
used in developing
the guidelines

The following policy assumptions are central to the development of the
guidelines that the Commission uses in reviewing proposals for new
campuses and educational centers:

1. It is State policy that each resident of California who has the capacity
and motivation to benefit from higher education will have the oppor-
tunity to enroll in an institution of higher education. The California
Community Colleges shall continue to be accessible to all persons at
least 18 years of age who can benefit from the instruction offered, re-
gardless of district boundaries. The California State University and
the University of California shall continue to be accessible to first-
time freshmen among the pool of students eligible according to Mas-
ter Plan eligibility guidelines. Master Plan guidelines on undergradu-
ate admission priorities will continue to be: (a) continuing under-
graduates in good standing; (b) California residents who are success-
ful transfers from California public community colleges; (c) Califor-
nia residents entering at the freshman or sophomore level; and (d)
residents of other states or foreign countries.

2. The differentiation of function among the systems with regard to in-
stitutional mission shall continue to be as defined by the State's Mas-
ter Plan for Higher Education.

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

4. The California State University plans and develops its campuses and
off-campus centers on the basis of statewide needs and special re-
gional considerations.

5. The California Community Colleges plan and develop their campuses
and off-campus centers on the basis of local needs.

6. Planned enrollment capacities are established for and observed by all
campuses of public postsecondary education. These capacities are de-
termined on the basis of statewide and institutional economies, com-
munity and campus environment, physical limitations on campus size,
program requirements and student enrollment levels, and internal or-



ganization. Planned enrollment capacities are established by the gov-
erning boards of community college districts (and reviewed by the
Board of Governors of the California Community Colleges), the Trus-
tees of the California State University, and the Regents of the Univer-
sity of California.

7. California’s independent institutions, while not directly affected by
the guidelines, are considered an integral component of California’s
system of higher education and offer a viable educational opportunity
for many Californians.

8. Needs Studies developed pursuant to Letters of Intent submitted to the
Commission prior to April 10, 2002, shall be prepared in accordance
with the informational requirements specified in the August 1992 edi-
tion of the Guidelines for Review of Proposed University Campuses,
Community Colleges, and Educational and Joint-Use Centers.

Definitions

As used in these guidelines, "institution™ refers to an educational center, a
community college, a university campus, or a joint-use educational center
but not an off-campus center operation or a joint-use center operation.
Once approved by the Commission, institutions are eligible to compete
for State capital outlay funding through the State’s budget change pro-
posal process. For the purposes of these guidelines, the following defini-
tions shall apply:

Grandfathered Institution (all systems): A “Grandfathered Institution” is
a community college, a university campus, or an educational center oper-
ated by a community college district, the California State University, or
the University of California that has been formerly recognized by the
Commission as an approved location in previously published reports.
Each grandfathered location must have continuously enrolled students
since its approval by the Commission. Locations approved by the Com-
mission prior to the effective date of these guidelines shall continue to be
eligible for State capital outlay funding.

Off-campus Center Operation (all systems): An off-campus operation is
an enterprise, operated away from a community college or university
campus established to meet the educational needs of a local population,
which offers postsecondary education courses supported by State funds,
but which serves a student population of less than 500 Fall-Term FTES at
a single location.

Educational Center (California Community Colleges): An educational
center is a Commission approved off-campus operation owned or leased
by the parent district and administered by a parent community college.
An educational center offers instructional programs leading (but not lim-
ited to) to certificates or degrees conferred by the parent institution. An
approved educational center must enroll a minimum of 500 Fall term
FTES in the most recently completed Fall-term prior to the approval of
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the Commission and maintain an on-site administration (typically headed
by a dean or director, but not a president, chancellor, or superintendent).

The Commission recognizes community college educational centers of-
fering both credit and noncredit instructional programs that advance the
State’s economic development and accordingly, community college dis-
tricts may seek approval of such educational centers if they serve the re-
quired enrollment levels specified above. The noncredit instructional
services provided at such educational centers must be consistent with the
authorized instructional offerings specified in the California Education
Code Sections 70900 through 78271 and Sections 78400 through 88551.
Community college educational centers offering only community services
courses as defined in Section 78300 of the California Education Code
shall not qualify for Commission review.

Educational Center (The California State University): An educational
center is an off-campus enterprise owned or leased by the Trustees and
administered by a parent State University campus. An educational center
will normally offer courses and programs only at the upper-division
and/or graduate levels, however the center may offer lower division
courses under exceptional circumstances, and only in collaboration with a
community college, or by special permission of the Commission. Certifi-
cates or degrees earned must be conferred by the parent institution. An
educational center must enroll a minimum of 500 Fall-term FTES and
maintain an on-site administration (typically headed by a dean or director,
but not by a president). Educational operations in other countries, states,
and the District of Columbia shall not be regarded as educational centers
for the purposes of these guidelines, unless State funding is used.

Educational Center (University of California): An educational center is
an off-campus enterprise owned or leased by the Regents and adminis-
tered by a parent University campus. The center will normally offer
courses and programs only at the upper division and/or graduate levels,
but may offer lower division courses under exceptional circumstances,
and only in collaboration with a community college, or by special permis-
sion of the Commission. An educational center must enroll a minimum
of 500 Fall-Term FTES and maintain an on-site administration (typically
headed by a dean or director, but not by a chancellor). Certificates or de-
grees earned must be conferred by the parent institution. Organized Re-
search Units (ORU's) and the Northern and Southern Regional Library
Facilities shall not be regarded as educational centers. Educational opera-
tions in other countries, states, and the District of Columbia shall not be
regarded as educational centers unless State funding is used.

Community College (California Community Colleges): A regionally ac-
credited, degree and certificate granting institution offering a full com-
plement of lower-division programs and services, usually at a single cam-
pus location owned by the district. A community college must enroll a
minimum of 1,000 Fall-term FTES in the most recently completed Fall-



term prior to the approval by the Commission. A community college that
has been converted from an educational center must have 1,000 Fall-term
FTES. A community college must have its own freestanding administra-
tion headed by a President and support services, and be capable of pass-
ing accreditation by its fifth year of operation.

University Campus (University of California and The California State
University): A regionally accredited, degree-granting institution offering
a full complement of services and programs at the lower division, upper
division, and graduate levels, usually at a single campus location owned
by the Regents or the Trustees. A university campus must enroll a mini-
mum of 3,000 Fall-Term FTES within five years of the date classes are
first offered if it is a new institution. A university campus that has been
converted from an educational center must have 3,000 FTES within five
years of the opening date. A university campus will have its own free-
standing administration headed by a president or chancellor.

Joint-use Center Operation (all systems): A joint-use center operation is
an enterprise operated away from a community college or university
campus where facilities and operations are shared by two or more of the
following segments: California Community Colleges, the California State
University, the University of California, California public high schools,
and Independent California Colleges and Universities. A joint-use center
operation serves the educational needs of a local population and enrolls a
student population of less than 500 Fall-term FTES. Joint-use center op-
erations may be established on sites operated by participating segments.
For example, a California State University campus may construct or re-
model facilities at a site operated by a community college for purposes of
establishing a joint-use center operation.

Joint-use center operations shall not be subject to review by the Commis-
sion. However, a joint-use center operation that enrolls more than 200
Fall-term FTES must submit a Preliminary Notice as defined on page 34
of the Guidelines.

Joint-use Educational Center: A public higher education enterprise
where facilities and operations are shared by two or more of the following
segments: California Community Colleges, The California State Univer-
sity, the University of California, California public high schools, and In-
dependent California Colleges and Universities. A joint-use educational
center may seek programs of study that are subject to all normal review
processes of the California Postsecondary Education Commission. Joint-
use educational centers may be owned or leased, but administrative re-
sponsibility must be exercised by one of the three public systems of
higher education. Regardless of operational control, a joint-use educa-
tional center must enroll a minimum of 500 Fall-term FTES in the most
recently completed Fall-term prior to the approval by the Commission.



Projects subject
to Commission
review

The following transactions are subject to review by the Commission:
¢ Proposals for establishing a new university or community college
campus

¢ Proposals for converting an educational center to a university or
community college campus

¢ Proposals for establishing a university or community college educa-
tional center

¢ Proposals for converting an off-campus operation to an educational
center

¢ Proposals for joint-use educational centers.

The Commission may review and comment on other projects consistent
with its overall State planning and coordination role.

Stages in the
review process

The Commission's review process is organized in three phases. The first
occurs when an institution or system advises the Commission, through a
"Preliminary Notice" that it is engaging a planning process that may in-
clude the development of one or more institutions in specified regions.
The second occurs when the system notifies the Commission of a specific
need for and intention to expand educational services in a given area.
This "Letter of Intent” stage permits the Commission to recommend
against a proposal or provide advice before the system engages in signifi-
cant planning and development activities and signals the point at which
systems may be eligible to compete for funding to assist in programmatic
planning efforts. The third stage of the review process involves a “Needs
Study”, in which the system submits a formal proposal that provides find-
ings from a comprehensive needs analysis for the project.

At the conclusion of the review process, the Commission forwards its
recommendations to the Office of the Governor, the Legislature, and the
system executive office.




New University or Community
College Campuses

university or community college campus, as defined in the definitions

T HE PROCESS for each public higher education system to establish a new
section of the guidelines, is as follows:

1. Preliminary Notice

At such time as a public higher education system, including a community
college district, begins a planning process to establish a new community
college or university campus, the governing board of the system or dis-
trict shall forward to the Commission a Preliminary Notice of the plan-
ning activities. This Preliminary Notice shall indicate:

¢ The general location of the proposed new institution,

¢ The type of institution under consideration and the estimated time-
frame for its development,

¢ The estimated enrollment of the institution at its opening and
within five years of operation,

¢ A tentative five-year capital outlay plan, and

¢ A copy of the agenda item wherein the new site is discussed by
the local district (California Community College) or statewide
governing board (University of California or California State Uni-
versity), if any.

A Preliminary Notice represents an informational process, and does not
require formal consideration or approval by the Commission.

2. Letter of Intent
New University of California or State University Campuses

Not less than five years prior to the time it expects its first capital outlay
appropriation for the new university campus, the University of California
Regents or the California State University Trustees should submit a Letter
of Intent meeting the requirements below, to the Commission (with cop-
ies to the Department of Finance, the Demographic Research Unit, and
the Office of the Legislative Analyst).

A complete Letter of Intent for a new university campus must contain the
following information:
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A preliminary 10-year enrollment projection (headcount and
FTES) for the new university campus (from the campus's opening
date), developed by the systemwide central office. The system-
wide central office may seek the advice of the Demographic Re-
search Unit (DRU) in developing the projection, but DRU ap-
proval is not required at this stage.

¢ The geographic location of the proposed campus in terms as spe-
cific as possible. A brief description of each site under considera-
tion should be included.

¢ The identification of neighboring public and independent institu-
tions in the area in which the proposed university campus is to be
located.

¢ Maps of the area in which the proposed university campus is to be
located, indicating population densities, topography, road and
highway configurations, airports and any other features of interest.

¢ A time schedule for development of the campus, including pre-
liminary dates and enrollment levels at the opening, intermediate,
and final build out stages.

¢ A tentative five-year capital outlay budget beginning with the date
of the first capital outlay appropriation.

¢ A copy of the resolution by the Regents or the Trustees authoriz-
ing the new campus.

The Executive Director of the Commission shall respond to the chief ex-
ecutive officer, in writing, no later than 60 days following submission of
a complete Letter of Intent to the Commission. The Executive Director
may raise concerns about shortcomings or limitations in the Letter of In-
tent that need to be addressed in the planning process. If the plans appear
to be reasonable, the Commission's Executive Director will advise the
systemwide chief executive officer to proceed with development plans.

New California Community Colleges:

A Letter of Intent provides an overview of the district plans regarding a
new community college and explains, in general terms, how the facility’s
programs and services relate to other approved locations in the district.
Not less than two years before it expects its first capital outlay appropria-
tion for a new community college, the community college district should
submit a Letter of Intent meeting the requirements below, to the Board of
Governors of the California Community Colleges (with copies to the
Commission, Department of Finance, the Demographic Research Unit,
and the Office of the Legislative Analyst). Upon completing its review,
the Board of Governors, or the Chancellor, if so delegated by the Board,
will forward its recommendation to the Commission, with copies to the
Department of Finance and the Legislative Analyst. The Commission
will not act on a Letter of Intent submitted by a local community college



district prior to its approval by the Board of Governors or the Chancellor
of the California Community Colleges.

A Letter of Intent for a new community college must contain the follow-
ing information:

¢ A preliminary 10-year enrollment projection of enrollment head-
count and FTES attendance for the new community college (from
the college's opening date), developed by the district and/or the
Chancellor's Office. The district and/or the Chancellor's Office is
encouraged to seek the advice of the Demographic Research Unit
(DRU) in developing the projection, but DRU approval is not re-
quired at this stage.

¢ The geographic location of the new community college in terms
as specific as possible. A brief description of each site under con-
sideration should be included.

¢ The identification of neighboring public and independent institu-
tions in the area in which the proposed community college is to be
located.

¢ Maps of the area in which the proposed new community college is
to be located, indicating population densities, topography, road
and highway configurations, airports, and any other features of in-
terest.

¢ A time schedule for development of the new community college,
including preliminary dates and enrollment levels at the opening,
intermediate, and final build out stages.

¢ A copy of the district's most recent five-year capital construction
plan.

¢ A tentative five-year capital outlay budget starting on the date of
the first capital outlay appropriation (State and local).

¢ A copy of the resolution by the district governing board authoriz-
ing the new community college.

The Commission Executive Director shall respond to the Chancellor, in
writing, no later than 60 days following submission of the completed Let-
ter of Intent to the Commission. The Commission Executive Director
may in this process raise concerns about shortcomings or limitations in
the Letter of Intent that need to be addressed in the planning process. If
the plans appear to be reasonable, the Commission's Executive Director
will advise the Chancellor that the district should move forward with fur-
ther development plans.
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3. Needs Study

The purpose of a Needs Study is to demonstrate need for the proposed
college or university campus at the location identified. A Needs Study is
considered complete only when it fully addresses each of the criteria
listed below.

3.1 General Description and Overview

An opening section that includes: A general description of the pro-
posal, a physical description of the site, and a social and demographic
analysis of the surrounding area. Data describing the socioeconomic
profile of the area or region should be included, with income levels
and racial/ethnic categorizations provided. Inclusion of various de-
scriptive charts, tables, or other displays is encouraged.

3.2 Enrollment projections

¢

Enrollment projections must be sufficient to justify the establish-
ment of the new campus. For a proposed new community college
or university campus, enrollment projections for the first ten years
of operation (from opening date) must be provided.

The Demographic Research Unit (DRU) of the Department of Fi-
nance must approve enrollment projections. As the designated
demographic agency for the State, the DRU has the statutory re-
sponsibility for preparing systemwide enrollment projections. For
a proposed new institution, the DRU will approve all projections
of undergraduate enrollment developed by a systemwide central
office of one of the public systems or by the community college
district proposing the new institution. Enrollment projections de-
veloped by a local community college district must be approved
by the Chancellor's Office. Upon request, the DRU shall provide
the system with advice and instructions on the preparation of en-
rollment projections.

Undergraduate enrollment and attendance projections for a new
institution shall be presented in terms of Fall-Term headcount and
Full-Time Equivalent Students (FTES). Enrollment projections
for California Community Colleges should also include Weekly
Student Contact Hours (WSCH) and WSCH per headcount stu-
dent.

A discussion of the extent to which, in quantitative terms, the pro-
posed campus will increase systemwide or district capacity and
help meet statewide and regional enroliment demand.

Graduate and professional student enrollment projections shall be
prepared by the system office proposing the new institution. In
preparing these projections, the specific methodology and/or ra-



tionale generating the projections, an analysis of supply and de-
mand for graduate education, and the need for new graduate and
professional degrees must be provided.

¢ For a new University of California campus, statewide enrollment
projected for the University should exceed the planned enrollment
capacity of existing University campuses and educational centers.
If the statewide enrollment projection does not exceed the planned
enrollment capacity for the University system, compelling state-
wide needs for the establishment of the new university campus
must be demonstrated.

¢ For a new California State University campus, statewide enroll-
ment projected for the State University system should exceed the
planned enrollment capacity of existing State University campuses
and educational centers. If the statewide enrollment projection
does not exceed the planned enrollment capacity for the system,
compelling regional needs must be demonstrated.

¢ For a new community college campus, enrollment projected for
the district proposing the college should exceed the planned en-
rollment capacity of existing district colleges and centers. Com-
pelling regional or local need must be demonstrated if the district
enrollment projection does not exceed the planned enrollment ca-
pacity of existing district colleges or centers.

3.3 Alternatives

¢ Proposals for new institutions should address at least the follow-
ing:

(1) the impact of not establishing a new campus;

(2) the possibility of establishing an educational center instead
of a university or college campus;

(3) the expansion of existing institutions within the region;

(4) the increased utilization of existing institutions, particularly
in the afternoons and evenings, and during the summer
months;

(5) the shared use of existing or new facilities and programs
with other postsecondary education institutions, in the same
or other public systems or independent institutions;

(6) the use of nontraditional instructional delivery modes such
as television, computerized instruction, instruction over the
Internet, and other "distributed education™ modes and tech-
niques; and

(7) financing the institution through private fund raising or do-
nations of land or facilities.
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¢

A cost-benefit analysis of alternative sites, including a considera-
tion of alternative sites for the new institution, must be articulated
and documented. This criterion may be satisfied by the Environ-
mental Impact Report, provided it contains a comprehensive
analysis of the advantages and disadvantages of alternative sites.
Overall, the proposal must demonstrate substantial analytical in-
tegrity with regard to the site selection process.

Where a four-year system, or a community college district, al-
ready owns - or will have received as a donation - the site on
which a new institution is proposed to be located, and has not con-
sidered other sites, a strong justification for "sole-sourcing™ the
site in question must be included. Options to be discussed should
include the sale of a donated site, with the resulting revenue used
to purchase a better site, or an alternative delivery system such as
a collaboration with another public or private institution or or-
ganization.

3.4 Academic Planning and Program Justification

¢

The proposal must include a preliminary description of the pro-
posed academic degree programs, along with a description of the
proposed academic organizational structure. This description
must demonstrate conformity with the Commission’s academic
program review guidelines and with such State goals as access,
quality, intersegmental cooperation, and the diversification of stu-
dents, faculty, administration, and staff.

The Needs Study must show evidence of a process leading to full
institutional accreditation by the Western Association of Schools
and Colleges (WASC) and provide an estimated timeline for at-
taining accreditation by WASC within a reasonable period of time
following the opening of the campus.

3.5 Student Services and Outreach

The proposal for the new institution must include a description of the
student services planned for the new campus including student finan-
cial aid, advising, counseling, testing, tutoring, educational opportu-
nity programs, compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act,
and outreach services to historically underrepresented groups and how
these programs will be sustained over time.

3.6 Support and Capital Outlay Budget Projections

¢

The proposal must include a 10-year capital outlay projection that
includes the total Assigned Square Feet (ASF) anticipated to be



required for each year of the projection period, with estimates of
the average cost per ASF.

The proposal must include a five-year projection of anticipated
support costs including administration, academic programs (in-
cluding occupational/vocational as appropriate), academic sup-
port, and other standard expense elements.

3.7 Geographic and Physical Accessibility

¢

The proposal must include a plan for student, faculty, and staff
transportation to the proposed campus and compliance with the
Americans with Disabilities Act. Reasonable commuting times
must be demonstrated.

Plans for student and faculty housing, including projections of
needed on-campus residential facilities should be included if ap-
propriate.

3.8 Effects on Other Institutions

¢

The proposal must provide evidence that other systems, institu-
tions, and the community in which the new institution is to be lo-
cated were consulted during the planning process, especially at the
time that alternatives to expansion were explored. Strong local,
regional, and/or statewide interest in the proposed facility must be
demonstrated by letters of support from responsible agencies,
groups, and individuals.

The proposal must identify the potential impact of the new facility
on existing and projected enrollments in neighboring institutions
of its own and other systems.

The establishment of a new community college must not reduce
existing and projected enrollments in adjacent community col-
leges either within the district proposing the new community col-
lege, or in adjacent districts, to a level that will damage their econ-
omy of operation, or create excess enrollment capacity at these
institutions, or lead to an unnecessary duplication of programs.

3.9 Environmental Impact

The proposal must show evidence that the system or district is en-
gaged in a process leading to an Environmental Impact Report (EIR),
pursuant to Section 21080.09 of the Public Resources Code. The pro-
posal must include a discussion of any potentially significant envi-
ronmental effects of the proposed campus. The proposal must include
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a discussion of the seismic and safety conditions of the site and the
site-specific and cumulative impacts of full build-out of the proposed
campus. Upon request, the system governing board shall provide the
Postsecondary Education Commission with detailed sections of the
Draft or Final EIR.

3.10 Economic Efficiency

The Commission encourages economic efficiency and gives priority
to new institutions where the State of California is relieved of all or
part of the financial burden. When such proposals include gifts of
land, construction costs, or equipment, a higher priority shall be
granted to such projects than to projects where all costs are born by
the State, assuming all other criteria listed above are satisfied. A
similar priority shall be given to collaborative efforts in underserved
regional areas of the State as determined by the Commission.

The Commission Executive Director shall certify to the system chief ex-
ecutive officer, in writing and within 60 days, that it is complete, or that it
requires further input, elaboration, or adjustment. If it is incomplete, the
Commission Executive Director shall indicate the specific deficiencies
involved. When the Commission Executive Director has certified that all
necessary materials for the Needs Study have been received, the Commis-
sion has 12 months to take final action to approve or disapprove the new
institution.

Once the Commission has taken action on the proposal, its Executive Di-
rector will notify the system executive officer, appropriate legislative
committee chairs, the Department of Finance, and the Office of the Legis-
lative Analyst.




The Conversion of an Educational Center to
a University
or Community College Campus

DUCATIONAL CENTERS generally offer a limited complement of aca-

Edemic programs that serve the needs of a community. Many student ser-
vices, such as outreach efforts, disability support services, counseling,
etc., are not fully supported. At lower enrollment levels, there are usually
too few students to generate enough demand for these services. As en-
rollment levels increase, however, demand for support services and ex-
panded academic programs also increase. The conversion of an educa-
tional center to a university or community college campus usually occurs
at a point in time in which there is sufficient demand to justify the expan-
sion of educational and support services, and enrollments are adequate to
support the costs of a freestanding administration.

The process for each public higher education system to convert an educa-
tional center to a university or community college campus is as follows:

1. Preliminary Notice

At such time as a public higher education system, including a community
college district, begins a planning process to establish a new community
college or university campus, the governing board of the system or dis-
trict shall forward to the Commission a Preliminary Notice of the plan-
ning activities. This Preliminary Notice shall indicate:

¢ The general location of the proposed new institution,

¢ The type of institution under consideration and the estimated time-
frame for its development,

¢ The estimated enrollment of the institution at its opening and
within five years of operation,

¢ A tentative five-year capital outlay plan, and

¢ A copy of the agenda item wherein the new site is discussed by
the local district (California Community College) or statewide
governing board (University of California or California State Uni-
versity), if any.

A Preliminary Notice represents an informational process, and does not
require formal consideration or approval by the Commission.
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2. Letter of Intent
University of California or State University:

Not less than three years prior to the time it expects to convert an educa-
tional center to a university campus, the University of California Regents
or the California State University Trustees should submit to the Commis-
sion (with copies to the Department of Finance, the Demographic Re-
search Unit, and the Office of the Legislative Analyst) a Letter of Intent.

The Letter of Intent for the conversion of an educational center to a uni-
versity campus should contain the following information:

¢ A 10-year enrollment history (headcount and FTES) of the educa-
tional center, or the complete enrollment history, if the center has
been in operation for less than 10 years.

¢ A preliminary 10-year enrollment projection (headcount and
FTES) for the new campus (from the campus's opening date), de-
veloped by the system office. The system office may seek the ad-
vice of the Demographic Research Unit (DRU) in developing the
projection, but Unit approval is not required at this stage.

¢ Maps of the area in which the proposed university campus is to be
located, indicating population densities, topography, road and
highway configurations and any other features of interest.

¢ A time schedule for converting the educational center and for de-
veloping the new university campus, including preliminary dates
and enrollment levels at the opening, intermediate, and final build
out stages.

¢ A tentative five-year capital outlay budget starting on the date of
the first capital outlay appropriation for the new university cam-
pus.

¢ The identification of neighboring public and independent institu-
tions in the area in which the proposed university is to be located.

¢ A copy of the resolution by the Regents or the Trustees authoriz-
ing conversion of the educational center to a university campus.

The Commission Executive Director shall respond to the chief executive
officer, in writing, no later than 60 days following submission of the
completed Letter of Intent to the Commission.

The Commission's Executive Director will advise the system chief execu-
tive officer to move forward with site acquisition or to develop plans.
The Commission Executive Director may in this process raise concerns
about shortcomings or limitations in the Letter of Intent that need to be
addressed in the planning process. If the Commission Executive Director
is unable to approve the Letter of Intent as submitted, he or she shall indi-
cate to the chief executive officer the specific reasons why the Letter of



Intent is incomplete prior to notifying the Department of Finance and the
Office of the Legislative Analyst.

California Community Colleges:

Not less than two years prior to the time it expects to convert an educa-
tional center to a community college campus, a district should submit a
Letter of Intent (with copies to the Commission, Department of Finance,
the Demographic Research Unit, and the Office of the Legislative Ana-
lyst) to the Chancellor of the California Community Colleges. Upon
completing its review, the Board of Governors, or the Chancellor, if so
delegated by the Board, will forward its recommendation to the Postsec-
ondary Education Commission. The Commission will act on a Letter of
Intent only after it has been approved by Board of Governors or the
Chancellor of the California Community Colleges.

The Letter of Intent to convert an educational center to a community col-
lege campus should contain the following information:

¢ A 10-year enrollment and attendance history (headcount and
FTES) of the educational center, or the complete enrollment his-
tory, if the center has been in operation for less than 10 years.

¢ A preliminary 10-year enrollment and attendance projection
(headcount and FTES) for the proposed campus (from the cam-
pus's opening date), developed by the district or the Chancellor’s
Office. The Chancellor’s Office may seek the advice of the
Demographic Research Unit (DRU) in developing the projection.

¢ Maps of the area of the proposed campus indicating population
densities, topography, and road and highway configurations and
any other features of interest.

¢ A time schedule for converting the educational center and for de-
veloping the campus, including preliminary dates and enrollment
levels at the opening, intermediate, and final build out stages.

¢ A tentative five-year capital outlay budget starting on the date of
the first capital outlay appropriation for the proposed campus.

¢ The identification of neighboring public and independent institu-
tions in the area in which the proposed campus is to be located.

¢ A copy of the letter from the Chancellor’s Office approving the
Letter of Intent.

The Commission Executive Director shall respond to the Chancellor, in
writing, no later than 60 days following submission of the completed Let-
ter of Intent to the Commission. If the plans appear to be reasonable, the
Commission’s Executive Director will advise the Chancellor to move
forward with site acquisition or further development plans. The Commis-
sion Executive Director may in this process raise concerns about short-
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comings or limitations in the Letter of Intent that need to be addressed in
the planning process. If the Executive Director is unable to approve the
Letter of Intent as submitted, he or she shall indicate to the chief execu-
tive officer the specific reasons why the Letter of Intent is incomplete.

3. Needs Study

The Needs Study provides the findings from a comprehensive needs
analysis for the project. The purpose of a Needs Study is to provide evi-
dence of the need for and location of new institutions and campuses of
public higher education. A Needs Study is considered complete only
when it fully addresses each of the criteria listed below.

Upon receipt of a Needs Study, the Executive Director shall certify to the
systemwide chief executive officer, in writing and within 60 days, that it
is complete, or that it requires additional information. If it is incomplete,
the Executive Director shall indicate the specific deficiencies involved.
When the Commission Executive Director has certified that all necessary
materials for the Needs Study have been received, the Commission,
within 12 months, will approve or disapprove the new institution.

The Commission Executive Director will notify the system executive of-
ficer, appropriate legislative committee chairs, the Department of Fi-
nance, and the Office of the Legislative Analyst.

A Needs Study for the conversion of an educational center to a university
or community college campus should contain the following information:

3.1 General Description and Overview

The opening section of the Needs Study must include: A general de-
scription of the proposal, a brief history of the center, a physical de-
scription of the site, and a social and demographic analysis of the sur-
rounding area. Data describing the socioeconomic profile of the area
or region should be included, with income levels and racial/ethnic
categorizations provided. Inclusion of various charts, tables, or other
displays is encouraged.

3.2 Enrollment Projections

¢ Enrollment projections must be sufficient to justify the establish-
ment of the new campus. For a proposed new community college
or university campus, enrollment projections for the first ten years
of operation (from opening date) must be provided.

¢ The Demographic Research Unit (DRU) of the Department of Fi-
nance must approve enrollment projections. As the designated
demographic agency for the State, the DRU has the statutory re-
sponsibility for preparing systemwide enrollment projections. For
a proposed new institution, the DRU will approve all projections



of undergraduate enrollment developed by a system office of one
of the public systems proposing the new institution. Enrollment
projections developed by a local community college district must
be approved by the Chancellor's Office. Upon request, the DRU
shall provide the system with advice and instructions on the
preparation of enrollment projections.

Undergraduate enrollment and attendance projections for a new
institution shall be presented in terms of Fall-Term headcount and
Fall-Term Full-Time Equivalent Students (FTES). Enrollment
projections for California Community Colleges should also in-
clude Weekly Student Contact Hours (WSCH) and WSCH per
headcount student.

A discussion of the extent to which, in quantitative terms, the pro-
posed campus will increase systemwide or district capacity and
help meet statewide and regional enroliment demand.

The educational center's previous enrollment history, or the previ-
ous 10 year’s history (whichever is less) must also be provided.

Graduate and professional student enrollment projections shall be
prepared by the system office proposing the new institution. In
preparing these projections, the specific methodology and/or ra-
tionale generating the projections, an analysis of supply and de-
mand for graduate education, and the need for new graduate and
professional degrees must be provided.

For a new University of California campus, statewide enrollment
projected for the University should exceed the planned enrollment
capacity of existing University campuses and educational centers.
If the statewide enrollment projection does not exceed the planned
enrollment capacity for the University system, compelling state-
wide and/or regional needs for the establishment of the new uni-
versity campus must be demonstrated.

For a new California State University campus, statewide enroll-
ment projected for the State University system should exceed the
planned enrollment capacity of existing State University campuses
and educational centers. If the statewide enrollment projection
does not exceed the planned enrollment capacity for the system,
compelling regional needs must be demonstrated.

For a new community college campus, enrollment projected for
the district proposing the college should exceed the planned en-
rollment capacity of existing district colleges and centers. Com-
pelling regional or local need must be demonstrated if the district
enrollment projection does not exceed the planned enrollment ca-
pacity of existing district colleges or centers.
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3.3 Alternatives

¢ Proposals for new institutions should address at least the follow-
ing alternatives:

(1) the possibility of maintaining an educational center instead
of a university or college campus;

(2) the expansion of existing institutions within the region;

(3) the increased utilization of existing institutions, particularly
in the afternoons and evenings, and during the summer
months;

(4) the shared use of existing or new facilities and programs
with other postsecondary education institutions, in the same
or other public systems or independent institutions;

(5) the use of nontraditional modes of instructional delivery
such as television, computerized instruction, instruction over
the Internet, and other "distributed education” modes and
techniques; and

(6) private fund raising or donations of land or facilities for the
proposed new institution.

¢ A cost-benefit analysis of alternatives, including a consideration
of alternative sites for the new institution, must be articulated and
documented. This criterion may be satisfied by the Environ-
mental Impact Report (EIR), provided it contains a comprehensive
analysis of the advantages and disadvantages of alternative sites.
Overall, the system proposing the new institution must demon-
strated substantial analytical integrity with regard to the site selec-
tion process.

¢ Where a four-year system, or a community college district, al-
ready owns - or will have received as a donation - the site on
which a new institution is proposed to be located, and has not con-
sidered other sites, a strong justification for "sole-sourcing” the
site in question must be included. Options to be discussed should
include the sale of the site, with the resulting revenue used to pur-
chase a better site, or an alternative delivery system such as a col-
laboration with another public or private institution or organiza-
tion.

3.4 Academic Planning and Program Justification

¢ The proposal must include a preliminary description of the pro-
posed academic degree programs, along with a description of the
proposed academic organizational structure. This description
must demonstrate conformity with the Commission’s academic



program review guidelines and with such State goals as access,
quality, intersegmental cooperation, and the diversification of stu-
dents, faculty, administration, and staff.

The Needs Study must show evidence of a process leading to full
institutional accreditation by the Western Association of Schools
and Colleges (WASC) and provide an estimated timeline for at-
taining accreditation by WASC within a reasonable period of time
following approval of the institution.

3.5 Student Services and Outreach

The proposal for the new institution must include a description of the
student services planned for the new campus including student finan-
cial aid, advising, counseling, testing, tutoring, educational opportu-
nity programs, compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act,
and outreach services to historically underrepresented groups and how
these programs will be sustained over time.

3.6 Support and Capital Outlay Budget Projections

¢

The proposal must include a 10-year capital outlay projection that
includes the total Assigned Square Feet (ASF) anticipated to be
required for each year of the projection period, with estimates of
the average cost per ASF.

The proposal must include a five-year projection of anticipated
support costs including administration, academic programs (in-
cluding occupational/vocational as appropriate), academic sup-
port, and other standard expense elements.

3.7 Geographic and Physical Accessibility

¢

The proposal must include a plan for student, faculty, and staff
transportation to the proposed campus and compliance with the
Americans with Disabilities Act. Reasonable commuting times
must be demonstrated.

Plans for student and faculty housing, including projections of
needed on-campus residential facilities should be included if ap-
propriate.

3.8 Effects on Other Institutions

¢

Provide evidence that other systems, institutions, and the commu-
nity in which the new institution is to be located were consulted
during the planning process, especially at the time that alternatives
to expansion are explored. Strong local, regional, and/or state-
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wide interest in the proposed facility must be demonstrated by let-
ters of support from responsible agencies, groups, and individuals.

¢ The conversion of an educational center to a university campus
must take into consideration the impact of the expansion on exist-
ing and projected enrollments in neighboring institutions of its
own and other systems.

¢ The conversion of an educational center to a community college
must not reduce existing and projected enrollments in adjacent
community colleges either within the district proposing the new
community college, or in adjacent districts, to a level that will
damage their economy of operation, or create excess enrollment
capacity at these institutions, or lead to an unnecessary duplication
of programs.

3.9 Environmental Impact

The proposal must include a copy of the Summary Draft or Final En-
vironmental Impact Report (EIR) for the site or the project. The sys-
tem board shall provide the Commission with detailed sections of the
Draft or Final EIR upon request.

3.10 Economic Efficiency

The Commission encourages economic efficiency and gives priority to
new institutions where the State of California is relieved of all or part of
the financial burden. When such proposals include gifts of land, con-
struction costs, or equipment, a higher priority shall be granted to such
projects than to projects where all costs are born by the State, assuming
all other criteria listed above are satisfied. A similar priority shall be
given to new campuses that engage in collaborative efforts with other
segments to expand educational access in underserved regions of the
State as determined by the Commission.
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University or Community College
Educational Centers

educational center, as defined in the definitions section of the guidelines,

T HE PROCESS for each public higher education system to establish a new
is as follows:

1. Preliminary Notice

At such time as a public higher education system, including a community
college district, begins a planning process to establish a new educational
center, a new community college, or a new university campus, or to con-
vert an educational center to a community college or university campus,
the governing board of the system or district shall forward to the Com-
mission a Preliminary Notice of the planning event. This notice shall in-
dicate only the general location of the proposed new institution, the type
of institution under consideration, the estimated enrollment size of the
institution at its opening and within five years of operation, and a copy of
the agenda item discussed by the local district or system governing board,
if any. A Preliminary Notice shall represent only an informational proc-
ess, and will not require formal consideration or approval by the Com-
mission.

2. Letter of Intent
University of California and the California State University

Not less than two years prior to the time it expects the first capital outlay
appropriation for the new educational center, the University of California
Regents or the California State University Trustees should submit to the
Commission (with copies to the Department of Finance, the Demographic
Research Unit, and the Office of the Legislative Analyst) a Letter of In-
tent.

A Letter of Intent to establish a new educational center should contain the
following information:

¢ A preliminary five-year enrollment and attendance projection
(headcount and FTES) for the new educational center (from the
center's opening date), developed by the system office, including
itemization of all upper-division and graduate enrollments. The
system office may seek the advice of the Demographic Research
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Unit (DRU) in developing the projection, but Unit approval is not
required at this stage.

¢ When converting an off-campus operational center to an educa-
tional center, the enrollment history of the off-campus operation.

¢ The geographic location of the new educational center in terms as
specific as possible. A brief description of each site under consid-
eration should be included.

¢ Maps of the area in which the proposed educational center is to be
located, indicating population densities, topography, road and
highway configurations and any other features of interest.

¢ A time schedule for development of the new educational center,
including preliminary dates and enrollment levels at the opening,
intermediate, and final build out stages.

¢ A tentative five-year capital outlay budget starting on the date of
the first capital outlay appropriation.

¢ A copy of the resolution by the Regents or the Trustees authoriz-
ing the new educational center.

¢ The identification of neighboring public and independent institu-
tions in the area in which the proposed university campus is to be
located.

The Commission Executive Director shall respond to the chief executive
officer, in writing, no later than 60 days following submission of the
completed Letter of Intent to the Commission. If the plans appear to be
reasonable, the Commission’s Executive Director will advise the system
chief executive officer to move forward with site acquisition or further
development plans. The Commission Executive Director may in this
process raise concerns about shortcomings or limitations in the Letter of
Intent that need to be addressed in the planning process.

If the Commission Executive Director is unable to approve the Letter of
Intent as submitted, he or she shall, within 30 days, indicate to the chief
executive officer the specific reasons why the Letter of Intent is incom-
plete.

California Community Colleges

Not less than two years prior to the time it expects to convert an off-
campus center operation to a community college educational center, a dis-
trict should submit a Letter of Intent (with copies to the Commission, De-
partment of Finance, the Demographic Research Unit, and the Office of
the Legislative Analyst) to the Chancellor of the California Community
Colleges. Upon completing its review, the Board of Governors, or the
Chancellor, if so delegated by the Board, will forward its recommenda-
tion to the Commission, with copies to the Department of Finance and the
Legislative Analyst.



A Letter of Intent to establish a new community college educational cen-
ter should contain the following information:

¢ A preliminary five-year enrollment projection and attendance
(headcount and FTES) for the new educational center (from the
center's opening date), developed by the district and/or the Chan-
cellor's Office. The Chancellor's Office may seek the advice of
the Demographic Research Unit (DRU) in developing the projec-
tion, but DRU approval is not required at this stage.

¢ When converting an off-campus operational center to an educa-
tional center, the enrollment history of the off-campus operation.

¢ The location of the new educational center in terms as specific as
possible. A brief description of each site under consideration
should be included.

¢ Maps of the area in which the proposed educational center is to be
located, indicating population densities, topography, road and
highway configurations and any other features of interest.

¢ A copy of the district's most recent five-year capital construction
plan.

¢ A time schedule for development of the new educational center,
including preliminary dates and enrollment levels at the opening,
intermediate, and final build out stages.

¢ A tentative five-year capital outlay budget starting on the date of
the first capital outlay appropriation.

¢ A copy of the resolution by the district governing board authoriz-
ing the new educational center.

¢ The identification of neighboring public and independent institu-
tions in the area in which the proposed campus is to be located.

The Commission Executive Director shall respond to the chief executive
officer, in writing, no later than 60 days following submission of the
completed Letter of Intent to the Commission. If the plans appear to be
reasonable, the Commission's Executive Director will advise the system
chief executive officer to move forward with site acquisition or further
development plans. The Executive Director may in this process raise
concerns about shortcomings or limitations in the Letter of Intent that
need to be addressed in the planning process. If the Executive Director is
unable to approve the Letter of Intent as submitted, he or she shall, within
30 days, indicate to the chief executive officer the specific reasons why
the Letter of Intent is incomplete. The Executive Director of the Commis-
sion will act on a Letter of Intent only after it has been approved by Board
of Governors or the Chancellor of the California Community Colleges.
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3. Needs Study

The Needs Study provides the findings from a comprehensive needs
analysis for the project. The purpose of a Needs Study is to provide evi-
dence of the need for and location of new institutions and campuses of
public higher education. A Needs Study is considered complete only
when it fully addresses each of the criteria listed below.

3.1 General description and overview

The opening section of the Needs Study must include: A general de-
scription of the proposal, a physical description of the site, and a so-
cial and demographic analysis of the surrounding area. Data describ-
ing the socioeconomic profile of the area or region should be in-
cluded, with income levels and racial/ethnic categorizations provided.
Inclusion of various descriptive charts, tables, or other displays is en-
couraged.

3.2 Enrollment projections

¢

Enrollment projections must be sufficient to justify the establish-
ment of the educational center. For a proposed new community
college or university campus, enrollment projections for the first
ten years of operation (from opening date) must be provided.

The Demographic Research Unit (DRU) of the Department of Fi-
nance must approve enrollment projections. As the designated
demographic agency for the State, the DRU has the statutory re-
sponsibility for preparing systemwide enrollment projections. For
a proposed new institution, the DRU will approve all projections
of undergraduate enrollment developed by a system office of one
of the public systems proposing the new institution. Enrollment
projections developed by a local community college district must
be approved by the Chancellor's Office. Upon request, the DRU
shall provide the system with advice and instructions on the
preparation of enrollment projections.

Undergraduate enrollment projections and attendance for a new
institution shall be presented in terms of Fall-Term headcount and
Fall-Term Full-Time Equivalent Students (FTES). Enrollment
projections for California Community Colleges should also in-
clude Weekly Student Contact Hours (WSCH) and WSCH per
headcount student.

Graduate and professional student enrollment projections shall be
prepared by the system office proposing the new institution. In
preparing these projections, the specific methodology and/or ra-
tionale generating the projections, an analysis of supply and de-



mand for graduate education, and the need for new graduate and
professional degrees must be provided.

¢ For a new University of California center, statewide enrollment
projected for the University should exceed the planned enrollment
capacity of existing University campuses and educational centers.
If the statewide enrollment projection does not exceed the planned
enrollment capacity for the University system, compelling state-
wide and/or regional needs for the establishment of the new edu-
cational center must be demonstrated.

¢ For a new California State University center, statewide enrollment
projected for the State University system should exceed the
planned enrollment capacity of existing State University campuses
and educational centers. If the statewide enrollment projection
does not exceed the planned enrollment capacity for the system,
compelling regional needs for the center must be demonstrated.

¢ For a new community college center, enrollment projected for the
district proposing the college should exceed the planned enroll-
ment capacity of existing district colleges and centers. If the dis-
trict enrollment projection does not exceed the planned enroliment
capacity of existing district colleges or centers, compelling re-
gional or local need must be demonstrated.

3.3 Alternatives

¢ Proposals for new institutions should address at least the follow-
ing alternatives:

(1) the expansion of existing institutions within the region;

(2) the increased utilization of existing institutions, particularly
in the afternoons and evenings, and during the summer
months;

(3) the shared use of existing or new facilities and programs
with other postsecondary education institutions, in the same
or other public systems or independent institutions;

(4) the use of nontraditional modes of instructional delivery
such as television, computerized instruction, instruction over
the Internet, and other "distributed education” modes and
techniques; and

(5) private fund raising or donations of land or facilities for the
proposed new institution.

¢ A cost-benefit analysis of alternatives, including a consideration
of alternative sites for the new institution, must be articulated and
documented. This criterion may be satisfied by the Environ-
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mental Impact Report, provided it contains a comprehensive
analysis of the advantages and disadvantages of alternative sites.
Overall, the system proposing the new institution must demon-
strate substantial analytical integrity with regard to the site selec-
tion process.

¢ Where a four-year system, or a community college district, al-
ready owns - or will have received as a donation - the site on
which a new institution is proposed to be located, and has not con-
sidered other sites, a strong justification for "sole-sourcing™ the
site in question must be included. Options to be discussed should
include the sale of the site, with the resulting revenue used to pur-
chase a better site, or an alternative delivery system such as a col-
laboration with another public or private institution or organiza-
tion.

3.4 Academic Planning and Program Justification

¢ For University educational centers, a preliminary description of
the proposed academic degree programs must be included, along
with a description of the center's proposed academic organization.
The description must demonstrate conformity with such State
goals as access, quality, intersegmental cooperation, and diversifi-
cation of students, faculty, administration, and staff.

¢ For a community college educational center, a preliminary de-
scription of the proposed academic degree and/or certificate pro-
grams must be included, together with a list of all course offer-
ings, whether or not they are part of a degree or certificate track.
A description of the center's academic/occupational organization
must be included. These descriptions must demonstrate confor-
mity with such State goals as access, quality, intersegmental co-
operation, and diversification of students, faculty, administration,
and staff.

3.5 Student Services and Outreach

The proposal for the new institution must include a description of the
student services planned for the new campus including student finan-
cial aid, advising, counseling, testing, tutoring, educational opportu-
nity programs, compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act,
and outreach services to historically underrepresented groups.

3.6 Support and Capital Outlay Budget Projections

¢ Proposals for educational centers must include a five-year capital
outlay projection that includes the total Assigned Square Feet



(ASF) anticipated to be required for each year of the projection
period, with estimates of the average cost per ASF.

The proposal must include a five-year projection of anticipated
support costs including administration, academic programs (in-
cluding occupational/vocational as appropriate), academic sup-
port, and other standard expense elements. The number of Per-
sonnel Years (PY) should be indicated.

3.7 Geographic and Physical Accessibility

¢

The proposal must include a plan for student, faculty, and staff
transportation to the proposed campus and compliance with the
American Disability Act. Reasonable commuting times must be
demonstrated.

Plans for student and faculty housing, including projections of
needed on-campus residential facilities should be included if ap-
propriate.

3.8 Effects on Other Institutions

¢

Other systems, institutions, and the community in which the new
institution is 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 statewide interest in the
proposed facility must be demonstrated by letters of support from
responsible agencies, groups, and individuals.

The establishment of a new university center must take into con-
sideration the impact of a new facility on existing and projected
enrollments at neighboring institutions of its own and other sys-
tems.

The establishment of a new community college educational center
must not reduce existing and projected enrollments in adjacent
community colleges either within the district proposing the new
community college, or in adjacent districts, to a level that will
damage their economy of operation, or create excess enrollment
capacity at these institutions, or lead to an unnecessary duplication
of programs.

3.9 Environmental Impact

The proposal must include a copy of the Summary Draft or Final En-
vironmental Impact Report (EIR) for the site or the project. The sys-
tem governing board shall provide the Commission with detailed sec-
tions of the Draft or Final EIR upon request.
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3.10 Economic Efficiency

The Commission encourages economic efficiency and gives priority
to new institutions where the State of California is relieved of all or
part of the financial burden. When such proposals include gifts of
land, construction costs, or equipment, a higher priority shall be
granted to such projects than to projects where all costs are born by
the State, assuming all other criteria listed above are satisfied. A
similar priority shall be given to a new proposed center that engages
in collaborative efforts with other segments to expand educational ac-
cess in underserved regions of the State as determined by the Com-
mission.

Upon receipt of a Needs Study, the Commission Executive Director shall
certify to the system chief executive officer, in writing and within 60
days, that it is complete, or that it requires additional information. If it is
incomplete, the Executive Director shall indicate the specific deficiencies
involved. When the Executive Director has certified that all necessary
materials for the Needs Study have been received, the Commission,
within 6 months, will approve or disapprove the new institution.

Once the Commission has taken action on the proposal, its Executive Di-
rector will notify the systemwide executive officer, appropriate legislative
committee chairs, the Department of Finance, and the Office of the Legis-
lative Analyst.
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Joint-Use Educational Centers

Preamble

Demographic changes, economic conditions, educational reforms, and
progress in preparing students for postsecondary education are all factors
that are converging to produce substantial increases in demand for higher
education in California. Between 1998 and 2010, this demand- generally
referred to as “Tidal Wave I1”- is estimated to result in an increase of
more than 714,000 students seeking enrollment at all levels of public
higher education. The Commission, in its recent report, Providing for
Progress: California Higher Education Enrollment Demand and Re-
sources in the 21% Century (CPEC 00-1), estimated that California would
need to spend $1.5 billion annually over the next 10 to 12 years for the
existing physical plant and enrollment growth.

The Commission recognizes that this spending plan is a challenge, par-
ticularly in an era of state budget reductions. The explosive growth in
demand for higher education and limited budgets are straining Califor-
nia’s system of public higher education. These pressures present an op-
portunity for the State’s higher education segments to encourage and im-
plement cooperative, intersegmental approaches to providing access to
higher education.

Joint-use educational centers are a viable policy alternative for accommo-
dating enrollment growth with limited resources. As far back as 1990,
the Commission, in its long-range planning report - Higher Education at
the Crossroads: Planning for the Twenty-First Century (CPEC 90-1)-
strongly encouraged the development of collaborative, joint-use facilities
in meeting the educational needs of California’s diverse populations.

The educational needs of students should serve as the overall goal in es-
tablishing joint-use centers. The Commission therefore supports the fol-
lowing goals:

e Promote a seamless system of higher education services: Sharing
facilities between two or more segments could substantially ease the
flow of students from one segment to another, potentially increasing
transfer rates.

e Expand access to higher education in underserved or fast-growth
regions of the state: Joint-use educational centers increase opportu-
nities for a university education to be available to place-bound stu-
dents who are often from historically underrepresented socio-
economic groups. With this principle in mind, the Commission ac-
knowledges that existing State-supported community college off-
campus centers provide a significant opportunity for collaborative
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ventures with public and independent universities to expand univer-
sity programs throughout California.

Improve regional economic _development opportunities: The
Commission recognizes the nexus between access to a university edu-
cation and a region’s economic development. Joint-use educational
centers can advance this linkage.

Encourage capital outlay cost savings to participating segments:
By encouraging the pooling of capital outlay resources between two
or more education segments, joint-use educational centers can contain
State capital outlay costs. These potential cost savings will stretch
scarce state capital outlay funds.

Advance the efficient utilization of physical facilities: Joint-use
facilities have the potential to achieve higher levels of utilization than
single purpose facilities. A jointly used classroom can yield utiliza-
tion efficiencies by providing access throughout the day to both full-
time and part-time students.

Expand the variety of academic programs offered in a single loca-
tion: Joint-use educational centers that include community colleges
and universities increase the depth and breadth of the academic pro-
grams offered in a single location. This benefits both the educational
needs of the students and the labor market needs of regional econo-
mies.

Joint-use Educational Centers Subject to Review by the Commission:

Joint-use Educational centers subject to the review and approval of the
Commission are those that:

1.

2.
3.

1.

Meet the definitional requirements of a joint-use center specified on
page 6 and 7 of the guidelines; and

Advance one or more goals articulated in the Preamble; and
Have the support of the participating systems.

Preliminary Notice

A Preliminary Notice must be submitted at such time as a public higher
education segment, including a community college district, engages with
another education institution to establish a joint-use center. The govern-
ing board of the system or district or the president, chancellor, or district
superintendent participating in the collaborative shall forward the Pre-
liminary Notice to the Commission, with copies to the Office of the Leg-
islative Analyst and Department of Finance.



This notice shall:
e ldentify the participating educational institutions;
e Indicate the general location of the proposed collaborative facility;

e Provide the actual and estimated enrollment size of the collabora-
tive facility over the next five years of operation;

e Provide the estimated total state capital outlay funds required for
the development of the collaborative facility; and

e Include a copy of the agenda item discussed by the local district or
statewide governing board, if any, with action taken by the gov-
erning body.

A Preliminary Notice shall represent only an informational process, and
will not require formal consideration or approval by the Commission.

The Commission Executive Director shall respond to the chief executive
officers, in writing, following the submission of the Preliminary Notice.
If the preliminary plan appears reasonable, the Commission’s Executive
Director shall advise the chief executive officers of the systems and insti-
tutions to move forward with development plans and the submission of a
formal proposal. If the Commission Executive Director is unable to ap-
prove the Preliminary Notice as submitted, he or she shall indicate to the
chief executive officers the specific reasons why the Preliminary Notice
is incomplete.

2. Letter of Intent

Not less than two years prior to the time the first capital outlay appropria-
tion would be needed for the proposed joint-use educational centers, the
appropriate governing boards should submit to the Commission (with
copies to the Department of Finance, the Demographic Research Unit,
and the Office of the Legislative Analyst) a Letter of Intent. Proposals
for joint-use educational centers involving one or more California com-
munity colleges must also be submitted to the California Community Col-
lege Chancellor’s Office for review.

A Letter of Intent to seek approval for joint-use should contain the fol-
lowing information:

e A brief overview of the need for and goals of the proposed joint-
use educational center, including a description of the nature of the
collaboration between the educational segments involved in the
partnership.
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e An enrollment history and a preliminary five-year enroliment pro-
jection (headcount and FTES) for the proposed joint-use educa-
tional center (from the projected opening date), developed by the
systemwide central office, including an itemization of all lower-
division, upper-division and graduate enrollments. The system-
wide central office may seek the advice of the Demographic Re-
search Unit (DRU) in developing the projection, but DRU ap-
proval is not required at this stage.

e The geographic location of the proposed joint-use educational
center in terms as specific as possible.

e A brief description of each alternative site under consideration, if
appropriate.

e Maps of the area in which the proposed joint-use educational cen-
ter is located or is to be located, indicating population densities,
topography, and road and highway configurations and access.

e A time schedule for the development of the new joint-use educa-
tional centers, including preliminary dates and enrollment levels at
the early, intermediate, and final build out stages.

e A tentative five-year capital outlay budget starting on the date of
the first capital outlay appropriation.

e A copy of resolutions by the appropriate governing boards author-
izing the proposed institution.

The Commission Executive Director shall respond to the chief executive
officers, in writing, no later than 60 days following submission of the
completed Letter of Intent to the Commission. If the plans appear to be
reasonable, the Commission's Executive Director will advise the system-
wide chief executive officers to move forward with site acquisition, if ap-
propriate, or further development plans. The Executive Director may in
this process raise concerns about shortcomings or limitations in the Letter
of Intent that need to be addressed in the planning process.

If the Commission Executive Director is unable to approve the Letter of
Intent as submitted, he or she shall, within 30 days, indicate to the chief
executive officer the specific reasons why the Letter of Intent is incom-
plete prior to notifying the Department of Finance and the Legislative
Analyst.

3. Joint-use Educational Center Proposal

A Proposal for the establishment of a joint use educational center should
contain the following information:



3.1 General description and overview

This section should include: a general description of the collabora-
tive, a physical description of the site, and a social and demographic
analysis of the surrounding area. Data describing the socioeconomic
profile of the area or region should be included, with income levels
and racial/ethnic categorizations provided. Inclusion of charts, tables,
or other displays is encouraged.

3.2 Enrollment projections

Enrollment projections must be sufficient to justify the establish-
ment of the joint-use educational center. Enrollment projections
for the first ten years of operation (from opening date) must be
provided. A description of the methodologies used in the alloca-
tion of Full-Time Equivalent Students (FTES) between the par-
ticipating systems must be included

The Demographic Research Unit (DRU) of the Department of Fi-
nance must approve the enroliment projections. As the designated
demographic agency for the State, the DRU has the statutory re-
sponsibility for preparing systemwide enrollment projections.
Upon request, the DRU shall provide the system with advice and
instructions on the preparation of enrollment projections.

Undergraduate enrollment projections for the proposed institution
shall be presented in terms of Fall-Term headcount and Fall-Term
Full-Time Equivalent Students (FTES). Enrollment projections
for California Community Colleges should also include Weekly
Student Contact Hours (WSCH) and WSCH per headcount stu-
dent.

Graduate and professional student enrollment projections shall be
prepared by the systemwide central office proposing the new insti-
tution. The system wide central office participating in the joint
use center shall prepare graduate and professional student enroll-
ment projections. In preparing these projections, the specific
methodology and/or rationale generating the projections, an
analysis of supply and demand for graduate education, and the
need for new graduate and professional degrees must be provided.

Enrollments projected for the proposed joint-use center should ex-
ceed the planned enrollment capacity of the participating public
institutions participating in the collaboration. If the enrollment
projection does not exceed the planned enrollment capacity for the
parent institutions, compelling regional needs for the proposed in-
stitution must be demonstrated.
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For a new community college joint-use center, enrollments pro-
jected for the district proposing the joint use center should exceed
the planned enrollment capacity of existing district colleges and
centers. If the district enrollment projection does not exceed the
planned enrollment capacity of existing district colleges or cen-
ters, compelling regional or local need must be demonstrated.

3.3 Alternatives

Proposals for new joint-use educational centers should address at
least the following alternatives:

(1) The feasibility of establishing an educational center instead
of a joint-use educational center;

(2) The expansion of existing institutions within the region;

(3) The increased utilization of existing institutions, particularly
in the afternoons and evenings, and during the summer
months;

(4) The use of nontraditional modes of instructional delivery
such as television, computerized instruction, instruction over
the Internet, and other distributed education modes and
techniques; and

(5) Private fund raising or donations of land or facilities for the
proposed new institution.

A cost-benefit analysis of alternatives, including a consideration
of alternative sites for the joint-use, must be articulated and
documented. This criterion may be satisfied by the Environ-
mental Impact Report (EIR), provided it contains a comprehensive
analysis of the advantages and disadvantages of alternative sites.
Overall, the system proposing the joint use center must demon-
strate substantial analytical integrity with regard to the site selec-
tion process.

Where a four-year system, or a community college district, al-
ready owns - or will have received as a donation - the site on
which a new joint-use is proposed to be located, and has not con-
sidered other sites, a strong justification for "sole-sourcing” the
site in question must be included. Options to be discussed should
include the sale of the site, with the resulting revenue used to pur-
chase a better site, or an alternative delivery system such as a col-
laboration with another public or private institution or organiza-
tion.



3.4 Academic Planning and Program Justification

A description of the proposed academic degree programs must be
included, along with a description of the joint-use educational
center’s proposed academic organization and the nature of the ar-
ticulation, including administrative relationships, between the par-
ticipating postsecondary education institutions. The description
must demonstrate congruence with the Commission’s academic
program review guidelines and with such State goals as access,
quality, intersegmental cooperation, and diversification of stu-
dents, faculty, administration, and staff.

If the academic plan includes the offering of certificate programs,

provide a preliminary description of such programs, together with
a list of all course offerings, whether or not they are part of a de-
gree or certificate track. A description of the center's aca-
demic/occupational organization must be included. These de-
scriptions must demonstrate conformity with such State goals as
access, quality, intersegmental cooperation, and diversification of
students, faculty, administration, and staff.

3.5 Student Services and Outreach

A description of the student services planned for the new joint-use
educational center including student financial aid, advising, counsel-
ing, testing, tutoring, educational opportunity programs, compliance
with the Americans with Disabilities Act, and outreach services to
historically underrepresented groups.

3.6 Support and Capital Outlay Budget Projections

Provide a five-year capital outlay projection that includes the total
Assigned Square Feet (ASF) anticipated to be required for each
year of the projection period, with estimates of the average cost
per ASF.

Include a five-year projection of anticipated support costs includ-
ing administration, academic programs (including occupa-
tional/vocational as appropriate), academic support, and other
standard expense elements. The number of Personnel Years (PY)
should be indicated.

Provide a statement of agreement between the institutions con-
cerning which institution will submit the capital request if an in-
dependent state fund source is not defined.

3.7 Geographic and Physical Accessibility
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The proposal must include a plan for student, faculty, and staff trans-
portation to the proposed campus or existing site. Reasonable com-
muting times must be demonstrated. Plans for student and faculty
housing, including projections of needed on-campus residential facili-
ties should be included if appropriate.

3.8 Effects on Other Institutions

e Other systems, institutions, and the community in which the joint-
use educational center is to be located should be consulted during
the planning process, especially at the time that alternatives to ex-
pansion are explored. Strong local, regional, and/or statewide in-
terest in the proposed facility must be demonstrated by letters of
support from responsible agencies, groups, and individuals. The
establishment of a joint-use center must take into consideration
the impact of a new facility on existing and projected enrollments
at neighboring institutions of its own and other systems.

e The establishment of a new community college joint-use educa-
tional center must not reduce existing and projected enrollments in
adjacent community colleges either within the district proposing
the new community college, or in adjacent districts, to a level that
will damage their economy of operation, or create excess enroll-
ment capacity at these institutions, or lead to an unnecessary du-
plication of programs.

3.9 Environmental Impact

The proposal must include a copy of the Summary Draft or Final En-
vironmental Impact Report (EIR) for the site or the project. The
statewide governing board shall provide the Commission with de-
tailed sections of the Draft or Final EIR upon request.

3.10 Economic Efficiency

Since it is in the best interests of the State to The Commission en-
courages maximum economy of operation, priority shall be given to
proposals for new joint-use centers institutions where the State of
California is relieved of all or part of the financial burden. When
such proposals include gifts of land, construction costs, or equipment,
a higher priority shall be granted to such projects than to projects
where all costs are borne by the State, assuming all other criteria
listed above are satisfied.



3.11 Collaborative Arrangements

The intersegmental nature of joint-use educational centers requires
that each segment clearly articulate the respective responsibilities of
each participating segment, including but not limited to:

1. The participating institution, state agency, or other entity that will
own the joint-use facility and, if appropriate, which participating
system(s) will lease the facilities;

2. The participating public system of higher education that will exer-
cise operational control and responsibility of the facilities, includ-
ing such responsibilities as building and grounds maintenance;

3. The financial arrangements between the participating segments for
the development and operation of the joint-use facility. Arrange-
ments describing the establishment and collection of student fees
must be discussed.

4. The nature of curricular cooperation and faculty responsibilities
between the participating institutions; and

5. The nature of cooperative arrangements to provide academic sup-
port services and student services to all students attending the
proposed collaborative facility.

4. Proposal Review

The Executive Director of the Commission shall respond to the chief ex-
ecutive officers of the segments and institutions (with copies to the Office
of the Legislative Analyst and Department of Finance), in writing and
within 60 days, and shall comment on the reasonableness of the proposal.
The Executive Director may, in this process, raise concerns about the
limitations of the proposal and request additional information. When the
Commission Executive Director certifies that all necessary materials for
the proposal are complete, the Commission will have six months to take
final action.

5. Commission Notification

After the Commission takes final action on the proposal, its Executive
Director will notify the chief executive officers of the participating insti-
tutions and segments, appropriate legislative committee chairs, the De-
partment of Finance, and the Office of the Legislative Analyst.
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CALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION COMMISSION

THE California Postsecondary Education Commis-
sion is a citizen board established in 1974 by the
Legislature and Office of the Governor to coordi-
nate the efforts of California’s colleges and univer-
sities and to provide independent, non-partisan pol-
icy analysis and recommendations on higher educa-
tion issues.

Members of the Commission

As of April 2003, the Commissioners representing
the general public are:

Alan S. Arkatov, Los Angeles; Chair
Howard Welinsky, Burbank; Vice Chair
Carol Chandler, Selma

Guillermo Rodriguez, Jr., San Francisco
Evonne Seron Schulze, San Diego
Olivia K. Singh, San Francisco

Faye Washington, Los Angeles

Vacant

Vacant

Representatives of California education systems are:

Irwin S. Field, Beverly Hills; appointed by the
Office of the Governor to represent the Associa-
tion of Independent California Colleges and
Universities;

George T. Caplan, Los Angeles; appointed by
the Board of Governors of the California Com-
munity Colleges;

Vacant; appointed by the California State Board
of Education;

Anthony M. Vitti, Newport Beach; appointed 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:

Rachel Shetka, Santa Barbara
Vacant

Of the 16 Commission members, nine represent the
general public, with three each appointed for six-
year terms by the Office of the Governor, the Senate
Rules Committee, and the Speaker of the Assembly.
Five others represent the major systems of postsec-

ondary education in California. Two student mem-
bers are appointed by the Office of the Governor.

Functions of the Commission

The Commission is charged by the Legislature and
the Office of the Governor to “assure the effective
utilization of public postsecondary education re-
sources, thereby eliminating waste and unnecessary
duplication, and to promote diversity, innovation,
and responsiveness 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 Office
of the Governor, the Commission performs specific
duties of planning, evaluation, and coordination by
cooperating with other State agencies and non-
governmental groups that perform those other gov-
erning, administrative, and assessment functions.
The Commission does not govern or administer any
institutions, nor does it approve, authorize, or ac-
credit any colleges and universities.

Operation of the Commission

The Commission holds regular public meetings
throughout the year at which it discusses and takes
action on staff studies and takes positions on pro-
posed legislation affecting education beyond the
high school level in California. Requests to speak
at a meeting may be made by writing the Commis-
sion 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 Robert L. Moore, who is ap-
pointed 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.
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