Looking Back,
Looking Ahead

Regional Advocacy Convening




1910

esno becomes first junior
llege after the Legislature
1orizes high schools to offer
postsecondary courses




1917

®egislature enacts Junior College Act,
extends courses of study to:

® mechanical and industrial arts
®household economy
®agriculture

® civic education and

® commerce.



192 |

®Legislature authorizes creation of local
districts

®Organized under K-12 laws
®locally-elected governing boards
®State Department of Education to monitor

® Creation of Junior College Fund

®Nation’s first state funding



A MASTER PLAN

(1]

HIGHER EDUCATION
IN CALIFORNIA

1960-1975

1960

® formally
recognized the
three systems

® CCC mission:
transfer,
vocational and
general ed

56 locally

governed districts
380,000 students



1967

Dept of Ed oversight deemed weak
Board of Governors created

"Bilateral governance”

76 colleges, 610,000 students



1970s - 1980s

® 1988 - Proposition 98



1990s-2000s

1991-94: Recession led to fee increases,
cuts.

1994-2000: Strong revenue growth
increased Prop 98 guarantee, fast CCC
growth.

2001: Stock market collapse

2008: Real estate, banking collapse
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Miscellaneous Nonresident and

Enrollment Fees

Local 59, / other fees

2% 4%

Gifts and Grants
0%

Local Property
Taxes
29%
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2001-02:
$11.5 billion (26%) drop in PIT
Sales tax flat
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2008-09:

$10.8 billion (20%) drop in PIT
Sales tax down by $2.9 billion
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Retail Sales and Use Tax
Personal Income Tax
® Trailer Coach License (In-L
¥ |nsurance Gross Premium
M Estate, Inheritance & GiftT:
B Cigarette Tax
B Corporation Tax

B Alcoholic Beverages Taxes .
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Figure 2
Forecasted Operating Surpluses Beginning in 2014-15

General Fund and Education Protection Account Combined (In Billions)
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SEOG Scholarships Miscellaneous
| % W Grants
Work Study . —— 1%

| %
BOG Fee Waiver

Federal loans 21%

12%

al Grants /

3%

Pell Grant
60%



CCC

1980
6 1% white




CCC

2012
69%
non-white




Shift Happens.

Are we shifting accordingly



How are we doing!



Since 1992

. Asian/ Hispanic/
White | Lilipino/p1 | Black Latino
0l2 30.4% 14.5% 7.0% 38.6%
992 51.2% 14.9% 7.2% 19.9%
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Statewide - Fall 2012

White | S/ | piaac | Mispanic/
nts 30.4% 14.5% 7.0% 38.6%
itional | 5749 9.3% 9.9% 15.8%
ime 64.7% 9.3% 5.8% 13.4%
Gyme 65.8% 9.4% 4.9% 11.6%




Change in Socioeconomic Distribution at Community Colleges,
1982-2006
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No, how are we
really doing?
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J G 4 CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES
SUCCESS j

STUDENT SUCCESS SCORECARD

.........k

Statewide

Click here to select a different college

PROFILE | PERSISTENCE | 30 UNITS J e IZN3p(e )Ml REMEDIAL | CAREER TECHNICAL EDUCATION

Completion

Percentage of degree and/or transfer-seeking students tracked for six years through 2011-12 who completed a degree, certificate or transfer related
outcomes.

71.2% 41.1% 49.2%

AFRICANAMERICAN  65.9 AFRICANAMERICAN 350
AMERICAN INDIAN/ AMERICAN INDIAN/
ALASKAN NATNE 59.5 ALASKAN NATNVE 31.6

ASIAN 822 ASIAN 57.9

COLLEGE PREPARED: Student’s lowest course attempted in Math and/or English was college level
UNPREPARED FOR COLLEGE: Student’s lowest course attempted Iin Math and/or English was remedial level
OVERALL: Student attempted any level of Math or English in the first three years

0%: Cohort with no students attaining an outcome

N/A: Cohort has no students

AFRICANAMERICAN — 38.0
AMERICAN INDIAN/
ALASKAN NATNE 38.5

ASIAN 66.7

FILIPINO 714 FILIPIN 431 FILIPINO 50.6
HISPANIC 64.7 HISPANIC 34.8‘ HISPANIC 385
PACFICSLANDER 583 PACFICISLANDER  35.8 paCFCSLANDER 409
WWHITE 705 WHITE 440 WHITE 535

FEMALE 737 FEMALE 420 FEMALE 50.1
MALE 68.5 MALE 399 MALE 481
UNDER20 UNDER20 433 UNDER20

20-24 20-24 32.8‘ 2024

2549 2549 317 2549

50 OR OVER : 50 OR OVER . 50 OR OVER )

View CDCP {Non-credit):

View Printable Scarecard Reports:




piggest Challenges

California is 46t" in the nation in share of full-time students.

Cal Grants are rigged against community college students as
well, providing only $1,473 per year, when students attendir
for-profit colleges for the same program can get up to $9,2.
This is akin to state support of instruction in for-profits at nearly
the state support for community college students!

Only 8% of eligible competitive Cal Grant students who app
are currently receiving awards.

Supermajority of students are placing in lengthy remedial
sequences, and only 25.9% in math and 38.9% in English



Four Years of Change

® Limits on community college repeatability.

® Priority registration (forthcoming).



Enrollment

VWhat we know:

>  enrollment demand will subside

® demographic changes

® improving economy

® pell Grant changes

* demand will widely vary among districts

What we don’t know:

®* how much pent-up demand is there because of recent

rationing?

could districts successfully reach underserved populations
if provided incentive to!

AN we annRreciablv increace fiilll-fime affendance?






Our Focus

® Boldly and bluntly confront the issue of
equity in higher educational opportunity.

® Fight for the financial aid resources to
enable all students ability to attend full-time.

® Reduce the number of students needed
remediation through pre-assessment review
K-12 articulation, and alternatives to
traditional basic skills sequence.






