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THRODORE M. BLACK 1873 NORTHERN BOULEvARD |
CranceLLOn ' 7 i . ‘ ROBLYN, NEW YORK 1i37g
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¢ augubt 27, 1975

. _ 7 Co -
.The Honorable Hugh L. Carey S : ‘
Governor of New York : ’

Btate Capitol ' . -

Albany,' New York 12224 ‘

' ‘.‘ - .) ;\/

Dear Governor Carey: , . | ; : ( ﬁ

Education Léw, Section 6452, requires that each of the public.. \

. universities submi't an annual report describing the activities of : |
their program of educational opportunity, and that the Regents’

®shall review such'report‘andﬁforward same, ‘together with theij ‘

comments and recommendations to the governor and- the legislature...®

. Annual ‘reports for SEEK at the City University ada EOP at/ the
State University for- the 1972-73 year were received quite late by
the Department, some State University data not being-received until,
well into 1975. Staff of,the Department have prepared a mandated
‘review -of those documents, along with comments and recommendations,
in the form of ‘a tripartite report which presents data about the ,
programs in the public universities alongside similar data about -
HEOP at the non-pyblic colleges and universities for 1972-73. Tthe
‘Regents égproved that- review for transmittal at their regular

June, 1875 meeting and it ig hereby transmitted to you.

Sincerely,
, _ Theodore M. Black '
\ , : Chancellor - .
- Enolosures

’ , | R ’
' cc:  Legislative Leadership

. .
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‘ A Comparative Analysis of v . . ! 4
. . |
Public_and Private Opportunity Programs % .
in the State of New York ' o e ﬂ
. . . |
1972-73 I ) |

'
—~— , —~ ’ - & . .,
" T . In 1966

» 8 state program was instiguted to advance the cause of equality

/

of educational opportunity in the City UniVersity of New York (CUNY). \This

Prograd came.to be knowr as Search for Education, Elevation end Knowledge ( SEEK)

with a similar. program (EQE)jhxtended later to some units of the State University

of New York (SUNY). In l969[ a comparable program was initiated at private colleges ’

.

/
and universities under the Higher Education Opportunity Program (HEOP).

e

) Sections 6&51 -and 6452 of .the educetion law, as added by chapter 1077 of

_ the laws of 1969, which establiehed the HEOP program, provided for a stetewide.

coor nation of these opportunity programs at CUNY SUNY, end the privete colleges

en‘ universities under the aegis of the Board of Regents./,—$5rmillion was appropriated

1

ihitially forpimplementing its\provisions. Approprij;iéns have grown over’ the
v J N

/yearl and f.or 1972- 73 totel/lfed over $3\Q million.

Section 6652, P4r. 5.

4,, directs that "the ttustees of the State Uni-
}w

and the Chairman of the Senate Finance

Committee, at lees} annually, 8 report . . ,of the operations of such EOP‘and (

SBEK programs, " y ' ~ ) '




-

»

: o1 . “
\:\.
! SUMMARY
Findings N
© l, For 1G32-73, the Legislature approved funds for 23,600 oppor-
—

/

-

tunity students, “Actual enrollments were 23,565 (page 3),

2. 1In 1972-73, academic dﬂsmissal was the most important reason

that atudents left opportunity programs; personal reasons were secggd

in importanee (page 9). \

. g 7

’
T

R 3. Compared to‘'the average retention rate for all students in
the nation, opportunity program students remained in college at a
remarkably high rate, e8peciaily 8o considering their educational and J

L4

~

/ )

P !

economfc disadvantagea (page 11),
4, Opportunity programs served as a major vehicle for minority

Minority group members made up between .

/ group enrollments in l97f -73.
55% and 922 of opportu ity program. nrollments in 1972.
parison; only 13.6% 4f all undergraduates were membe!

: ’

groups (page 12y, o

73. In com-

6f minority

~

|

'

5. A majority. of students in opportun{ty progr s in 19

72-73

were women (page 12). ! = \:

6. Over 902 of alA\opportuni program students came from
| ' . ‘ R
" families with incomes beld;xSlO, . Their ayerage Scholastic Aptitude

7

" Test scores were 495 (verbal) a d 460 (math) (pages 17 < 25),

) 7. ,Supportive serviceg were usedjextensively. Forty percent

’ . . . r
of opportunity prograg studeyés recejved tutoring; .807% received special

/
4

/ :counceling (pngep_293- 33).‘ .

8. Generally, students in four-year opportunity programs in

l972~73 accumulated credits at a rate permitting graduation after 8 to
s

\. \ ._
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Section 6452, Par. 5.b., goes on to state that "The Regents shall K

: »

i v . N .
review such reports and forward the same, along with their comments and rec- ~//////
4B
\

\ ommendations to the Govey¥nor and- the Legislature. . " |
document accompanies those reports, and includes the "comments . |
. ; ~

mandated. Additionally, an effort has been made to display

Th

and recqmmendations",
c 7
and compare data from the three sectors (HEOP EOP, and SEEK) where thete ai

A}

State-supporte systems of postsecondary education for the disadvantaged, This

constitutes the \irst attempt to Uisplay opportunity program data on a comparatiVe
‘basis. (College D 8¢overy, at 5be two~year colleges in the City of New York

had not joined the reporting system which generated this document in 1972-73,

*

AL 7, IR B b €A i s

Future reports will include data frop Colloge Discovery as well,)

-

/ »
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10 semesters (page 40), ‘. -

A//‘Q,’/Céata'of attending college exceeded available financial aid

-

o

‘for opportunity program students {n 1972-73 by'up to $1,329, The dif-.
ference was made 8p by both work and loans (pages 42-46), - //
10. A list of all institutioné with opportunity programs appearg/

as Appendix A;\\' h . e . o
Comments (pages 53 - 54) v ’ . !

1. 1In all sectors, oppoﬁtunity p}ograms accounted for a small
percentage (from four to ten percent) of the total student enrollment,
However, they did-amount to a large percentage (407% to 60%) of the non- *
white enrollment at participating institutions, indicatiqg their’ value ' <
as a vehiclL to enhance the goal of equality of educational opportunity,

Aay di?inution in the opportunity student enrollment would affect the
totaf’number‘if minority students already on campus.

2, It is interesting to note that the highest ranking job place-

* e

denﬁ for opportunity students“was in the field of education. fhis is
partiealaply significant in light of the tightening of the job market

in tpat field but appears to indicate that ainopity gtoup.meqbers are

in demand in this profession, .The influx of opportunity,;rogram students
has helped to diversify and enrich the education profession itse}é_

3. About 252 of opportunity program students who graduated in
1972-73 went into gradu%fe and professional schools, It 'is an interesting
;- American phenomenon’ that such iarge numbers o; first- -generation college
‘graduates pursued further professional or graduate education. This -~ ﬁ

I

development could be attributed to the high level of aSpiration, confidence,
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4

o

- 26-

‘ 7 ’ .
8} v
achiavement and sophistication on the part of ‘those ‘students and those

’, . s m~
who counaelled them. ‘

4, 'Cartain practices lack consistency as examined acrozs/the‘.~
three sectors. It\is to be hoped that 1irn the continuihg evaluat.)n of
these programs, the "coordinated policy" envisionéﬂ by thé legislacion ¢ ¢

' . . .
energes, For example:

(a) Hhile the sectors have now agreed on. a common income scale

"for defining economic "disadvantage " a8 clear understanding.of educat:ional o

) "diaagvantage" ls still locking. For instance,. 61% of EOP admits at:

University Centers had RSE scoves below.100, whike: only 13% of EOP admits

v

- v

at the SUNY specialized units fall in this category.

»
i

(b) while HEDP and EOP both assume a liTited number of semesters

of eligibility to achieve a degree goal, such aﬂ.ten semésters‘for a
normal four-year baccalaureate SEEK imgoses no ‘uch expectation. Thus -

// .

at the end of eight full semes&ers, tha avqrage EEK student had com- .
\

£ :
pleted 81 credits, the average £O0P/HBOP tudent 106,

' (c) ‘A rational State:policy off finencia) aid for students in

1
%1earry :;fs not exist. e stvdents are the same

opportunity programs
in their sociological, educat fonal and economic 4ircumstances. %s such

-they hava similar néeds 1in terms-of availahility‘for work during term

\
time, and limits in term of family resources and ﬁbility to take on \ﬁx

b
high loans, Yet the match between need" and aid varies from program . ' @

4

to program, all the way from no unmet need at the upstate community v

»

‘colleges to & $950 shortfall at SEEK gnd above $l 300 at the private
\
i

two-yaar colleges.




to devgte the resources necessary for the timely and accmte ac ounting
of pzcgrau activities and sx?enditures, as the law provides. \Only thus
can the coordination and imptiovement of program practices for the dis-

advantaged in higher education be fully accomplished

-

: The poor performancg of EOP students at community colleges

\

7 can be directly tra}ed to lack 6f cOmprehensive supportive services.

— A
-

Every effort must be made to reme y- this situation, - ¥

'

- . N

A
. . £ i .
: .
' b ' PR P T .
-l‘ «
-
#
R ’ P . v - . \
A . , |
7 '}
) { ‘ N, &\‘
| ] \" - J‘\
. Y \
\ Rt ~
! JOMEN
Al ]
’ . /

o




. N
. < - e — e, \
-3- > — \
~ P " .
. ,
'

t

Opportunity Program Enrollment Histories endNRetention Rates, 1972-1?73

The State Legislature spprovcd funds £or the enrollment of 23,600

opportunity students in 1972- 73. The actual enrollment for the year av-

eraged 23, 565,5, lesgs than one petrceat under the expected (Table 1), The

SEEK program was overenroli;d\g;yb79 students,

. I N

by . 6319 and HEOP by 80, . . e )

while EOP was underenrolled

Table I
“h—

Projected and Actual Opportunity Progxem Enroleents, lg“? 73 ’

N - LIPS rS
\ £ . »
. N . .
LN . LA

*" [Brojected Actual © v | " Percent
' Enrollment Enrollment | Difference | Pifferente
L SEEK: 8,500 ', 8,979 - © +479 + 5.6%
¥ . . ) . . -
HEOP 5,300 5,220 - 80 - 1,5
EOP 9.860 91228.5 - 6310.5 - 6'0470
{‘ [] '\ . ' )y
Totals {23,660 23,427,5' ~-232,5 1IN . g9y
. (l Al
Enrollment projections are difficult to. meet exsctly. Underen-

rollment for the year usually represents first-

up by second-samester entrants.

HE$§\ unlike SEEK and EOP, cannot overenroll in anticipation o

L]

semester attrition not .made*

Because of its conﬁrsctuel\srrsngement

t

£ « ett;ition.

Student enrollments were reported according to four possible sessions

of attendance (Table 2),

ticipation diring the summer;-

14

winter sessions, generally,

HEOP had the greatest percentage of student par-

were part of a
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Opportunity Program Enrollment’s, 1972-73
\ P , ’ <. . . .
" ' Sumnef”Attendance as Percent
\ ’ of Fall Enrollment-Winter
/S . Attendance as Percent of
. . Spring Enrdllment '
Summer F§11 Hinter Spring ’ Summer? Winter%
. . o ”M, ; .
SEEK NA | 8,915 NA | 9,§3 o NA. NA
——

. HEOP: | R A ) , C
~ Four Year | 1,184 3,902) 303 | 3.770 30.3% 8.0% .
Two Year | 197} ~ 2221 217 341 88.7% 63.67% -

Part-Time | 254{ 1,110] 39 | 1,371 22.9% 2.8%

: - - :

-Egg: 4 > ™
. University . - 3
Centers . * .1495] 2,843 0 2,896 44 5.17% ~_0.0% ‘
University T " s . . /'
.Collégés 4291 3,309 | 206 | 3,211 13.0%_ 6.4%
Special - |- . -
Units 21} 605 |- 53 531 3,5% 10.07_ -
'Ag & Techs, 4F 161 Q 131 2.57 _-0.0%
Compnit:y o . . - : .
Lolleges { 298] 2,480 126. - 1 2,290 12,07% 5.5%
TOTALS - 12,533 3,547 | 984 |23,586" - || 11.12 4,17
’ .
.
4 / . 15
.
». | ' .




trilestar or quarter arrangement. Overall, more than 112 of the oppor-
tunity students attended %he,sumaer session, while fewer than 5% the
P )
'intet:o »

There 'is little Hr No provision for summer wark for'EOP/SEEK

students, HEOP residential ‘.mpuses novmally run Pre-freshman summer
Programs., Many upperclass students in\all sectors’ attend summer sessioqs
with little or no program—support
ﬁ;' More than 80% of all opportunity students were enrolled in four
(or fiVe) year, full- ~time baccalaureate Programs (Table 3), . '
Although thefx\was an overall increase of 37 students between the
£all ,and spring enrollments, five of the nine groups listed in Table 4
showed decreases ranging from 3. OZ tor 18.6%. The fall to spring net gain
resulted despite the fact that about 147 of these students who attended
the fall semester did _Rot return in the.spring (Table.5), More than
half (56,4%) of these students transferred or gredueted whire the rest
' attrited. Thus,heavy spring term edmission& especially at the City
—University, were used to keep up the ovérall enrollment &Verage,
‘ g The reasons fox separation of students from the Program are renked
3

in Table 6. 'Even though academic dismissal was the primary caQse of sep-

aration, trensferred and aca ¢ leave cannot be construed to mean "et-

. while Voluntary leaves of abgence can be terminated at any, time by re-
1 .

enrollment, . \ ' /

~

, LT s

. RN

' trition," since transferring implies continuing the educationel Process,,
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A Table 4 R 'A‘
i . ‘Opportunity Program Attenqance /
) Change in Spring Enrollments /’
From Fall Enrollments, 1972-73. o
f | .\, /
’ |
‘ Difference in Percedt
Sector &u'ollments ) Change
(SERKC . +128 .4
1 o
HEOP: - . .
Four Year ~132 \ -3.42‘
Two Year +119 +53,6%
7| Part-Tige 261 23,57
Unive«;sity . :
Cente.rs 53 H,9% -
University. "
‘ Colleoés .~98 -3.0%
\" ’
Sggcfalﬁﬂgits T i =74 -12,27
Sy .
] Ag, & 'héchs. 430 . -18,6%
* Comnunity ¥
Colleges =190 ~7.7%
TOTALS * 3>\ 20,0




Change in Enrallment of 0
Semester, 1972, and Who R

-8-

¥
\\‘ Tabl e S5

.

LY

pportuhity Students Who AttenBed the Fall
aturned for the-Spring Semester, 1973

7

l\ - / -
. RETURNED ; ouT TOTAL-
FALL FOR CHANGE IN GRADS, | TRANS] GRADS &
SECTOR ENROLLEES SPRING  .|NO. STS. " % CHANGE | 72-73 72-73 TRASNS.
. . unspe-
SEEK 8’915 7’832 . "'1’083 '12. lz" Cified NA ) NA
: — =
0P ! .
. Four-Yr, | 3,902 3,506 - 396 -10,1 =630 69 699
Two-Yr, 222 186 - 36 -16.2 | . 77 1 78
r:‘ , . , . ‘ ..
Part-TimT 1,110 859 - 251 -22,6 27 2 79
- ', ‘ !
EOP: y . :
Univ, 2,843 2,616 - 227 - 8.0 234 16 250
Centers . ,
Four-Yr, | 3,309 2,819 - 490 -14,8 299 ° 112 411
C le e_ . ;_ ’
. Special 161 131 - 30, -18.6 10 1 11
.. Colleges
Ag & TecH 605 462 - 143 -23.6' 101, - 3 104
- Community | 2,480 1,907 - 573 -23.1 140 52 192
Col lagyiex| ' ~
tons ¥ i
TOTALS £3,547 20,318 -3,229 =13,7% 1,518 306 1,824
1 ] . ’
19
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Rank Order of Program Separation Conrditiong 1972-73; Total _
- Program \
R Academic: Academic Finan- Per- _
Sector \ Leave Dismissal cial sonal- Medical Transfer Other
- ! * A, -
", ‘ 7
SEEK . NA iM Na, NA NA NA NA
- R A 1 \\\ /' " . -
HEOP: - \ B . ”
Four Year | 4 / 1 7 . 3 6‘ 5 2t
' M‘Year 3o§ 105 5 '1\' 1.5 305 ¥ 6 7 !
“ . { .
] ) : ) -4
Part-Time 3 7 6 ] 1 5 4 2
‘ - »
EOP:
University| . ¢ "1 5 3 4 7 2 J
Centers * ] . .
4 y .
University 3 1 5 2 6.5 AN 6.5
Colleges § ‘ :
¢ -
Special 6 2» 13 6 "6 4 ) S
Units —_—
Ag & Techs| 3 1 5 2 4 6.5 6.5
— “ 7
Commnit{ 4 2 6 ) 1 7 5 3
College ' .
Average 3 1 6 2 7 5. L4 |
R R_g_nking . N ~ oL
> J / o
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Table 7
! - !
. Aw;rage‘Retention Rates for Opportu Yy Programs apd
’ National Averages, 1972-73 ‘
> Definitions /1 2 3 . 4/
i Four-Year Colleges and University Centers
Nationdl Average 78 47 . 58.5 81
- SEEK 75 20 "] sg NA
___HEOP 89 _ .58 68 1.5
__EOP Univ, Centers 71 |7 29 59 63
EOP Univ, Colleges |’ 76 [ 36 — 52 A6
N Tyo-Yr, Programs & Colleges
National Sl T, s\ .
Average 66 38 x 40.5 66
- - ,
4/ HEOP Two-Yr. Progs. |86 : 85 97 98
} 2P Conn, cols, 54 16 41, 44
~F 7 R
EOB Ag, & Techs., 66 oy 42 ///;; .92
) e .
' Y
. T
1 'l 1 2 / 3 4
. a Part-Time and Special Units "
HEOP 1. —~
Part-Time 55,5 9(0 20 [ .35
EOP / /
. Special Unitg 56 43 54 77

.

Definitions:- 1,

2, Received a degree,

3. 'Received a degree

) " an associate program, . .
4., Received a degree,returned or transferred,

Returned for a third academic semester,

or returned for the ninth ‘Semester
of a baccalaureate program or the fifth semester for

22
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- «

. There is no one standard definition of “retention'“or "attrition"
g y

for collegg\::fq\?ts° The data in Table 7 are displayed accovding‘tp
the four uost\commonly used indices. Measured by any of these standirds,

program student performance is remarkable, in light of the fact of the

o |

severe academic disadvantagea with which such students enter college|

The persistence rites for HEQP two-year and part-time programl

and EOP special units do not provide reliable data, The internal dif

-ferences amon institutions, the small samples and/ﬂr the short histories

of the‘individual pPrograms do not provide\an adequate data base. SUHY
did nof; report on numbers of part- time EOP students, SEEK claims no;
part-time students are enrolled. 0f the other programs, HEOP students

" had the best persistence across the four definitions, so that their per;

4 .
sistence was better than the national aVe age el on the fiLst ?hree measures

(Table 7)

N - N P ~
2

The total number of graduates anong' opportunity students had reached

3 u

3, 13 by the summer of 1973,

Demographic Characteristics of Opportunity Students, 1972-73

’

\

| - ‘
Between fa11#1970 and fall 1972 the racial chiracteristics of
full- time undergraduate nrollments throughout the State changed, re-
A
flecting increased numbégﬁ of minorities (Table 8) The largest gaing

were in the categories‘of black and Spanish-surnamed, while "Ot‘ers"‘“

decrgased, AN . . o
f . \ o . : |
‘ : oo
\
1. American Council on Education data. N ¢
b
L]
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Ethnic Identity, Fall 1870 versus Fall/ 19 E, y
/ all Campusps with Opportunity Progr

i

Percent Distribution of Full-Tim ,UndergraduatzL ollment bv

P

~N / DT ‘ : ' * ) .
71 . g \

Native / Black/ . Spanish-

Americen Negro | Oriental Surnaned Others
1970 | " 0.3%. 5.9% . ,\.1/.12 L2.2% \90.5,'{.’ b
. \ ) ' N
1972 . Qo3 8.6 v 1.2_ - 3.5 8 ol“

‘ . ) .. /

% .Chang? '0.0% *2.97% 30,17 .| +1.3% -a.\'/.

d . : \ L -

- /Petween 1968 and 1972 the.mést important enrollment increases oc-
curred enong black and Spanish-surnened students, especially at the City

Uniyetsity (Table 9), Relativeé decreases in white (Others). enrollments

- . (.

\w,

operated institutions (Table 10),

Oppértunity Programs have favored the ethnic nmfnorities in terms of

the- tqéust‘bf their enrollments. The percent'of opportunity students be- ‘

10nging to a minority group ranged from/5§ 0% at the community colleges

*

e
to 92.2% at SEEK (Tébld 1),

-

\’
Opportu ity students tended to be older (over 2l.years of age); a
majority were emele (Teble 2). HEOP two-yeer end pertvtime programs

and EOP community college programs bad high percentages of students over

»

25 yeatrs of age. The press of student numbers and limited resources avail-

« s 23
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Summary of Minority Growtﬁhﬁor‘lns
Participating in Opportunity Programs

Tab

titutions

N ) ‘ "
‘l 1]
L . l1 1 Pro-
, ative - Spanish- Sub- . portional
A\merican Black , | Oriental | Surnamed | Total | .Othed| Total Increase?
J . i - / ) "_/_\\
. . - | . . . -
"‘Priyatq,196éi72 - 0.3 |(+124.8 -1#.2 ] "*47,9 *61.4 *7.4 ' +10,7 | 5.7
‘ - (/ . hAY
SUNY State /
Operated Colls\, | - e o _ / : i
/\1969-72 +199.3 {+118.8 +#192,9 *129.2/ 1 +127.2 |+16.6 |+21.2 | 6.0 .
- . , [y
SUNY Community - . .
Colleges 1969-72] +276.3 +102.9 . +90,8 +77.2 +99.9 |+21.8 | +25.4 3.9
. \
CUNY 1971.72 ’ \ *2.970 +18.3 .24.2 *61.4 *19'6 .1.7 +3.6%\ 5.4
N ‘ Il A\
Private 70-72 \\-20.2 +22.5 +3o\7. +5.4 +17.5 | «2.9 \4 \13.5' .
: i; ) R k
SUNY State Oper., . ; P
"Colleges 1971-72] +33.6 +13.2 _*34.0 +10.2 *14,7 +0.8 *I.Z- 8.6
. 7 ‘ . A ', ) \ "
. \ |
SUNY Conmunity - “ )
Colleges 1971-72| +49.0 |+33.3 | .1h.8 -2.4 +23,0 | +2.4-] #3.6 [6.4
! N |

s

1

2,

. ~ . between 1968.

d 1972,

1. I,e.;\non-minority,studentsf\\'

Prqportional 1 creﬁse of minorities to t
minorities at CUNY inc

‘than the overfall rate of incre¥se;—

Vs,

-
.

“

he incredse of total enrollmlnt
reased at a rate 6.3 times fasted .

e

} Eefs,




Table 10
e ———

|
1

RS .
Chafges in Racial/Ethnic Distribution,
Total Full-Time Undergraduate Enrollments

[N

" CITY UNIVERSITY

Native | Black/ Spanish || Subtotal _
Amer, Negro Oriental Surname Minoritigs Others
1968 | 0.22 | 3.7 2.2% i.7% 7567 92.17
, . - &,
L1972 0.3 14,5~ 2.8 7.2 24,8 75.2
Change s - b . [ .
'68-'721 +0.1 +10,6 +0.6 . +5.5 +16.9_:§ 1 -16.9 i
PRIVATE UNIVERSITIES AND COLLEGES
; Natiye-| Black/ ' Spanish |{Subtotal :
Amer.” Negro Oriental Surname {{Minoritiés Others
1968 032 | 282 | 1.72 b 1.4 |l 6.2% ~ 93,87
’ , . ,\\ ) . N
1972 0.3 5.6 1.2 1.8 8.9 1.1/
Change : . ‘ ; / /f
168-172] 0.0 +2,8 -0.5 0.4 ' /+2.7 -2.7 /.
v . . v ) //
STATE UNIVERSIT?ES AND COLLEGES &
' R k%
Native { Black/ NE Spanisly|{Subtogal ‘%}/
Amer, Negro Oriental| , Surn Mindeities Othl%s
R _:‘ . . { ,1; .7 . w7 .
1969 0.12 | 2.57-| o0.37 0.57% 3.4% 96.6%
1972 0.3 5.0" 0.7 1.1- 7.1 92,0 T»
Change : . ’ ‘
'69"72 *0.2 +2‘.5 Woa *0.'6 +307 .13.7
e
NV ,
COMMUNITY COLLEGES . /
‘ Native "Black/ Spanish [ISubtotal .
Amer. | Negro Oriental|{ Surhame Minprities | Others °
1969 0.17% 3.67 © 0,29 1.221 *5,1% 94,97
[ . ] /‘," "
1972 .| 0.1 5.0 .0.3 1.8 7.3 . 92,7
Change -
+1.4 +0.1 -0.6 +2,2

'2.2
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N L S . Table 11 .o .
-h« . v I.’ercent Distribtatdon of Opporty, 1ty rogram Students ' , i .
TS L A , ACcording to Race 1972 73 g _
< ‘] - M , ". \
SR - - | | o
i ' /{ §ﬁ h Spanish- {I Sub- - Any
i I Black ér)can Oriental Surnamed' Total | White | Other Total |
L] ; : 4 , -
SEEK . 61,38 | 0,22 1.0% 2075 || 92,22 7.8% [f - 100..07
) ﬁ_ . Ir
HEQP s R _ : )
. . FOUI‘~Y381; - A 62. 1 bo3‘ T 1. 6 . 23.8 87.8 . 12. 2 ;' 100. Q
- | Iwo-Year 7.7 |37.4 %o /0.7 55.8 | 44,2 - 100.0
\ ) .\ , . / 3 -
. . - N ' /. P N
Part-Time | 76.7 | 1.9 0.6 7.8 187.0 | 12.5 | 0.5 | 100.0
- ' \ , .—&\- \t ‘ i \ ) .:":‘ S . "~ ¥
© L |Eoe: : Ce | , ‘
o ‘ . : - i
| \Unjversity | 68.4 0.5 / |el. 17.8 ' |} 87.9 11.0 - | 1,1 100.0
enters / , :
0.5 9.9 78.9 | 20.3 | 6,8 | 100,0]
1 3.4 15.1 72,3 | 26,9 0.8 | .3100,0 >
0.5 7.6 66.9 | 33,1 | 00 | 100.0
. h Y
-0.2, 3.9 |} s5.0 31.3 1:13.7 | '100.0}
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< Sex and Age Summary of Oﬁggtzzzity Students, 1972-73
< ’ o ' S
~ .. J\ : , L R I
— . \- ’- q'
N *
i ‘.k
. 'y et - '
.o e 2 : % O N 3 R A Z. .
T © | Under 21 21-25 | Abqve 25 Male | Fedale .
SEEK : Q%.l' C 4.8 | 13,1 “ahs | s
- - M- .o\ - Z B ) . b - ) . 's :
- LA T .. =)
.| HEOP : g N ﬁ\' : ' o >
Four Year 63,9 -~ 24,9 | 11,2 . 48,6 .| 514
- - — —=e % .
Two-Year 46,9 20,4 32,7 28,5 N 7%,5 .
; ) : N .

“Part-Time .| 12,1 - " | . a4 63,1 .

\
E0P: ' Rk . \ ~
1 . l
University | . 42.3 N E 41.8 16.0 " 49,1 «¢| 50,9
Centers ~ - : ‘ :

. University 48.2 . 85,6 16,3 46,22 * | s3.8
Colleges , . R ; :
. . i

Special 57.1 1 36.6 9,2 64,7 35.3%
Units

\\ - . . -

Ag & Tech 64,9 . 20,1 15.0° 59.6 S

5
&, -
(=
e
o

Community | 45,3 - © 28,3 26.4 43,8 1 s6.2
Colleges ) ) B ‘

o

Laden

.
s . '
WL . b A\
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" able for this population -- - the older, of ten pert time (by necessity)

Academic Background >

. Sae « .
I ~ <8
(/.."« S }.‘~. o - ) )
4

. disadvantaged student -~- presents a problem as yet unsolved. Most

o '

5' program resources continue to be allOceted to the full time student,

. -

With the useuof income scales to determine economic eligibility for
these progrems, over 90% of the opportunity students came from families
with _8ross incomes of less then $lO 000 (Iable 13) Many students were
independent, with virtually no income while attending college (Teble 14)

The percentage of studentefthat ceme from'households'of over:four members

ranged from 17% to 48%. HEDP pert time progrems enrolled the largest

Ppercent “of independent students and those from-mfd-sized femilies. Students,

who came from large. £emilies were in greetsst number et HEOP two-year °
v

and EOP special units, . - V. ‘ *

8y fer the greatesn percent of merried students were at’ HEOP

-

two-yesr and psrt-time brograms and the community colleges. i

A small percentege of students received Veterans Benefits and
Social Security funds while two to four timas ag many received Social
Shrvices assistance (Table 14), Recent figures indicate dramatic rises

in these categorées in 1973 74 and 1974 75.

»

e

L

. -
—_— .. -—

N Qpportunity student”'have had, by definition, a poor ecedemic
Preparation for a successful college cereer' in fact, between 16% and
60% of the entrents did not have dcademic high school diplomas (Table .
lS). Between 662 and 90% of those admitted to the programs hed high
school evereges under 80%, many ranking in the lower 'three quintiles of

their graduating classes, - 1 B ¢
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The Connunity Collegq opportunity programs had ‘a high percentage

«

of studenta in these "disadvantaged" categories, while the SUNY special

’

units had the.least of any group. _ o
The mean Regents Scholarship Examination score for the prospective
college-going populatibn, in Fall. l972, was 138, The curve of these
scores was positively skesed so that the median féll at 133, ‘and thF
66th porcen le was a score of ‘160 (Table 16), Most. opportunity students
_-at the SUdY operated campuses.ana the community colleges had RSE scores
under 160; in fact, more than half earned sco:ss under 100 -- the 28th
percentile (Table 17). The EOP special 'units- were an exception, the

’ majority‘of their students had scores above 160 RSE scores were not

availabla for HEOP and SEEK populations, they were a reouirement for

1 ‘ ' v

- entrance only at 'SUNY,

> t

Ths mean SAT scores for New York State are displayed in Table 18,
The average math and verbal scores were 495 and 460, requctivaly. A
score of 560 marked the 81st parcentile in mathematics and the ¥2nd per-
centile in verbal skills, which meant that 197 of the test-takers scored
560 and above on math and 281‘scored 560 and above on the verbal test..

Tha‘pstcent of opportunity students who scored ‘above 560 ranged
from 0.0 to 23% on the math and 0.0 to 17% oh the verbal, HﬁOP two-year
progranms had. no students in this range, while the EOP special units had
.tna hignast percentage of students(ncoring above 560, Other significant
percantages of students in this range were found at the EOP University

Centers and Ag and Techl.

{
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ﬁi‘ Te;ble 16

- Petcentile Distr;bution of RSE Scores,
1971 Series for High School Seniors
. Entering College Fall, 1972

Source:

Testing, State ‘Education Department

Score Ranges Percentile |Ranges
- 160+ . 66-99
140-159 54-66
120-139 ! R C41-56 C
~ ‘. Jl - -
100-119 . “28-41
80-99 14-28
-\ ’ -
60779 y ' 3-1\4
s !
- Lesg than
60 - -3

\
Mean = 1?8

3,

. hedian = 133

éositively skewed,

~

%

. Bureau of Higher and/Professional - Educational .

.. "
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Table 19 displays the accumulative distribution‘of’combined SAT

scores for opportunity students, - Most students (80 - 1o0%) scored below

. ’ \ 1,000, No HEOP entrants to the part- time Programs scored- over 760 ( com~

0 bined), ’ - ’
h . The SEEK program did not report high school. rank, type of diploma,

RSE or SAT scores for 1972 73.

1)
- y )

"™ . . ~ Major Subject Aree of Study for Opportunity Students, 1972-731

;

Two-Year' Amo the public college students in opportunity pro- .
- ‘ gtals; public service- elated technologies and business and commerce’

\\technologies were the nost popular fields of study in 1972, Most HEOP
N

. , " . students were'working tdward two-yesr degrees in'the liberal arts and
Lo Ny .
% - human serVices (Table 20). / AN
b . L s ¢
. . G

, Four-Year: Social aciences and education gere the most: important
;o ,subject areas of study among opportunity students and regularly admitted
students. Business and manegement also ranked high for both regular«

B end special progrem students (Table 21), '

; N . [ o N
it . : ’ [ ¥
N Supportive Services ..
v a ; “ ': * - ' . 7
f \\ N : N s ..
; The disparity between the educationet\taols possessed by the op-
7 :
R portunity student: end the performence demanded at the college level re-
. i R
§\ . f quires that ?fé:jor effort in eﬂucetional support, - remediation and de-
. R A , 4
velopment beiunder en, To mee} the challenges Presented by the
. . ' inedequate high school prepara lon of opportunity students, blic and

i !

tutorf ’ counseling and developmental\supportpve/remedial
' /

' 2 " A ) ‘ r
\ courses, ' { ! \ L ) ’ \ )

private ins]itutio 8 throl hou% the State have developee cgmprehensive
B )

pr grams of

,\\ o o——— ) | s ¥ . 36
l, SEEX did{noq provide this information, ,” h /
Q ,
ERIC . 2% Commun Lty Colheges gpnerally excluded// '
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Tutoring is provided to assist students in a ‘non- formsl, supportive

setting, to help them master basic techniques. Patterns of usage of thig '

service varied widely (Table 22), with the_average tutee at.a SUNY Ag and .

©
Tech receiving 46 hours yearly, and a SEEK student only 9,6, This bay re- = '

L -

flect the greateravailabilitycﬁ other forms of academic gupport at CUNY
Tutoring tends to be less used as the student moves into the upper levels,

although still 20% - 301 of the users are from this gmoup,
L . . -
_ \ Tutoring often appears:to be most effective when the tutor is a

. peer of the tutee; this process.has proved'effective at uany educational
levels. Graduates, or professionals (advanced degree holders), are used -
_s when the subject matter is highly specialized (Table 23), This is especi

ially true at the SUNY University Centers and specialized units,

Ofw¥h ious areas in‘whigh tutoring was offered, mathematics, lan- .
guagﬁl;;ts/a:d”::udy skills tend to predominate. Students at SEEK did demon:
: o .
st‘ate A greater need than those in the other sectors for tutoring in non- .
e .

basic skills areas.

’ ‘

+ 8

“ Counsé}ing services are provided to help students in defining and
re&lizing their goals. These services are always available to opportundty

program s{udents. The number of contact hours - ‘during which stJdents actually"

saw, counselors varied greatly, however, with a range from nearly sixty

hours per student”pérr§6:week Period at HEOP two-year institutions to 7,9
e =y . T
hours for part-time students (Table 24), The'number of students per coun-

selor (caseload) showed great variation, but as counseling personnel were

.’ reported.by headcount with many part-time staff involved in the private

sector, extrapolations are difficult to draw, .

. . ’
. .
#
< 40
. . W
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v Counselors perform a variety of functions, Educational counseling \

- was nearly always their primery activity (Table 25), but personel, psy- \

chological finencial and vocational counsel'ing’ were also prouided It
is important to note that all of these are services normally thought to

be availeble as a matter of course at collegiate ingtitutions, but whigh

must be: specially provided for,opportunity ptograé!students; \‘ '

\
! L '
Students in these programs usually take a \

ial coursework.

\ series of qourses, some for no credit (remedial) and ‘othets with.sgrong

\ enphsses on basic skills, as they move into the regular college cutriculum.

A\

< ‘ S \
and math/scie es one-fourth . -

.1

Complq ion rates ranged from 69% to 93% in such courses, "

HEOP

hqd the most successful .completion rate of all the four-year full-time

N . \\
programs (Table‘28). P ’ ) . . ‘ j' .

In sum, the average opportunity progrem student who availed himself/

herself of program services (40% of all students for tutoring, 81% for r -

counseling), received an'average of 25 hours of tutoring and 21 hours of !

}

. counseling (Table 29). If he/she was in 8 remedial class, the average

size was fewer than 8 students, meeting an}average of four hours a week

for fourteen weeks' the average student received l3 hours of such class

,time,

L Y

&
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. L .- T Table 27
N Percent‘Distribntion of Remedial/Develop-
o nental/SupportEVe Courses Utilized T g K
‘\ D ‘ by Opportunity Students, “1972-1973 Lo, .
b ' /
I ! [ \ AN * ‘ . .
o j \ SN Courses : * Percent
-/ \\ | \ ' y) Al
\ / | ] *
A A Study Skills P
\‘. T~ ‘l\\ . \ \\ 1S J— .‘
X S ; Language Artg 36.7 .
v - \ \ 4 ; )
\ . Lt ' Reading Skills . \d7.0 .
“ | . 1. | Math-Sciences 25.0 \ l
) ~» -
| PN - kKOﬂwr. 1A4 Y
. v "
\ \ . |ToTAL

.’ . . N {
. . | 100.07
. = I * " \'.. = ‘. * - - . T )

\
R e,

‘ Table 28 W \ ;
s : . Completion Rates, Remedial/Developmental/ ' ;
: Supportive Courses, 1972-1973 ‘ \
; | |
{ o \ o
> \ S
SEEK | HEOP - \ TDUCAT%L \oppoxmnmz PROGRAM
« ~ . \ N . \ .
our |Two Paﬁt- Univ, | Univ, Sp%ciai Agi&- ate | Comm, State&
AY¥ear |Year| Time ||cntr, Colls, | Units | Techs.|| o er, | Colls.| wide
"7. Com- __5; /
leting | 78.7% |[89,0 [8741] 6s.9

70.9 169.6 |92.5 90,9

Il 72.% 173.?. 8.8
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Acadentic Progress of Opportunity Studentsiﬁl212-73

\
4 " Y Two standard measures of. student achievement are grade point

y' average and rate of credit accumulation. A third measure, rate »f re-
tention/attrition, hss been examined earlier.
The perce t distribution of grade point averages, based on a ﬁlo

: scale, is exhibfted in Table\?o. of four-year Programs, opportunity

students at 't university centers demonstrated the most favorable over-
{\ ’

- all distribu on of GPA by havir g the &eaSt number of students under 0.9

and the mqst students over 2.4, ‘The distributions of the two- year pro-

grams varied so that no one. progrém exhibited an outstanding distribution,

1

Dp ottunity students are expected to accumulate an average of at

least 12 semester hours per term. . Based'on 3 time-lengthendd degree pro-

»

. gram, it wpuld nprmally take an opportunity student ten semesters to

0

gr duate ina regular four-year program and six semesters in a regular

/. - — » - "

two-year program. . . \

Fd
[}

\ ~

"Table 31 displays ghe average number of credits accunulated by

those students in each semester of attendance category. “The relatively

16w number at the eighth semester in SEEK (813). may represent the lack

.
i

5
/,,— of a policy at most CUNY campuses in that year on maximum length of

L\\\\ tenure or entitlement in a SEEé)prognam “, ! =
';/ /

. Table 32 measures student‘credit accumulat; n against foinimum

\ ' -

M T J\ §

"exp cted performance," i, e., accu ulating credit$ t a rate sufficient
<\\fto g?aduate in three.years from a t o-year,.or fiue years from a four-

* 3

'year,vinstitution. By the flfth sem ter of bachdlor's degree programs,

- S,

most students in-the public lnstitut Oris, were below the minimally expected
\

y !

? - . . ) \ \‘ '
a‘\ 1 to
5 - |
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cred®t accumulation (60 credits), At the eighth semester, when - regular

students were expected to graduate, all these programs, except SEEK,

) “surpassed theit expected credit accumulation (96, credits).’

\

The community colleges and the ag and techs also were below

the expected ranges while HEOP two-

year programs met or exceeded them., :

. \\ Th percent of students "on track," then, fluctuated according, to the )

) A N

. avergge rate of credits accumulated,

Overall, SEEK demonstrated the

_ lowest percent of students in baccalaureate programs- "on track," while
*
I\

The community colleges had fewgr than tWo thirds

the most.

pportunity studerits meeting the expected kate of credit ac-
. \ i

~ -7 ." \ E' , »

tudenls 1972-73

C

ollegeyGoin Costs and Financial Aid for Opportunit} S

in 1972-73, “opportunity students came from families which had

A\ N \

{
such limited resources to devotie to education that collega access would

.
have been vir ually ded‘ed if it had not been for opporiudity programs.

{

rZ;‘erage colﬂege-going costs are\derived from datd submitted by

4

the various insfitut

ns participating in opportunity prOgmams. In \P?Z-
73, finhng.ak ai‘ZEfrsonnel\report d between $2, lSO and $4 000 in annual

L4
—

\ ~

expenses for opportunity students enrolled in bachelor's degree programs,

'\ and $§1 700 to $2, 700 for students enrolled in associate degree programs
\

(Table 33l e
\ -

Bec‘alme financial assistance f.or disadvantaged students has never
‘ 3

been sufficient to offset all the colldge -going costs (Table 33), a

student!

s budget can be examined in terms of tho:: priority costs which
J
- mmst ‘be met so that a person can satisfy the institution's minimum demande.

.'\\ . ’. //"

L
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| \ . .
\\These ar. t_tuition,\gee's, and books. Living costs unﬁortunatelgzzh e-
- T \l\ ‘ \.

4ime8 aspyme a secondary importance in instithtio l financiel aid
. \ ;

s 80 thet the deficit between aid

Y

‘cost is msde to fall J v

H

directlyJEpon the student.. Tables 34 and 35 dEmonstrate “the ratio of
N

educatioe

\

1 costs -to living costs o each group., The'highest educationel I

' ! -7 - . ‘ \ N ,";‘ /
e living costs are QBZ ﬁ e total at SEEK, with\no tuition charge. L -\\
. S \e IV

ante in a dt progr students are not sufficie t to prdvide
- ™.

{ »
ndequate funds for 1ivi expenses, once educational ‘cosks havé. becn \ R

' dedhcted\(stles 36 and.§7). '\/

, . . ’ . 2
i, A . . ,
Teble 36 s:£ws-that every case_grgnt fundg werée in 3 oL {{f’

] . 4

to cover educatio d ﬂ ng costs for program students' 1J>ns and \ /,',

. work were necessary to make up the differencq as, shown in Table 37. While’

‘ 7 ' o,

community college students' costs appear to be i \X.met bx grant funds,

this figure results from anfepperent(f

ure Yo fact r‘in:the sizable

numbers of mar;ied students (257 - Tdble 14) 'involved, whose costs are

much higher, 'This also suggests thet the ectuel geq expeuienced by

students at HEOP two-year institutions is even higher than the $l 329

displayeli in Table 36, . “ : )

L In terms of the’ sources of finenciel aid, the net financial aid

contribution made by the combined resources of the State of New York
v [

were greater than either federal or instifutionaltresourges, due Iergely

to opportunity program grants. SEEK and fout~yeer SUNY students receibed :

-

lthe lergest opportunity. grants, while HEOP two—year\students recelved ;he

least financial aid from-this source (TablgB3s).

) .
PN ,. N N
( ) . -
. )
) .
N . . N ) .
~ ’ . -
:
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« ] v mmnnmsn.m.wmnn.w.d::oim Financial Aid.to Opportunity Students, 1972°73 ~

»

¢ o |Percent. X 1 tmop ~ ¥ Eop —— —HEOp  EOP . EOP .
N | Dietribution - /- __Four-Year \ _Four-Year' Twq-Year Ag & Techs., Community Colléges |

. _ o v
s \-

e

. . >
S T e o e r

|- -omertuntey—"[ " 25,92

e pe— T Grant -

o st Funds: . ' \ ~ , T . _ )
al“‘.\l-.\q. , . v .

49,47, .40.1% SRS " s2.4% B

e - - - G‘ ' ’ . ‘ (] o. -. . ’ .. . L3 ! . O
S SI-RCS 11,0 13,0 18,3 . 15.5 23.3

NY HEAC -, | “2ls . | 1;5° 50 " . | o9 | 2,9
3 IM.OQQW T -

flllllilll‘llll lllllllll el ek IS
~ . . /
.

< 4 o

Subtotal — I .39%4%- - 7 64,47 * . @b.hN - 64,27, - 78.67%
mnwn,m Fumlg ~—~—|—— ' ~ ' .-

lllllllllll i B LT T T Y X T T vy seypeenet pepmyny

v .

Institution: - . U . V. S
‘ mnmnnmemm<mnm = 3v.4 - 7.6 . 17.5 : 10,4 4.1
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ran;z and waivers among the private institutions differed greatly,

witk the senfor inétit ions provi?ing four times as much aid as two-
year institutions. \Whi e these in titutional funds were from private
resources, it titutional funds tommitted by CUNY and SUNY were from
: 'publicxjunds,appropriated to the colleges thrdugh tn:ir regular operatiné b
. y
budgets, Therefore, the amount of State/public aid‘to/SUNY and CUNY
) students was even more,sﬁbstantiai than indicated, "
The average BoG! awards, are sometimes read as an indicator of
the levels of commitment by participating insﬁitutiops to opportunity

students. Private-fourgyear colleges and universities provided their

squdentS‘with the most EOG money. However, low EOG grants to program

stidents might also indicate sizable numbers of non progra? disadvantaged '
atJoents at a campus, The more expensive private institu ions" also
.
provided students with higher NDSL.loaﬁs. HEOE four-year students, on
the average, worked more than other students.Z‘Furthetmore, federal
d .
sources of ;ihanoial aid totaled the most afrinstitutions where costs
/ ! B p

were the greatest. ~ ) \

:Private colleée grants by four-year institutions to opportunity
students average4321.22 more than the specialyopportonity grants. In
all, the amounts ofxinstitutional funds.oere almost equal to-all the
financial aid resources, of the State, which represented under 407, of
the tota1 available aid (Table 38). In other prograns, state resouroes,
as a percent of totai aid, avFraged up to twice that in private four- ‘
_ year colleges, )

(SEEK did not provide the information necessary for the above analyses,)

1. E0G%how SEOG) is federal money awarded discretionarily by the in-
atitution to needy students,

/

60

2. In the Q/Liege Work-Study Program (CWSP).

N

.

~-—
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‘vices (Table 29) to insure/a successful college experience.

. Table 39 .

" to Opportunity Students, 1972-73

‘Percent Distribution of Financial Aid

| / -~ .

\ . S ,

\ , HEQP, EOP. HEOP [ EOP EOP
Percent Four Four " Two Ag &

Distribution Year Y Year | Techs, Comrs.
Grants 84.4n |- 82,61 || s3.5n] 86,01 - | g6, 3?
. : { ’ ‘

- Loené o, * L2.03 ‘; 14.2 10.2 8.6
Work . L\s.s’ 3.2 6.6 | 4.6 4.8

lever, opportunity students

L

- o

Apparently, the aVailability of federal work, loan and grant r@*
/

sources enabled opportunity students to attend ‘the higher-cost private -
|

T

institutions. Work sourbes not. be as readily used by opportunity

students as by others, as wor take awey from. study time, which the aca-

‘demically disadvantaged stude t needp, especially in the first years.,

\This he1ps to account for the; relatiVely moderate amolnts engendéred

through this source.

Opportunity Programs Expendicures,21972-73
: i
For regular College'students, college-going budgets were sigilar

How-

3

to those of opportunity stujﬁnts in terms of costs to the student,
ere provided with essential supportive ser-

The costs

" of these services were in rred in addition to regular college-going

costs. The extent of these costs and the services they represent will

be examined here,
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.\ \ , Professional services were supplied by numerous administrators, / .
. \ - [P

counsgelors and teachers who worked within the oppoxtunity prog'ams to

provide necessary supportive services, Table 40 shows th&t»the ratio ’

of students to special program personnel ranged from 9: l at SEEK to

33:1 at the SUNY four -year camplses.

However, numerous persons in

"regular" SUNY lines devote professional time to program students.

"N x

~ There appears to be no correlation between services to students,

| _measured in caseload, and expend’tures

while HEOP two-year units had

khe towesf per- student expenditure for support services ($160), the ~ ’

S SN
ftudent/t&taff ralio is be10w~average at 25:1. ] ‘ S
.

3 ' . \ ) Table 40 o x.~0 ‘ - . ;
|

L] . 4
/ -7 ﬁrofessional Personnel Casdload of Opportunity H ) : -
C T tudents and Average Supportive Services Ex-

penditures per Student, 19

+ o ‘ - ’ ‘
; : iR Total Profes~ 1 | ‘ ol *
] ’ : sional Staff Caseload Expenditures 2 ! '
[ = : {
* - SEEK = ! 1,009‘.5 < ’ '809, ' $ 1’139 ‘
) . . : ¢
: ' :HEOP T " R A
3 Four-Year 204.5 . 18.5 1,062
i EOP - Lo S SR
1 Four-Year 84 i 73 479 A
. . - N N
1 Average Four Year | - . L 14.6 N 910 A “
3 ,' , — ', .
\ v HEOP + ' ) ." ,_‘ : . (. " . “
A Two-Year 11,3 . 24.9 . 160
1 , Part-Timd 30,2 f a1 __203°
N \ M - »
4 . . - .

EOP

Special Units 5.2 . 28,1

568 \

* | Ag. & Techs 19.0 29.9

350 . e
'Community Colls: 59,7 40.0

L

. 428
- - ' 36.8 * ﬂ.f; | ﬁz

Average Two-Yr,/
Other

-

-~

. . Ratio of students .to personnel on speciBl program lines (headcount
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Table 41 summarizes those program expenditures incurred by each program

‘on behalf ofuopportunity students. As in Table 36, finencial aid for educacional

T

expenses fluctueted according to tuition Costs, so that all the grant financial

~

eid received by students at two-year private colleges went toward tu}ti)n, books

end fees. L .
* N N . . r
Tgble 41 _ L
, . Total Opportunity\Progrem Expenditures Per- Student’ , '_ﬁ‘
~ Supportive Service Costs plus Tuition, Fees and Books T L.
N ’ . .Plus Living Costs (from all sources) .
) “ . . - ?’, . §
N /
. ; : . : »
L /] Sub Total S Total Exp,
Supp. .3 o . Educational s , . Per . "
- . 1_Serv, - Ed, €osts Expenditures _Maintenance?| Student .
- T T o 3 .
_ sEEkl: $1,139 / $ 263 $1,402 $1,102 .- $:2,504 \
o~ i R .
HEOP : 1] 5 N T -\' o, :
Four-Year| . '1,062 2,584 . |'¢ . 3,646 . 1,160 . 4,806
v J o A . . : . "' 5 ) | ’ -
- Eopi ' . ' o o . | =
Four-Year 479.- 949 1,428 1 1,183 [ 2,611
. \\,\i‘“’ ’ ' v ' .‘ \C ‘.l
HEOP: = " T : i A e ‘ el .
Two-Year 160 | - 1,447 ‘- 1,607. 1. 243 - 1,650 ° ["
e R ' R R
_ EOP. A R - N : Ao .
A & Techs| " 350 977 u,a"r 1008 | .33
. N * |, Y, 4
EOP: | ia ' . SIS & ‘ .
Comm, CollsJ 428 672 . J 1,110" 1,227 2,327 2
. . « # . .
1 a “‘. , s :;‘ v - , -
<Data incomplete for SEEK. ' . . ) ; . )
As Rwarded in financial aid, Living cost does not reflect actual ;\udent need,”
only actual awards. _ . -
' l. y * S * ) "‘\ .or
Private four-year institutions EXpended the greatest ‘amount of do11ars per e
E
opportunity student, and thg two-year colleges, the least Despite~the lack'of
tuition at CUNY the\SEEK programs expended as much as, or ‘more than, the other-
© ‘public sector programs. Unﬁortunately, SEEK did not supply a11 necessaty financial
IS
aid data to make totally satisfactory comparisons.
oL S " 63 :
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. Comments ‘and Recommendaticng .

~

‘
¢ . n -~

.

While the lateness of su ittal of the reports covered in this analysis

renders sow what' moot any specif recommendation, some general observations are

%

in order, Mcre detailed recommendations will accompany our 8nalysis of 1973-74

reporte,

1. 1In all:gectors, opportunity programs accounted for a small percentage

»

™. (frnm four to ten percent) of the total studént enrollment -However, they did
a;ount to & large percentage (402 to 60%) of the non-white enrollment at By \\\.

participating institutions, indicating\theiy valde as a vehicle to.enhance the

goal of equality of educational opportunity. Any diminution in the oppo! tuLity

I

student enrollment would affect the total number of minority students already on )
7/

Ycampus. s e ’ | 'Mah |

2, It is fnteresting to note that the highest ranking job placement for

” 1

opportunity students was in the field of education. Thisg is particulariy

-~

significant in light of the tight ning of the job market inm that field but -
: . T/

appears to indicate that minority group members are .in dema

The influx of opportunity,program students has helped to divers

\ »

education profession itself, ’ \\ e ) 'dggﬁgaf**

’ 3. Abouq fSZ of opportunity program students who graduated in 9
went ipto graduate and professional scholsﬁ 'ft is an interesb ﬁﬁfiﬁetican

P 7

phenomenon that such large numbers of ﬁfrst geherﬁ:iog/cﬁzngzrgfaduates

pursued further professional or _graduate educatioh This development could be

+

‘attributed to the high level of aspiratioﬁ confidence,achievement and
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& 4, Certain oractiges lack consistency as examined across the three /

o sectors. It is to be hoped that in the continuing evaluation of thege progyams,

the "coqrdinate# policy" envisioned by the legislation emerges, For exauple.

(a) while the sectors have now agreed on 8 common income scale/for

defining economic "disadvantage " a clear understanding of educational ""disadvantage"

is still lacking, For instance, 617 of _EOP. admits at University Centers had RSE

scores below 100, while only 137 of EOP admits at the SUNY specialized unitT fall

. R

~. in this category, ' -
. ‘{ N AR ¥ evT mwwgaxy

’(b) While HEOP and EOP both agsume a limited number of semesters of eligibility

to achieve a degree goal, such as ten semesters for a normal’ four-year baccaLadreate,

SEEK imposes no such expectation; Thus at the end, of eight full\semesters, the~‘ .

average SEEK student had completed 81 credits, t e‘average EOP/HIOP student 106

~

(c) A rational State policy of financial aid f? students in‘bpgortunity

program clearly does not exist.
7/

educational and economic circumstances,

[
-

of availability for'work during term time, end limits.

The students are the same in their Sociological
As such they have similar needsg in tedps

i term of fauily resources

and ability to take on high loans., Yet the. match between ‘need and aid varies

from program to program, all the way from no unmet need at the upstate comtunity

L collegas to a $950 shortﬁall at SEEK and above $l 300 at the privata two-year .

cplleges. o

. " 5. The public sector central administrations should take care to devote the \ i

resources necessary for the timely and accurate accounting of program activities and \

.expenditures, as the law provides, “Only thus can the coordination 'and improvement

\ ) of program prndtices for the disadvantaged in hi
re? ‘;/V -
U . .6+ The poor performance of EOP students at community colleges can be

gher education be fully accomplished,

\ i .
\directly traced to Iack of comprehensive supportive services, Every effért must

be made to remejy this situatidn. - . )

o " 65
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Appéhdix A /
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/

Institutibhs'?art‘cipétigg‘in New York State
Opportunity, Progxsms,,1972-1973

AQ: City University'of New York
™~ < ) .
Bernard M. Baruch College
Brooklyn.College
City College
Medgar Evers College
Hinter College ,
John Jay College of Criminal
"' Herbert H, Lehman College
Queens College
University Center
™ York College o~
~ Richmond College

gy

»
S

.
Justice

Private Colleges and Universities

\f. Four-Year Programs
Bard College .
Canisius College. N

. College of Mt, St, Vincent

. College ‘of New ‘Rochelle
College of St, Rose

- Colgate University-
Barnard College® . ~

- Columbia College

"Columbia University-General Stulies

_Cotnng University
. C.".,(Rost -COl lege
Dowling College 0

' MHofstra University

Iona College .
Ithaca College
Keuka College
‘LeMoyne College

" Long lIsland University
Manhagtan College .
Manhgttanvilie College
Marist College
‘Marymount-Manhattan College
Marymount-Tarrytown College

. Elmirg College ‘ :
~*" For University
- Hamilton-Kirkland Colleggs
. Hobart/Wm, Smith College
\\

’ L3
Mercy College’
Mt, st, Mary".College
Nazareth College - N
- ‘New York Inst, of Tech,
. (01d Westbury)
New York Inst, of Tech,
' (New York)
New York University
Niagara University
Pace University, New York City
o - Pace University, Westchester
. ;lfPolyteqhnic Inst, - Bro?klyn‘
) ’wgﬁ?t ‘\\ Pratt Institute / -
¢ Rensselaer Polytechnic Inst,
oo . Eochester{Inét. of Technology
., Rosary Hill College
Y Russell’ Sage College. :
2 St.. John Fisher Col ge T °
St. John's Universibﬁ .
St. Lawrence University..
Siena.College
Skidmore College
Syracuse University
Union College
University of Rochester
Utica College

'/ Vassar iollege
Wagner llegea
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- 1I, Two-Year Programs . ' ) . :

College for Human Services « o oL ) -
g 3 Elizabeth ~Seton College - . o . - LR
v . Harriman College N . . . \:
' Junior College of Albany . T .
Mater Dei College ) : _ =

s - ’ . _‘ C i
« - -t . ‘ -
' AU § & 5% Part-Time Programs ’ ‘
- * o \ .
. Malcolm Eing-Harlem Extension ° - - A ‘ a
~ New York' Inst. of Tech., 0ld Westbury . Lo .

£ _ University College of Syracuse University

- - .

. . !
. Consortia R S ;o ’
© . - !
.. Associated College‘s of M:ld Hidson Area
Community Leadership Consortium )
Academic Opportunity Consortiug -,

C. State University of New York

'

. \‘ I. ‘State Qperat:ed'll,niversit:ies and Colleges
a) Four Year Inst:'it_:qt:ions . \ I .
- - : . -
. ) N\ -
A 1. University Centers : , : /
’oC . *

BN Albany ’ ’ L

4 " Binghamton . ! \\

\ .| Buffalo :

' Stonybrook

2, University Colleges

- ‘ Brockport ) . . ~  O0ld Westbury ‘
. Buffalo ) t Oneonta !
Cortland \ ¢ \ Oswego o :
' . Fredonia \ . Plattsburgh. -~ """ ’
.. Geneseo . * Potsdam :
Mt. Vernon, .- . N Purchase
New Paltz

b) Special Units

College of Environmental Science “Statutory Colleges at Cornell
and Forestry . Upstate Medical Center . :
. Maritime College _ /?




Alfred- -~ X
Canten \'
Cobleskill .
Farmingdale
Morrisville

II. Community Colleges
‘ 3

T Broome .
. Clinton '
/7 Finger Lakes

- Corning"

| Erig, City Campus
i Erie, North' Campus -
Fashion Institute of
Fulton-Montgomery -
:Genesee g
-Herkimer )
HBudson Valley

T

?echnology

¥

v " s iR e 5
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r

‘) Agriéultural and *pchqiggl/cqueges *

.57- A . ) . .

f

Jamestown

Mohawk Valley

Monroe

Nassau

T Niagara

) Onondaga ‘ Tt )

Rockland \‘
Schenectady#County

] ) Suffolk County

) Sullivan County

Ulster County

Westchester
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