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Preface

Senate Joint Resolution (8JR) 18, passed by the 1988 General Assembly,
directed the Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission (JLARe) to review and
evaluate the area of higher education as part of the Commissions responsibility for
examining functional areas ofgovernment. The General Assembly subsequently passed
SJR 135, which directed JLARC to review the State Council of Higher Education for
Virginia (SCHEV). This report is one in a series on higher education in Virginia.

The GeneralAssem.bly created SCHEV in 1956 to promote the development and
operation of an educationally and economically sound, vigorous, progressive, and
coordinated systemofhighereducation. Overall, SCHEVs coordinativerole in the higher
education system has worked well and fulfilled legislative intent. Further, SCHEVs
current structure - a citizen Council appointed by the Governor and confirmed by the
General Assembly, a staffdirector appointed by the Council, and professional staffhired
by the director - reflects a deliberate choice by the General Assembly regarding the
structure for coordinating higher education in Virginia.

While SCHEY is doing a goodjob offulfilling its mandated responsibilities, this
review noted some areas which need improvement. For example, SCHEY could make
some minor improvements in its process for estimating systemwide enrollment growth
and promoting the assessment of student achievement. SCHEY has been instrumental
in promoting the resolution of a number of lingering problems involving student
transfers from public two-year higher education institutions to four-year institutions;
neverthelees, SCHEVs continued involvement is needed to resolve some outstanding
problems. Further, lingering problems affecting the achievement of equal opportunity
in higher education will require action by the Secretary of Education as well as SCHEY
to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of programming in this area.

One area in which SCHEV has been less effective is in eliminating academic
programs that are not productive. Ofthe 99 programs cited as nonproductive by SCHEV
over the past eightyears, only five were closed. SCHEV staffhave reported that recently
approved institutional restructuring plans contain a range of proposals to review and
address nonproductive programs. While it is too soon to determine the outcome of
institutional restructuring, it is possible that these efforts will result in the closure of a
number ofprograms currently cited as nonproductive. In addition, recommendations in
this report could strengthen the current process used by SCHEV to review program
productivity.

On behalfof the Commission staff, I would like to express our appreciation for
the cooperation and assistance provided during this review by the Director and the staff
ofSCHEY, the presidents and staffofVirginia's public institutions, the Chancellor and
staffof the Virginia Community College System, and the Secretary of Education.

!4¥~-
Philip A. Leone
Director

January 27,1995



JLARC Report Summary

Virginia is one of 20 states that have
established coordinating structures for their
higher education systems. The Virginia
General Assembly created the State Coun­
cil of Higher Education for Virginia (SCHEV)
in 1956 to "...promote the development and
operation of an educationally and economi­
cally sound, vigorous, progressive, and co.
ordinated system of higher education in the
Commonwealth of Virginia (Code of Vir­
ginia, § 23-9.3)." Overall, this approach has
worked well and fulfilled legislative intent.

Legislatively-assigned responsibilities
are intended to promote efficiency in higher
education while preserving the diversityand
autonomy of Virginia's colleges and univer­
sities. Additionally, SCHEV is required to
carry out some regulatory and administra­
tive functions. A number of these functions
were assigned to SCHEV in the 1970s,
following close scrutiny of the higher educa­
tion system by the General Assembly. In
recent years, SCHEV has assumed some
functions through federal mandates and by
identifying additional coordinative needs for
the higher education system in Virgiqia.

Senate Joint Resolution (SJ~) 18,
passed by the 1988 General Assembly, di- .
rected the Joint Legislative Audit and Re­
view Commission (JLARC) to review and
evaluate the area of higher education as
part of the Commission's responsibility for
examining various functional areas of gov­
ernment. The General Assembly subse­
quently passed SJR 135 which directed
JLARC to review SCHEV. This report on
SCHEV is one in a series on higher educa­
tion in Virginia.

This review focuses primarily on
SCHEV's coordinative role in the system of
higher education and its specific operations.
Aseparate report on the capital outlay pro­
cess in higher education will examine
SCHEV's responsibilities as they relate to
that process. This assessment revealed:

• SCHEV is appropriately structured to
coordinate the higher education sys­
tem in Virginia as intended by the
General Assembly.

• SCHEV is effective in providing the
type and degree of system oversight
needed.



• Generally, SCHEV is doing a good
job of fulfilling its mandated responsi­
bilities,but some areas need improve­
ment.

SCHEV Provides Appropriate
Systemwide Oversight

The General Assembly chose the cur­
rent coordinating structure in 1974, after
trying a weak coordinating structure and
considering other degrees of control and
coordination. The enabling legislation gave
SCHEV a dual reporting relationship to the
Governor and the General Assembly.
SCHEV's accountability to the Governor is
reinforced through gubernatorial appoint­
ments to the Council. SCHEV's linkage to
the General Assembly is emphasized by
legislative action to define and re-define
SCHEV's mission and responsibilities over
the years. SCHEV also provides a critical
link between the institutions and the General
Assembly when it provides information and
analyses on institutional bUdgets and con­
ducts requested special studies.

SCHEV's authority includes cornpre­
hensive statewide planning, approval of
changes to institutions' mission statements,
approval of projected levels of enrollment,
capital and operating budget development
and recommendations, and academic pro­
gram approval. The General Assembly de­
liberately set limits to the powers that can be
exercised by SCHEV, however. These lim­
its maintain institutional autonomy and di­
versity of mission. Statutory language also
places specific authority for higher educa­
tion operations with institutional governing
boards whose members are also appointed
by the Governor and confirmed by the Gen­
eral Assembly.

As currently structured, SCHEV pro­
vides stability and leadership to the higher
education system. State Council members
serve staggered terms of four years which
allows them to contribute eight years of
service and perspective to the Common­
wealth. Overlapping appointments to the
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State Council provide continuity, thereby
allowing SCHEV to provide leadership on
issues that span executive branch adminis­
trative changes. Continuity is also promoted
by the authority granted the council in ap­
pointing the SCHEV staff director.

Overall, college and university presi­
dents favor the current system of higher
education coordination. Most presidents
indicated that SCHEV provides a vision for
higher education and rational analyses for
assessing the past and future direction for
the system. College presidents' most fre­
quently cited criticism of SCHEV was that it
is not a sufficiently strong advocate for higher
education when dealing with the General
Assembly and the Governor.

SCHEY is Satisfactorily Fulfilling Its
Mandated Responsibilities

Examination of 17 substantive areas
for which SCHEV is responsible indicated
that SCHEV is satisfactorily fulfilling most of
its mandated responsibilities. A report card
on SCHEV's provision of services (see op­
posite page) summarizes its performance in
each of the areas examined. This review
found three areas in which SCHEV could
implementsome needed improvements and
one area in which its performance is unsat­
istactory based on its current activities and
statutory provisions.

A number of recommendations are
made which could assist SCHEV in improv­
ing -its performance. These recommenda­
tions address the following areas: enroll­
ment projections, review of academic pro­
gram productivity, student transfer policies
and articulation agreements, the assess­
ment of student achievement, and the ad­
ministration of equal educational opportu­
nity (EEO) programs.

The Process for Estimating Future
Enrollments Appears Reasonable

SCHEV is responsible for reviewing
and approving individual institutional enroll­
ment projections. As part of its review,



SCHEY Report Card
on Provision of Services

··;;1{="'~~~/1
Prepare plans for a coordinated system of 11hiQher education (includes restructurina)
Review institutions' mission statements tI
Review institutions' enrollment projections Y"
Review new academic programs and y

oraanizational chances
Review the productivity ofacademic pr09!amS X
Develop auniform comprehensive data 11information system
Develop guidelines for the assessment of

~student achievement
Conduct site-visits and special studies asrequested 11bvthe Governor and/or General Assemblv
Provide advisory services toprivate, accred~ed and 11nonorofit institutions ofhioher education
SubmIT budget request recommendations tothe 11Governor and General Assembly
Coordinate continuing education offerings 11
Coordinate post-secondary educational programs 11for allhealth orofessionals and occuoations
Administer statewide student financial aid programs 11
Assist inthe development ofstudent transfer

~Dolicies and articulation aareements
Administer equal educational opportunity programs ~
Resolve problems instudent affairs .,
Review Dost-secondary education NA
NA =Not applicable given recent assignment ofresponsibility.

SCHEY uses the institutional projections to
estimate systemwideenrollmentgrowth. The
review assists SCHEY in determining the
future needs of the system and the resources
necessary to meet those needs.

JLARC staff examined: (1) the likeli­
hood that current SCHEY estimates for en­
rollment growth of 80,000 students in the
next ten years will materialize and (2) the
process used by SCHEY to estimate future
systemwide enrollments. Based onthe past
accuracy of systemwide estimates and insti­
tution-specific projections, and converging
indicators of population growth for the tradi­
tional college-age population, it appearslikely
that higher education student enrollments
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will increase in the next five to 15 years.
However, the specific magnitude of the in­
crease and exactly when it will peak is less
clear.

SCHEY's process to determine esti­
mated systemwide enrollment changes ap­
pears reasonable. However, some minor
changes could be made to improve the
process. JLARC staff recommend that
SCHEY:

• review patterns and trends affecting
non-traditional student enrollments,
and

• work with the Department of Educa­
tion to collect and review information
on high school students who go on to
Virginia public higher education insti­
tutions.

SCHEVHas Not Effectively Eliminated
Programs with Low Productivity

One of SCHEY's mandated functions
to promote the effectiveness and efficiency
of academic programming in the higheredu­
cation system is to review and require the
discontinuance of nonproductive academic
programs. The process SCHEY uses to
review program productivity is ineffective
and in need of change. The process does
not result in the closure of programs which
are cited by SCHEY as having low produc­
tivi~. Further, institutions do not seem to
consistently use the productivity information
to guide their programming, staffing, or bud­
get decision-making.

Recommendations are made to have
SCHEY improve this process by working
with the college presidents to address the 48
programs that were cited as nonproductive
in 1994; to devise strategies emphasizing
the connection between program productiv­
ity,assessment, strategic planning, restruc­
turing, and budgeting; to assess the current
quantitative standards used to determine
productivity; to revise the productivity re-



view process to include qualitative mea­
suresof program performance, if so desired
by the General Assembly; and to developa
consistent program review schedule.

Some Improvements Could
Strengthen the Assessment Process

SCHEV is required by the Code of
Virginia to develop guidelines for theassess­
ment of student achievement and report
institutional assessments intheState'smas­
terplanfor highereducation. Review of this
mandated responsibility revealed that
SCHEV has successfully developed and
implemented studentassessmentguidelines'
and a reporting mechanism for the system.
Student assessment activities haveyielded
manypositive results, mostnotably, signifi­
cant curricular reform in Virginia's higher
education institutions.

Some minor improvements, however,
couldstrengthen thisprocess. Recommen­
dationsareincluded to have SCHEV collect
and disseminate a common set of institu­
tional performance standards to monitor
conditions in higher education; modify the
reporting procedures to lessen the burden
on the institutions; andestablish a stronger
linkage between institutional assessment
activities and restructuring efforts.

Substantial Progress Has Been
Made in Resolving Student Transfer
Problems

SCHEY undertakes a numberof activi­
ties that are related to improving student
access to higher education. One of these
activities is the coordination of higheredu­
cation efforts to easestudent transfer from
public two-year institutions to public and
private four-year institutions. Review of
these coordinative activities indicated that
SCHEVhasbeen instrumental in resolving
lingering student transfer problems within
the highereducation system.
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SCHEV'scontinued involvementin this
area is neededto resolve someoutstanding
problems. SCHEV needs to continue its
oversightof the implementation of the State
PolicyonTransferandimproveitscoordina­
tive efforts to address current transfer data
andinformation system limitations. Recom­
mendations are included in this report to
address these two concerns.

Lingering Problems Affecting Equal
Educational Opportunity Require
Action by the Secretary of Education
and SCHEV

Overtime, SCHEV hasbeendelegated
responsibility by Virginia Governors and
Secretaries of Education for coordinating
institutional efforts to comply with federal
requirement for desegregating Virginia's
highereducation system, andadministering
certain statewide programs to achieve this
goal.

Three essential elements are needed
to betterassure that Virginia providesequal
educational opportunity to all citizens. First,
Virginia needs an updated statewide plan
for addressing equal educational opportu­
nity issues. Withouta meaningfUl updated
plan,anycoordinative effortsundertaken by
SCHEVarerestricted. Second, cleararticu­
lationof SCHEV's responsibilities in coordi­
nating and planning for equal educational
opportunity is needed. Lackof this delinea­
tionresults inconfusion aboutthe authority,
responsibility, andaccountability for theper­
formance ofstatewide andinstitutional EEO
programs.

Third, SCHEV needs todevelopperlor­
mance measures to assess the effective­
ness of the statewide EEO programs it ad­
ministers. Lackofthese measures makes it
difficult to consistently collect, analyze, and
monitordataneeded to assess the impactof
these programs. Recommendations are
contained in this report to address these
concerns.
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I. Introduction

Chapter I: Introduction

Senate Joint Resolution (SJR) 18, passed by the 1988 General Assembly,
directed JLARC to review and evaluate the area of higher education as part of the
Commission's responsibility for examining functional areas of government under the
Legislative Program Review and Evaluation Act (Appendix A). The 1989 General
Assembly subsequently passed SJR 135 which directed JLARe to review the State
Council of Higher Education for Virginia (SCHEV) as well as capital outlay, land, and
maintenance for higher educationAppendix B).

This review is one in a series on higher education in Virginia. It focuses
primarily on the operations of SCHEV in the system of higher education. Although
SCHEV also has responsibilities related to capital outlay in higher education, these
responsibilities were not examined as partofthis review. Aseparate report on the capital
outlay process in higher education will examine SCHEV's responsibilities as they relate
to this process.

SCHEV was created by the General Assembly in 1956 to coordinate Virginia's
higher education system. As the State's coordinating entity, SCHEV has responsibility
for promoting a diverse, efficient, and effective system of higher education. It does this
by implementing a number of mandated activities. These include, but are not limited to:

• preparing systemwide plans

• reviewing and approving institutional missions

• studying and making recommendations about institutional expansions

• reviewing and approving institutional enrollment projections

• reviewing and approving new academic programs

• developing uniform comprehensive data information systems

• developing guidelines for the assessment of student achievement

• establishing uniform standards and systems of accounting, recordkeeping,
and statistical reporting for the institutions

• biennially reviewing and approving changes in inventory and space at higher
education institutions

• visiting and studying the operations of the institutions

• providing advisory services to private, accredited, nonprofit higher education
institutions.
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JLARC Review

Chapter I: Introduction

This JLARC review assesses SCHEV's performance in meeting its statutorily­
defined responsibilities. Research activities were designed to provide evaluative infor­
mation on SCHEV's service functions, with a special emphasis on its primary responsi­
bility - to successfully coordinate the provision of higher education in Virginia. Some
ofthese research activities included: (1)document reviews, (2)structured interviews, (3)
telephone surveys, (4) a mail survey, (5) analysis of SCHEV's enrollment projection
approval process, and (6) analyses ofsecondary data on academic programs approved by
SCHEY, academic programs productivity, student transfers, equal education opportu­
nity programs, and financial aid programs.

Document Reviews. A number of documents were examined which address
SCHEV's authority and responsibilities, its relationship to other higher education
authorities, its organization and operating procedures, and its service provision. The
primary source of SCHEY legal authority is the Code of Virginia, which .was
reviewed for applicability to the Council. Additionally, State documents were
reviewed for sections relevant to SCHEV operations, including: the Acts ofAssembly
and Appropriation Acts (1956 to present); Senate Document No. 14, 1986 (assessment of
student achievement); House Joint Resolution No. 17, 1976 (student transfer policies);
and correspondence relating to Virginia's equal educational opportunity programs.
Applicable federal documents were also reviewed, ineluding the Higher Education Act of
1965 and its 1992 amendments, Public Law 102-325 (State Post-Secondary Review
Program), U.S. DepartmentofEducationfinancial aid documents, and U.S. OfficeofCivil
Rights reports on financial assistance to minorities.

The review of SCHEV's organizational structure and operating procedures
included the use ofSCHEV staffworkplans and internal planning documents, SCHEY
staff position descriptions, the 1990 JLARC Review ofthe Community College System,
and the 1973 report titled Commonwealth of Virginia Higher Education Management
Review (Shaner and Associates). Additional comparative information was obtained by
reviewingbooks and reports that profiledotherstates' coordinatingor governing entities.

SCHEY service provision was evaluated using a variety of program specific
information, including: institutional assessment reports; meeting minutes of the Coun­
cil, the Joint Committee on TransferStudents, and the StandingCommittee on Transfer;
institutional survey forms detailing enrollment projections; institutional base budgets
submitted to SCHEY; SCHEV productivity review reports; SCHEV program approval
and new degree status ofaction documents; institutional affirmative action recruitment
and retention plans; SCHEV policy manuals and guidelines; and reports such as The
Virginia Plan (SCHEV) and The Virginia Plan for Equal Opportunity in State-Supported
Institutions ofHigher Education (Revised 1978).

Structured Interviews. Numerous structured interviews were conducted
during the course of this review. Interviews were conducted with: (1) SCHEV staff, (2)
current and fanner Secretaries of Education, (3) current and former Council chairs, (4)
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the presidents of the public four-year colleges and universities, the Chancellor of the
Virginia Community College System, the president of Richard Bland College, and the
president of the Council of Independent Colleges in Virginia, and (5) many of the
institutions' academic vice presidents or provosts, student affairs vice presidents,
assessment coordinators, institutional research officers, financial aid directors, chief
transfer officers, EEO or affirmative action officers, and continuing education directors.

Telephone Surveys. Two telephone survey efforts were completed. The first
was a survey of the 14 other Southern Regional Education Board (SREB) states' higher
education coordinating or governing councils. This survey requested responses· from
council staffconcerning their processes for program approval, productivity review, and
assessment of student achievement. The response rate for this survey was 93 percent.

The second telephone survey was of all Virginia public four-year college and
university Equal Education Opportunity or affirmative action officers. Respondents
were asked to answer questions dealing with their position responsibilities, their
institution's minorityrecruitment andretention efforts, theirperceptionofSCHEV's role
in minority recruitment and retention efforts, and theirperception ofSCHEV's role in the
development of institutional affirmative action plans. The response rate for this survey
was 87 percent.

Mail Survey. A mail survey of all the public senior institution and community
college student affairs vice presidents and/or directors ofstudent services was conducted
in July 1994. This survey was used to assess institutional Perspectives regarding the
statewide provision of student affairs services and the appropriateness of SCHEV's
current role in coordinating student affairs. The response rate for this survey was 100
percent.

Secondary Data Analyses. JLARC staff reviewed and analyzed secondary
data related to academic program approval, academic program productivity, student
transfer, student enrollment projections, minority recruitment and retention, and
student financial aid. These data were analyzed to assess SCHEV's performance of
assigned responsibilities. For example, data on past institutional enrollment projections
were compared to actual student headcount data to assess accuracy of projections and
SCHEV's systemwide enrollment estimates. Data on transfer admission rates for VCCS
students compared with other transfer students, and transfer student admission rates
categorized by prior academic achievement (receiptofan associate degree) were analyzed
to assess SCHEV efforts to ease student transfer problems.

Report Organization

This chapter has provided a briefintroduction to the JLARC review ofSCHEV.
Chapters II and III examine legislative intent for establishing SCHEY and its role in the
higher education system. Chapter II provides an in-depth description of legislative
intent in creating SCHEY, SCHEV's mission, its organization and structure, and its
primary responsibilities. Chapter III builds on the descriptive information contained in
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Chapter II by providing an assessment of Virginia's higher education system of coordi­
nation, including whether the system and SCHEV'e role comply with legislative intent
and whether SCHEY successfully carries out its statutory responsibilities.

Chapters IV,V,and VI assess SCHEV's performance inmeetingits responsibili­
ties. Chapter IV examines SCHEV's role in systemwide planning. This chapter also
assesses SCHEV's role in reviewing and approving institutional enrollment projections
since these projections significantly influence systemwide planning. ChapterV assesses
SCHEV's activities to promote efficiency and effectiveness of the higher education
system. Finally, SCHEV's activities to promote student access to Virginia's higher
education system are reviewed in Chapter VI.
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II. Legislative Direction for
Higher Education Governance in Virginia

Since World War II, most states across the nation, including Virginia, have had
to determine how best to coordinate their systems ofpublichighereducation. Confronted
by institutional aspirations for expanded missions, as well as demands for state
financial support, state governments found it essential to control growth and ensure an
equitable distribution atavailable financial support. In most states, these actions
included establishing statewide higher education governing boards or coordinating
councils to support a systems approach to delivering higher education.

The General Assembly has assigned responsibility for coordinating higher
education in the Commonwealth to the State Council of Higher Education for Virginia
(SCHEV). According to the Code ofVirginia, the purpose of SCHEV is:

to promote the development and operation of an educationally and
economically sound, vigorous, progressive, and coordinated system of
higher education in the Commonwealth ofVirginia. [Code ofVirginia,
§ 23-9.3]

SCHEVs strong coordinative role in the higher education system is based on a
number of statutorily assigned functions, which are intended to promote higher educa­
tion while preserving the diversity and autonomy ofVirginia's colleges and universities.
Additionally, SCHEV is required to carry out some regulatory and administrative
functions. A number of these functions were assigned to SCHEY in the 1970s, following
close scrutiny ofthe higher education system by the General Assembly. In recent years,
SCHEV has assumed some functions through federal mandates and by identifying
additional coordinative needs for the higher education system in Virginia.

MISSION OF THE STATE COUNCIL OF HIGHER EDUCATION

The need for statewide coordination of higher education institutions was
recognized about 40 years ago by the Virginia General Assembly. As early as 1951, a
legislative report expressed concern that Virginia's institutions ofhigher education were
characterized by "competition rather than coordination." As a result, SCHEY was
created in 1956, and it was directed to provide Virginia's public institutions of higher
education with systematic coordination. Legislative intent for SCHEVs authority has
subsequently evolved. SCHEVs authority is limited, however, by the individual public
institutions' governing boards and the General Assembly, both of which have the
statutory authority to make important decisions regarding the administration ofhigher
education in Virginia.
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Evolution of Legislative Intent for SCHEV's Mission

The mission of the State Council of Higher Education has been altered substan­
tially over the years. In 1951, when it was first recommended that Virginia establish a
coordinating council for higher education, the proposed duties ofthe council were limited
to planning, budgeting, and special study functions. Therefore, when SCHEV was
officially created in 1956, it was granted little authority. It was not until the 1970's that
SCHEV's mission was expanded to include many of the functions currently associated
with the agency. Review ofSCHEV's present mission indicates that SCHEV now has the
authority to coordinate a wider range of higher education issues than ever before.

The 1951 Virginia Advisory Legislative Council Study. The Virginia
Advisory Legislative Council (VALe) report Higher Education in Virginia (House
Document No.8, 1951) recommended that a coordinating board for higher education be
established in Virginia. The report was written in response to House Joint Resolution
(HJR) 47 (1950), which requested that VALC:

make a thorough study of the State-supported institutions of higher
learning ... giving particular attention to possible consolidation of
overlapping functions, and any other matters which in its opinion
result in inefficiency or duplication of expense and effort.

There was legislative concern that "ever larger sums both for maintenance and operation
and for capital outlay are being requested and furnished the State-supported institutions
of higher education ...."

Accordingly, the VALe study gave primary emphasis to the problem of coordi­
nating higher education institutions. After conducting its research, the VALC concluded
that the "several institutions and their governing boards have had little occasion to
develop a concept of a unified State-wide system of higher education into which the
program of each institution would fit ...." In addition, the VALe stated that this "failure
to develop a State-wide concept of higher education" had several effects, including:

• the domination of institutional concerns over statewide concerns in planning
by institutional representatives and governing boards

• relationships characterized by competition rather than cooperation between
institutions and the General Assembly

• development of programs not reflective of State needs

• escalation of institutional offerings resulting in duplication

• lack of an administrative entity to handle potential development of a system
of higher education.
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The VALCwas also concerned that "there has been no policy making agency to deal on
a State-wide and continuing basis" with questions such as student financial aid and
graduate, as well as undergraduate, courses and instruction.

Given these findings, the vALe recommended that a coordinating board for
higher education be established, and that it be assigned the functions of planning (which
included academic program review), preparing a coordinated budget for higher educa­
tion, and carrying out special studies concerninghigher education for the Governoror the
GeneralAssembly. The VALe did recommend, however, that the individual institutional
governing boards remain intact. In effect, the VALC report established many of the
guidelines leading to the development ofSCHEV.

Creation ofSCHEY in 1956. Following the publication of the VALC report,
the Virginia General Assembly struggled to resolve issues surrounding the development
of a coordinating entity for higher education. Legislative bills to create such an entity
failed to pass both houses in the 1952 and 1954 sessions. By the 1956 session, however,
legislation creating SCHEY was passed. Much of the language in the final bill came
directly from the VALC report. As a result, initial SCHEY duties included: planning;
reviewing academic programs; conducting site visits, operation studies, and special
studies; coordinating higher education with primary and secondary education; budget­
ing; and directing institutional expansion.

Despite these powers granted to SCHEY, the agency was only appropriated
$22,500 for each of its first two years of operation. Consequently, it had insufficient
resources to fully carry out its mission as directed by the legislation. This minimal
funding reflected an ambivalence in legislative intent in creating SCHEY. Some
legislators desired a stronger coordinating board, as reflected in the powers granted;
others desired a weaker board, as reflected in its appropriation.

Changing Legislative Expectations ofSCHEV: 1960-1966. Between 1960
and 1966 the General Assembly removed and then restored SCHEY's authority to review
and recommend changes to the budgets of individual academic institutions. In 1960,
Item 408 of the Appropriation Act rescinded SCHEV's original budget authority, stating
"no expenditure of this [SCHEV's] appropriation- shall be made for the coordination of
institution budgets as set forth in 23-9.9 of the Code of Virginia." This change in policy
removed SCHEV's primary means of promoting institutional cooperation and adherence
to its directives regarding academic programs. This stipulation remained in the
Appropriation Acts of 1962 and 1964.

In 1966, however, the Legislature decided to restore SCHEV's budget review
powers. This decision was probably influenced by other coinciding changes taking place
in Virginia's system of public higher education. At the same time, for example, the State
was establishing the Virginia Community College System, which dramatically expanded
the number of public higher education institutions, as well as student enrollments, in
Virginia. Moreover, the executive branch of State government was moving toward
formula budgeting, which requires some centralized coordination. Finally, Governor
Godwin indicated that he was dedicated to the continued improvement of higher
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education through the use of automated data processing and program budgeting.
Collectively, these factors seem to have influenced the General Assembly's decision to
reinstate SCHEV's budgetary authority.

Expansion ofSCHEV's Authority in 1974. In 1974, the General Assembly
passed legislation that substantially expanded SCHEY's authority. This decision was
guided by recommendations from the Commission on Higher Education and the 1972
Shaner andAssociates management review ofVirginia's public higher education system.
Both groups had recommended that SCHEV be given additional authority in four main
areas: (1)reviewing academic programs, (2)planning, (3) determining enrollment levels,
and (4) overseeing capital outlay and operating budgets. Moreover, the Shaner report
concluded:

Relative to the management needs of the system, the State Council of
Higher Education, as it is currently constituted, has very little sub­
stantive influence on the coordination and development of higher
education in Virginia. Its influence on the financial planning and
operation of the system is negligible .... The State Council ofHigher
Education does not have sufficient authority and must be considerably
strengthened ... no documented master plan exists to guide the
development of the public system of higher education. However, little
would be accomplished if a plan did exist because the State Council
does not have the authority to implement such a plan.

Given this information, the General Assembly chose to considerably increase SCHEV's
authority in all four areas The resulting expansion of SCHEV duties is included in
Appendix C.

Changes in SCHEV's Mission After1974. Since 1974, the General Assembly
has made some additional amendments to statutory language affecting SCHEV's
mission, but these modifications have not been as comprehensive as the 1974 changes.
The three most significant changes involve assigning SCHEV responsibility for the
administration offederal higher education programs, the assessment of student learn­
ing, and the restructuring ofhigher education. Each of these responsibilities is detailed
in a later section of this chapter.

Limits to SCHEV's Mission

Both SCHEV's mission for coordinating higher education and authority over
institutional operations are limited by the Code ofVirginia. Specific statutory language
differentiates SCHEV's responsibility from that of institutional boards of visitors. In
addition, specific language guiding SCHEY's operations limits the scope of its authority
and reserves it for the General Assembly.
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SCHEV's authority is differentiated from institutions in the following ways.
First, the Code of Virginia ensures that the powers of the separate institutional
governing boards remain intact:

the powers of the governing boards of the several institutions over the
affairs of such institutions shall not be impaired by the provisions of
this chapter [section of the Code relating to SCHEV] except to the
extent that powers and duties are herein specifically conferred upon
the State Council of Higher Education. [§ 23-9.14]

Second, § 23·9.6:1 of the Code of Virginia limits SCHEV's authority over faculty
selection and student admissions.

Further, the Code limits SCHEY's authority for overseeing specific
institutional operations in several ways. Generally, these limits reserve final
authority regarding institutional operations for the General Assembly. For example,
the Code ofVirginia clearly articulates that the Legislature has the final authority for
the approval of institutional mission statements.

ORGANIZATION AND STRUCTURE OF THE
STATE COUNCIL OF HIGHER EDUCATION

The State Council of Higher Education is comprised of a coordinating council
and its staff. As a coordinating board, the Council is concerned primarilywith state and
system perspective - the framework within which governance takes place. It does not
directly govern higher education, and therefore does not control the operations of
individual institutions. Instead, the Council's position in the administration and
development of higher education services is such that it works to achieve coordination
between the policy agendas of the academic institutions, the General Assembly, and the
Governor. Descriptions of both the Council and its staff follow below.

Organization of the Council

The Council consists of 11 members appointed by the Governor and subject to
confirmation by the General Assembly. Members are appointed for four-year terms,
except in cases where appointments are made to fill vacancies with unexpired terms.
Terms of service are staggered, so that there will be stability in higher education policy
through the overlapping of gubernatorial appointments. Additionally, members having
served on the Council for two full terms are not eligible for reappointment until two years
have elapsed from the end of their last term. The Council has the authority to elect its
chairman and vice-chairman from within its own membership, as well as to appoint a
secretary and other such officers as it deems necessary or advisable.
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In addition to these requirements, Section 23-9.3 of the Code of Virginia
specifies the following Council membership qualifications:

The Council shall be composed of persons selected from the Common­
wealth at large without regard to political affiliation but with due
consideration of geographical representation.

Appointees shall be selected for their ability and all appointments
shall be of such nature as to aid the work of the Council and to inspire
the highest degree of cooperation and confidence.

No officer, employee, trustee or member ofthe governing board of any
institution of higher education, no employee of the Commonwealth,
except the Superintendent of Public Instruction, or member of the
General Assembly or member of the State Board of Education shall be
eligible for appointment to the Council.

All members of the Council shall be deemed members at large charged
with the responsibility of serving the best interests of the whole
Commonwealth. No member shall act as the representative of any
particular region or of any particular institution ofhigher education.

The CodeofVirginia also specifies that the Council has the duty, responsibility,
and authority to review and certify plans or policy recommendations for many of its
assigned areas of coordination. While the Council certainly relies on SCHEY staff
recommendations and policy analysis to aid its decision-making, the Council itself is
ultimately responsible for rendering final decisions.

Organization of SCHEV Staff

Section 23-9.4 of the Code ofVirginia specifies that "the Council shall employ
and appoint a director who shall be chief executive officer of the Council, and such
personnel as may be required to assist it in the exercise and performance of its powers
and duties." Staffsupport for the Council is therefore provided by the director, internal
staff, and support from other departments of government as necessary. It is important
to note that the Code ofVirginia specifies that the director ofSCHEV be chosen by the
Council members, who are appointed by the Governor and confirmed by the General
Assembly. This selection system works to purposefully maintain stability in the
coordination of higher education, since the director ofSCHEVis indirectly accountable
to both the Governor and the General Assembly.

The present director of SCHEY was first appointed in 1977 and has served as
director ever since. It is the director's responsibility to oversee the 49 SCHEY staff
members (SCHEVhas a maximum employment level of56full-time equivalent positions,
but currently has seven vacancies). SCHEY was appropriated almost $41 million in FY
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1995 ($4.2 million is for operating expenses and $36.4 million is dispersed to institutions
and supports programs administered by SCHEY).

SCHEV staffare allocated among six divisions: (1) research and financial aid,
(2) finance and facilities, (3) academic affairs, (4) administration, (5) student affairs, and
(6) information systems (Figure 1). Each of these divisions is assigned its own set of
responsibilities. The research and financial aid division provides SCHEY with research
assistance services and oversees the administration of financial aid programs. The
finance and facilities division prepares operating and capital budget recommendations
and administers the State's Higher Education Equipment Trust Fund. The academic
affairs division oversees academic planning and coordination, policy development,
legislative study preparation, and grant program administration. The administration
division handles all internal financial management, as well as external communications,
publications, conferences, and special events.

The newly-created student affairs division is responsible for working with
college and university student affairs personnel, for administering State equal opportu­
nity programs, and for supervising a project designed to reduce incidents of sexual
violence on campus. Finally, the information systems division provides SCHEY with
data management services. Collectively, these divisions work to respond to new
responsibilities, such as implementing the State Post-Secondary Review Entity (SPRE)
program, and to address special study assignments from the Governor or General
Assembly.

PRIMARY FUNCTIONS OF THE
STATE COUNCIL OF mGHER EDUCATION

As indicated by the evolution of legislative intent for SCHEV's mission, the
State Council of Higher Education must now carry out a number of diverse functions in
order to satisfy its statutory, administrative, and regulatory responsibilities. These
responsibilities include addressing formal functions related to statutory requirements,
such as higher education mission definition and academic program review, as well as less
formal functions, such as the formation of work groups to conduct special projects and
studies. Because SCHEV's functions are diverse, they are presented within three broad
areas. These include: (1) providing mission definition and statewide planning, (2)
improvingthe operational efficiency and effectiveness ofhigher education programs, and
(3) improving student access to higher education.

Providing Mission Definition and Planning for the System

One of SCHEY's primary responsibilities is to provide a statewide perspective
in coordinating Virginia's system of higher education. This function requires that
SCHEV both prepare a statewide vision for Virginia's higher education system through
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its planning process and review the mission statements of individual institutions. As
part of its planning process, SCHEY is actively involved in coordinating and making
recommendations about institutional budgets which reflect projected enrollments and
institutional missions.

Developing a Statewide Plan for Higher Education. The CodeofVirginia
explicitly assigns SCHEV the responsibility for statewide planning. Further, Section
23-9.6:1 of the Code ofVirginia states:

in developing such plans, the Council shall consider the future needs
for higher education in Virginia both at the undergraduate and
graduate levels, the mission, programs, facilities and location of each
of the existing institutions of higher education, in addition to other
such matters as the Council deems appropriate.

In order to meet these responsibilities, SCHEYdevelops and publishes The Virginia Plan
for Higher Education on a biennial basis.

The most recent Virginia Plan focuses on: (1) the needs of the system to
accommodate the increasing number of student enrollments that are projected during
the latter part of this decade and into the 21st Century, and (2) the need for fundamental
change in the higher education system to deal with declining resources, increased
student enrollments, changing technology, and greater public expectations for account­
ability. More specific planning in these areas is carried out by SCHEY through
systemwide budgeting, projection of enrollments, and restructuring.

Resource Planning. An important way in which SCHEY influences the
higher education system is by providing a statewide perspective for resource planning.
SCHEY does this in several ways. For example, SCHEY:

• develops policies, guidelines, and formulas for institutions to use in planning
to carry out their missions

• recommends allocation offundingto institutions based on policies, guidelines,
and formulas for carrying out statewide initiatives and programs for higher
education

• reviews and approves enrollment projections by institutions for use in fiscal
and budgetary planning

• assesses budgetary information submitted by institutions to determine how
this fits into the higher education plan for Virginia

• provides recommendations to the Governor and General Assembly on institu­
tional budget requests.
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Planning for Fundamental Systemwide Changes. As part ofits systemwide
planning responsibilities, SCHEV works with college and university leaders to deter­
mine how the system can best respond to fundamental changes in resources, enrollment,
technology, and expectations for accountability. This planning effort, referred to as
"restructuring," became more formalized when the 1994 General Assembly adopted
statutory language defining restructuring efforts as actions:

to effect long-term changes in the deployment offaculty, to ensure the
effectiveness of academic offerings, to minimize administrative and
instructional costs, to prepare for the demands of enrollment in­
creases, and to address funding priorities as approved by the General
Assembly. [Item l83E.l, Chapter 966,1994 Virginia Acts ofAssembly,
approved May 20, 1994]

The responsibility for overseeing the restructuring ofhigher education became
a SCHEY priority in 1993, when Governor Wilder's proposed 1994-1996 budget con­
tained language requiring all State-supported higher education institutions to submit
restructuring plans to SCHEV. This new SCHEY responsibility was then modified by
Governor Allen and the General Assembly to have institutions submit restructuring
plans jointly to SCHEY and the Secretary ofEducation by September 1, 1994 (Appendix
D). The 1994 General Assembly approved Appropriation Act language to support this
proposal.

To date, SCHEV's restructuring activities have focused on working with the
colleges and universities to help them understand the objectives ofrestructuringand how
they can best meet those objectives, reviewing and evaluating initial plans submitted by
institutions in September, and working with institutions to modify plans deemed
inadequate. Once this process is complete, SCHEVwill begin new systemwide planning
efforts to determine the best use of resources to meet upcoming changes and new
demands.

Improving the Efficiency and Effectiveness of Higher Education Programs

SCHEV undertakes a number of activities related to improving the efficiency
and effectiveness of higher education programs. First, SCHEY has statutory responsi­
bility for reviewing the productivity of academic programs using statutory criteria, and
closing nonproductive programs. In addition, SCHEV coordinates institutional efforts
to assess student achievement and provide continuing education offerings. Finally,
SCHEV is designated as Virginia's oversight agency for post-secondary education
institutional participation in Title IV Higher Education Act programs (federal student
financial aid programs). This oversight responsibility will entail examination of'institu­
tional efficiency and effectiveness in reducing student loan default rates.

Review of Program Productivity. Since 1982, the majority of U.S. states
have implemented an external review of academic program productivity. The most
typical system relies upon either simple quantitative measures tied directly to program
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discontinuance, or on a quantitative system that initiates qualitative review. The
Commonwealth ofVirginia was one of the first states to assign these productivity review
responsibilities to its higher education coordinating council. Adopted in 1974, Section 23­
9.6:1.6 ofthe Code ofVirginia mandates that SCHEV"review and require the discontinu­
ance of any academic program which is presently offered by any institution of higher
education when the Council determines that such academic program is nonproductive in
terms of the number of degrees granted, the number of students served by the program
and budgetary considerations."

Given this responsibility, SCHEV establishedwritten procedures for the evalu­
ation of academic program productivity. The schedule for program evaluation specifies
that during the first year of each biennium SCHEV will receive and review the six-year
curricular plans from each of the public institutions ofhigher education. Then during the
second year of each biennium, SCHEV will conduct a quantitative evaluation of the
productivity of all existing degree programs.

The quantitative evaluation requires that degree programs satisfy at least one
of three established criteria in order to be deemed "productive." According to SCHEV's
"Policies and Procedures for the Quantitative Evaluation ofDegree Programs," a degree
program is considered productive by the Council ifit: (1) confers a minimum number of
average degrees per year over a five-year period varying by academic level; (2) enrolls a
minimum average number offull-time equivalent (FTE) students, which vary by subject
and academic level (for example, 12.5 FTE students are required for a baccalaureate
program and 4.5 FTEs are required for professional and doctoral programs); or (3) is
defined as having a "service function" meaning that the program provides component
courses of a degree program to non-majors. The most recent review by SCHEV staff
places 48 degree programs in the nonproductive category.

Implementation of Student AsBessment. Section 23·9.6:1 of the Code of
Virginia mandates that SCHEY:

develop in cooperation with institutions ofhigher education guidelines
for the assessment of student achievement

report the institutions' assessments of student achievement in the
biennial revisions to the state's master plan for higher education.

Statutory language on assessment was added to the Code in 1989, following four years
of SCHEY involvement in the development ofa statewide system of student assessment.

The assessment program that SCHEV developed was purposefully different
from those implemented in other states. Instead of requiring that all Virginia public
institutions ofhigher education adopt a uniform set of performance standards, SCHEV
emphasized the development of individualized institutional assessment programs de­
signed to stimulate instructional improvement and curricular reform. In making this
choice, SCHEY sacrificed the ability to make performance comparisons across institu­
tions, in favor of promoting "institutional initiatives ... the tradition of institutional
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autonomy, and the capacity offaculty and administrators to identify their own problems
and solve them creatively." Essentially SCHEY chose to prioritize the improvement of
institutional effectiveness over the capacity to monitor institutional accountability.

After establishing an assessment philosophy and related guidelines, SCHEY
maintained active involvement in the implementation of the program at the colleges and
universities. Four separate, but related, activities were designed to assist in the
implementation of assessment policy in Virginia: (1) the establishment of a comprehen­
sive assessment reporting process to monitor institutional progress, (2) the use of Funds
for Excellence grant monies to promote assessment initiatives, (3) the development ofthe
Institutional Programs Advisory Committee to aid assessment communication among
provosts and academic vice presidents, and (4) the establishment of the Virginia
Assessment Group to promote collaboration among assessment professionals. All four
implementation tools remain in existence and are still used by SCHEY to further the
development of assessment initiatives.

Coordination of Continuing Education. Although many of SCHEV's
responsibilities focus primarily on improving the provision ofundergraduate education,
SCHEY does maintain some statutory responsibility in the area ofcontinuing education.
Section 23-9.10 of the Code ofVirginia requires that SCHEV"coordinate the continuing
education offerings of all state-controlled institutions of higher education including all
credit and non-credit academic courses and programs." SCHEY staff primarily define
their role as one of helping institutions learn about recent advances in telecommunica­
tions and developing State guidelines for providing continuing education through
distance learning programs.

Review ofPost-Secondary Education. SCHEV's involvement in the review
of post-secondary education stems directly from the federal 1992 Higher Education Act
amendments. These amendments, which are specifically designed to "increase the
accountability of institutions participating in the Title IV Higher Education Act Pro­
grams [the student financial aid programs] by strengthening State oversight of their
participation," require that each state participating in Title IV programs appoint an
agency to serve as its State Post-Secondary Review Entity (SPRE). In so doing, each state
becomes responsible for sharing the risk of student loan default with the federal
government. The states' risk sharing amount is set to steadily increase from 1995 to
1997, with states responsible for 12.5 percent of the defaulted amounts in 1995, 20
percent in 1996, and 50 percent in 1997.

Governor Wilder appointed SCHEY as the Commonwealth's SPRE in 1993. As
the State's SPRE, SCHEY entered into an agreement with the U.S. Secretary of
Education detailing Virginia's participation in the State Post-Secondary Review Pro­
gram. This agreement specifies that SCHEY will: (1) develop review standards, (2)
review referred institutions, (3) periodically review all institutions, and (4) provide
information as needed to the U.S. Secretary of Education.

To date, SCHEY has prepared and submitted a plan and a budget for SPRE
activities to the U.S. Secretary ofEducation. In addition, SCHEVhas developed: review
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standards and a process for the review of institutions, complaint procedures, and
associated costs for the collection ofdata about institutions. SCHEY is currentlywaiting
for federal approval of its standards and review process. SCHEY expects to begin
conducting institutional reviews in the spring of 1995 and will likely complete 10 reviews
each year.

Improving Student Access to Higher Education

SCHEY has responsibility for carrying out a number of activities which relate
to improving access to the higher education system. Some of these responsibilities are
assigned to SCHEY through statutory provisions, whereas others have been delegated
to SCHEY through legislative study resolutions or gubernatorial prerogatives. Respon­
sibilities related to improving student access to higher education include: (1) approving
new academic offerings, such as new degrees, programs, or other academic expansions;
(2) facilitating student transfer; (3) administering certain statewide equal educational
opportunity programs; (4) administering certain statewide student financial aid pro­
grams; and (5) resolving problems affecting student affairs.

ApprovalofAcademic Offerings. The CodeofVirginia assigns to SCHEVthe
statutory responsibility and authority to review several aspects of academic program
development:

To study any proposed escalation of any public institution to a degree
granting level higher than that level to which it is presently re­
stricted ....

Toreview and approve or disapprove all new academic programs which
any public institution of higher education proposes.

To review and approve or disapprove the creation and establishment
ofany department, school, college, branch, division or extension of any
public institution ofhigher education which such institution proposes
to create and establish .... [Code ofVitginia, §23-9.6:1l

In making decisions to approve or disapprove a new academic program, SCHEY is often
required to balance the desire to expand educational access with the need to avoid
unnecessary duplication. To assist this decision-making process, SCHEY has created a
standard set of guidelines to review each of these mandated areas, as well as to review
other institutional developments such as organizational change. SCHEV then provides
these guidelines to the institutions ofhigher education and assigns to each an academic
liaison from SCHEY to assist with academic program development. The use of the
liaisons seems to work well, because institution officials are generally satisfied with the
program approval process.

Assistance With Student Transfer and the Development ofArticulation
Agreements. While the Code of Virginia does not assign to SCHEV any specific
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responsibilities in the area of student transfer, many legislative resolutions and reports
have made it clear that SCHEV has long been identified by the General Assembly as the
coordinating body responsible for resolving problems with student transfer in Virginia.
Asearly as 1976, the General Assembly in HJR No. 17 requested that SCHEV"undertake
steps to develop Commonwealth Articulation Agreements that will permit the orderly
transfer of credits ... from community colleges to four-year institutions funded by the
Commonwealth." By 1989, the legislative Commission on the University of the 21st
Century also recommended coordinative action by SCHEV- citing the expected rise in
undergraduate enrollments as a significant factor in the increasing need for well-defined
relationships between the Virginia Community College System (VCCS) and the senior
institutions. Such legislative actions indicate an expectation that SCHEY coordinate
student transfer.

In 1990, SCHEY initiated significant action to improve the development of
student transfer policies. At that time, SCHEY and the State Board for Community
Collegesestablished a Joint Committee on Transfer Students (JeTS) and charged it with
"recommending means to facilitate transfer from community colleges to senior institu­
tions." The JCTS was largely successful in meeting its mandate, and in 1991 it promoted
the development and adoption of the "State Policy on Transfer." This document contains
guidelines pertaining to admissions, acceptance and application of credits, the tracking
of minority transfer student performance, the improvement of transfer communication
and information, the definition of administrative responsibility for transfer, and the
establishment of a universal transfer module of courses guaranteed to transfer to any
Virginia public senior institution. Subsequently, the Standing Committee on Transfer
(SCT)was created by SCHEY and the vecs to oversee the implementation of the State
Policy on Transfer. Currently SCHEY staffare actively involved with the SCT, serving
as its staff. In 1994, the issue of resolving student transfer problems appears to be a
SCHEY priority.

Coordination and Administration of Equal Education Opportunity
Programs in Higher Education. Although SCHEY does not have any statutory
authority in the area of equal educational opportunity (EEO), historically it has been
delegated several EEO responsibilities from the Secretary of Education. Specifi­
cally, the Secretary of Education has asked SCHEY to coordinate institutional EEO
plans and to administer certain statewide programs to eliminate the vestiges of a
segregated system of higher education.

These EEO responsibilities were first assigned to SCHEY in 1969, when the
federal Office for Civil Rights (OCR)reported that ten states (including Virginia) were
violating Title VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act. Title VI stipulates that:

no person in the United States shall, on the grounds of race, color, or
national origin, be excluded from participation in, be denied the
benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination under any program or
activity receiving Federal financial assistance. [42 U.S.C. 2000d]



Page 19 Chapter II: Legislative Direction for Higher Education Governance in Virginia

Following several landmark court cases, the U.S. District Court required Virginia to
submit a desegregation plan in compliancewith new federal guidelines, which mandated:

not only that each institution pursue nondiscriminatory student ad­
mission and faculty and staffemployment practices, but also that the
state system as a whole develop a comprehensive and coordinated
statewide desegregation plan embodying those specific affirmative,
remedial steps which will prove effective in achieving significant
progress toward the disestablishment of the structure of the dual
system and which address the problem of "systemwide racial imbal­
ance." [quotingAdams v. Richardson, supra, 480 F.2d at 1165 n.lO]

The guidelines also required thatVirginiainclude in its plan measures to producegreater
numbers ofblack professionals and to enhance the traditionallyblack colleges. Tocomply
with these requirements, SCHEY provided staff assistance to the Governor and Secre­
tary of Education in developing the Virginia Plan for Equal Opportunity in State­
Supported Institutions of Higher Education in 1974. This plan was subsequently
modified to meet emergent federal concerns. The most recent implementation plan
included six major components for which SCHEY has some responsibility for either
administering or assisting the Secretary ofEducation with coordinating and monitoring.
These components continue to be funded by the General Assembly and administered by
SCHEV even though the State is no longer required to submit a plan to the federal
government. They include: (1) pre-collegiate programs, (2) minority undergraduate
student recruitment and retention, (3) minority graduate student recruitment and
retention, (4)minorityfaculty recruitment and retention, (5)institutional programs, and
(6) improving human relations on campuses.

Administering Financial Aid Programs. SCHEY is required by the Code
of Virginia to be the administering agency for certain State-sponsored financial aid
programs (federal loan programs are administered by the Virginia Student Assistance
Authority). Most of the programs that SCHEV administers are need-based, while some
are based on merit. SCHEV's actual role in the administration of student financial aid
programs varies by program. The State Council is currently involved in the administra­
tion of13 financial assistance programs. Total Statefunding for the programs in FY 1995
was $26.8 million. In addition to these programs, discretionary financial aid funding is
made available to each institution of higher education through the Appropriation Act.
Although the institutions directly receive State appropriations for these discretionary
aid funds, SCHEYis responsible for annually approving each institution's proposed plan
for the expenditure of its appropriation, and making recommendations to the General
Assembly regarding how the aid is allocated. Discretionary student aid for FY 1995
totaled $56.7 million.

In recent years, SCHEY has responded to statewide mandatory budget cuts by
making efforts to streamline its administration offinancial aid programs. SCHEV has
done this by decentralizing financial aid administration and by recommending the
consolidation and elimination ofcertain financial aid programs. Some ofthe administra­
tive responsibilities that SCHEY decentralized include receiving, processing, and ap-



Page 20 Chapter II: Legislative Direction for Higher Education Governance in Virginia

proving applications for financial aid and distributing financial aid checks. Programs
recommended for elimination include the Virginia Work-Study Program, the Virginia
Teachers Loan Program, and the Virginia Scholars Program. The first two programs
were phased out by the General Assembly as ofJuly 1, 1994, and the third is also targeted
for closure, with its funding only continued for FY 1995.

CoordinationofStudentAffairs. Although SCHEYis statutorily authorized
to study the operations ofeach of the institutions ofhigher education, it is not specifically
required to coordinate, develop, or implement programs to address student affairs issues.
Student affairs may include diverse activities affecting student campus life such as,
residential living, student health services, student activities, financial aid, admissions,
and campus security, among others. Until recent legislative and executive branch
interest in some of these issues, SCHEY involvement was limited.

Since 1991, however, SCHEY has been involved in identifying problems affect­
ing student affairs and coordinating institutional responses and problem-solving efforts.
Due to legislative and executive branch interest in these issues, SCHEVs actions in this
area include special studies and the formation ofan advisory group to deal with strident
affairs. Recently, SCHEY reorganized its staff and created a student affairs division,
which includes an associate director, a senior coordinator for affirmative action, a
coordinator for pre-collegiate programs, a coordinator for student affairs, and two
support staff.
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III. Assessment of the Current System for
Higher Education Coordination in Virginia

JLARC staff assessed the current system for higher education coordination in
the Commonwealth as part of this review. Current needs for statewide coordination of
higher education were identified through: (1) a review of current statutoryrequirements
and their legislative histories, (2) discussions with the presidents of Virginia's public
colleges and universities, and (3)findings from this review ofthe State Council of Higher
Education for Virginia (SCHEV). Collectively, this assessment indicates that:

• SCHEYis structured to coordinate the highereducation system in Virginia as
intended by the General Assembly.

• SCHEY is effective in providing the type and degree of system oversight
needed.

• SCHEY is generally fulfilling its mandated responsibilities in a satisfactory
manner, although some areas need improvement.

Subsequent chapters discuss SCHEVs performance in providing certain services and
recommend changes for improvement.

This review also indicates that a majority of public college and university
presidents believe that the current system of higher education coordination has more
strengths than weaknesses. Some perceived advantages of the current system and
SCHEV's role include: SCHEV's leadership in providing a vision for higher education,
SCHEV's ability to provide balanced, rational analysis on higher education issues and
problems, the provision of a central mechanism for collecting data to meet extensive
federal reporting requirements, and the professional leadership and competence of
SCHEV staff. In contrast, some ofthe perceived disadvantages include: a weak advocacy
posture by SCHEV, excessive reporting requirements, favoritism towards larger institu­
tions, and inflexibility on some matters. On balance, however, this structure provides
stability and leadership to the system of higher education in Virginia.

VIRGINIA'S CURRENT STRUCTURE FOR ffiGHER EDUCATION
COORDINATION IS CONSISTENT WITH LEGISLATIVE INTENT

Like other states, Virginia requires some degree of coordination and planning
among its higher education institutions. Moreover, Virginia is not unique in how it has
chosen to structure its coordinatingfunctions. The General Assembly deliberately chose
the current structure in 1974, after trying a weak coordinating structure and considering
other degrees of control and coordination. (For example, the General Assembly consid
ered and rejected creating an entity with more centralized control over institutions as
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well as one that functions as a specialized advisory study group.) The current structure,
as configured, is consistent with legislative intent for the coordination of higher
education in Virginia.

Virginia's Structure for Coordinating Higher Education Is Similar to
Other States

Although Virginia is regarded by some experts as having one of the more
decentralized systems ofhigher education governance, it has much in commonwith other
states in terms ofhow its higher education system has evolved and is structured. Every
state has one of two basic types of boards to carry out statewide coordinating functions:
either a coordinating board or a consolidated governing board. A coordinating board is
concerned primarily with the state and system perspective, but does not direct the daily
operations of institutions. In contrast, a consolidated governing board has the authority
to provide direction and control the daily operations ofinstitutions. Virginia is currently
one of 20 states that has a strong coordinating board structure for higher education
(Exhibit 1). Several Virginia college and university presidents who had previously
worked in other states' higher education systems told JLARC staff that they believe
Virginia's structure works better than the other structures with which they were
familiar.

1974 General Assembly Considered Alternative Coordinating Structures

As the entity with ultimate responsibility for the higher education system, the
General Assembly has previously considered alternatives to the current system of
coordination. In 1974, the General Assembly weighed the option of retaining SCHEV
primarily as the specialized advisorystudy group ithad established in 1956. The General
Assembly explicitlyrejected this option in favor ofstrengtheningSCHEV's authority and
making it a stronger coordinating board. In doing so, the General Assembly considered
the advantages and disadvantages ofalternative approaches to governing and coordinat­
ing Virginia's higher education system.

The 1974 report of the Commission on Higher Education articulated a number
of advantages and disadvantages of different approaches to higher education coordina­
tion. The Commission explored the issue of providing higher education opportunities to
an increasingly greater number of people, while avoiding wasteful expenditures occa­
sioned by unnecessary duplication of educational offerings and capital expansion.
According to the Commission:

Experience has made it abundantly clear that higher education has
reached a point - nearly lGO,OOOst.udents attending 39 Instdtutions
on 48 separate campuses -where reasonable coordination is impera­
tive. [Senate Document No. 19, 1974]
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The Commission considered three potential alternatives: (1) to continue having
SCHEY function as a specialized advisory study group with no real coordination or
control, (2)to establish a statewide controlling board for all State-supported institutions,
and (3) to give SCHEY the authority it needed to effectively coordinate and direct higher
education, by clearly establishing it as the coordinating agency responsible for statewide
higher education policies.

The 1974 Commission, and in turn, the General Assembly supported the third
approach to coordinatingVirginia's higher education system. The Commission made this
recommendation having found no coordination unacceptable, and the efficiency and
effectiveness of a central governing board questionable. In choosing this option, the
Commission articulated a number of advantages to strong coordination. These advan­
tages include the following:

• the involvement of a large number of knowledgeable lay persons through
appointments to institutional boards of visitors

• a decentralized operational approach that promotes institutional effective­
ness as well as systemwide guidance

• a statewide approach to planning and implementation of those plans

• greater institutional autonomy and diversity of mission.

In order for SCHEY to have a meaningful coordinating role rather than merely an
advisory role, the Commission concluded that SCHEV's authority had to be expanded to
include: comprehensive statewide planning, approval ofchanges to institutions' mission
statements, approval of projected levels of enrollment, development and recommenda­
tions of capital and operating budgets, and academic program approval. The 1974
General Assembly supported these proposals by making statutory changes to expand
SCHEY's authority in these areas.

SCHEY PROVIDES AN APPROPRIATE TYPE AND
DEGREE OF SYSTEMWIDE OVERSIGHT

The need for statewide coordination was articulated through examination of
SCHEVs legislative history as well as interviews with key higher education leaders. This
need primarily addressed the necessity for systemwide planning to avoid duplication and
the waste of public resources. SCHEY meets this identified need for coordination in
several ways. Its role allows the system to maintain diversity in institutional missions,
and provides flexibility that allows for institutional initiative and innovation. SCHEY
serves as a liaison between higher education institutions and the executive and legisla­
tive branches of State government. SCHEY provides stability and leadership to the
higher education system. Overall, perceptions that SCHEY provides the type and degree
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of oversight necessary to meet systemwide needs are supported by interview responses
of most public college and university presidents.

Statewide Coordination of Virginia Higher Education Is Needed

As discussed in Chapter II, the 1951 Virginia Advisory Legislative Council
described the negative effects of not having statewide coordination in higher education,
which prompted the creation of SCHEY in 1956. At that time, many states were
considering establishing coordinating boards like SCHEV, but were experiencing resis­
tance from the colleges and universities, which were fearful of losing their autonomy.
Much of this resistance came not only from institutional board members, but especially
from college and university presidents.

In contrast, interviews conducted by JLARC staff revealed that the current
presidents ofVirginia's public colleges and universities believe there are ongoing needs
for statewide coordination of Virginia's higher education system. Among the needs
mentioned by the presidents are the following:

• the need to set a general policy direction and vision for the entire higher
education system

• the need for a unified point of contact between higher education institutions
and the Governor and General Assembly

• the need for regular communication and collaboration among institutions

• the need for coordination of the budget for higher education, to avoid the
tendency for college presidents to act out of institutional self interest

• the need for review of academic programs and guidance in developing new
programs to avoid duplication

• the need for systemwide research efforts that use rational, dispassionate
analyses to guide institutions in important areas for taking action, and the
need for an informed higher education critic to encourage change

• the need to collect information across institutions (for example, to meetfederal
reporting requirements for student financial aid programs)

• the need for an advocate for higher education.

Three of the presidents independently stated that if there were no coordinating agency
in existence, then some entity would have to be created to carry out these functions. In
contrast to opinions of college presidents in earlier decades, none of the presidents
expressed an opinion that there was no need for coordination of the higher education
system.
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The Current Coordinating System Promotes Institutional Autonomy,
Diversity, and Initiative

In defining SCHEV's role as a coordinative body, the General Assembly has
deliberately set limits to the powers that can be exercised by SCHEY. These limitations
are placed on SCHEY by the very structure of the system and in specific statutory
language guiding SCHEV's operations. These limits were intended to maintain institu­
tional autonomy and diversity in the various institutional missions. Consequently,
institutions are granted considerable flexibility to take initiative and engage in entrepre­
neurial activities.

Statute Explicitly Limits SCHEV's Authority_ The legislation creating
SCHEY in 1956 and subsequent statutory changes that define SCHEV's current role
provide a clear indication of the General Assembly's intent to limit SCHEV's authority
over individual institutions and to preserve institutional autonomy and mission diver­
sity. Statutory language which sets out the structure of the higher education system
places specific authority with institutional governing boards whose members are ap­
pointed by the Governor and confirmed by the General Assembly. In addition, the
structure provides that these boards are accountable to the General Assembly, not
SCHEY. For example, statutory provisions for Old Dominion University include the
following statement: "The rector and visitors of Old Dominion University shall at all
times be subject to the control of the General Assembly." [Code ofVirginia, §23-49.11J.
This language is similar to statutory language covering most of the senior public
institutions.

Additionally, provisions in the Code of Virginia guiding SCHEVs operations
limit its authority over public higher education institutions. Specifically, SCHEV's
authority is limited in the following ways:

• SCHEY has no direct authority to modify institutional missions once the
General Assembly has adopted institutional mission statements.

• SCHEY has no powers over the selection offaculty.

• SCHEY has no authority for determining standards or criteria used for
student admissions; this remains a function reserved for institutions and
their governing boards.

• SCHEY cannot disapprove the creation or establishment ofany departments,
schools, colleges, branches, divisions, or extensions of institutions once ere­
ated and established by the General Assembly.

• SCHEY cannot prohibit institutional representatives from appearing before
the General Assembly or the Governor on budgetary issues.
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• SCHEV activities cannot impair the powers ofinstitutional governing boards
except where specifically allowed in statute.

• SCHEV has no authority over the solicitation, investment, or expenditure of
endowment funds held by public higher education institutions.

Limits to SCHEY'sAuthorityAreConsistent With MaintainingDiversity
ofInstitutional Missions. Limitations on SCHEV's authority over institutions arose
over concern for the higher education system's ability to maintain diversity in institu­
tional missions over time. This diversity is supported by statutory provisions for
SCHEV's operations. The Code ofVirginia clearly states:

In carrying out its duties and responsibilities, the Council, insofar as
practicable, shall preserve the individuality, traditions and sense of
responsibility of the respective institutions. [§23-9.6:1, Code ofVir­
ginia]

Even though the purpose and mission of some Virginia public institutions have changed
over the years, they still maintain a strong sense of individuality. This appears to be
consistent with legislative intent.

Many of Virginia's higher education institutions were in existence when
SCHEV was created in 1956. These institutions had already developed considerable
diversity in mission. For example, the 1951 Virginia Advisory Legislative Council study
described Virginia's higher education system as having four categories of services,
provided primarily by four different types of institutions: comprehensive universities;
liberal arts colleges; a military school; and teacher training institutions. At that time,
the comprehensive universities included: (1)the University ofVirginia with its women's
division, Mary Washington College; (2) the Virginia Polytechnic Institute with its
women's division, Radford College; (3) the Medical College of Virginia; and (4) Virginia
State College. The liberal arts colleges included the College ofWilliam and Mary and 32
privately run colleges in Virginia. The military school was Virginia Military Institute.
The teacher training institutions included Longwood College and James Madison
College. These institutions had long-standing traditions at that time that gave them
distinct purposes and missions.

Even though the purposes and missions of some of these institutions have
changed substantially between 1951 and today, the institutions still maintain their
individuality. For example, in JLARC staff interviews, officials at several public
institutions said that their primary mission was still high quality undergraduate
education, rather than graduate or research programs. While several institutions have
also moved up in the level of degrees they grant, SCHEV's approval processes have
allowed these institutions to maintain their individuality. For example, SCHEY
characterized Mary Washington College and Norfolk State University as "bachelor's
degree granting" institutions in 1974; by 1984 they were in the "master's degree
granting" category. Yet, they both maintain differentiated missions built on their
individual history and tradition.
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Similarly, George Mason Universitymoved from the "master's degree granting"
category in 1984 to the "doctoral degree granting" category by 1994. SCHEV's role in
approving institutional missions and institutional changes have allowed an institution
such as George Mason University to emphasize its research mission as well as its mission
to serve an older, commuting or "placebound" student population. This contrasts with
other doctoral-granting institutions which may wish to emphasize a mission involving
residential education for traditional-age college students.

SCHEV's Authority and Structure Promotes Institutional Initiative.
SCHEV's limited authority over institutions and its structure within the higher educa­
tion system promotes institutional initiative and the pursuit ofentrepreneurial activi­
ties. This premise is supported by the interview responses of college and university
presidents. Theirresponses indicated thattheyfavorVirginia's system because SCHEV's
role allows for individual institutions to be proactive.

A number of these presidents have worked in the higher education systems of
other states. Consequently, they are uniquely positioned to make comparisons between
Virginia's and other states' higher education systems. When comparisons were made, a
frequently mentioned advantage of Virginia's system was that it allows for greater
initiative and innovation by individual institutions. For example:

One president stated that Virginia is fortunate not to have any "mega­
universities" or large multi-campus university systems, because they
tend to stifle innovation, become unmanageable, and suffer from
gridlock. In a state with a large multi-campus university system,
smaller institutions or individual campuses have less .g,bilityto inno­
vate or try new ways to market their strengths.

* * *

Anotherpresident stated that a centralizedgoverning boardsuch as one
that could be found in some other states, would be a "dead hand" on
individual institutions.

Additionally, SCHEV's coordinative role allows the universities in Virginia to
be more entrepreneurial. Presidents and institutional governing boards can tailor
institutional missions and programming to meet specific market demands. Success in
such an entrepreneurial system, however, requires strong, proactive leadership at the
institutional level.

SCHEY Serves as a Liaison between Higher Education Institutions and the
Legislative and Executive Branches of State Government

According to statute, SCHEV has a dual reporting relationship to the Governor
and the General Assembly, and is intended to serve as a point of contact between these
branches of State government and the individual institutions (Figure 2). SCHEV's
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,..--------------Figure2---------------,

Virginia's Higher Education System

accountability to the Governor is reinforced through gubernatorial appointments to the
Council. However, SCHEV serves the legislature more directly than most executive­
branch agencies. This linkage to the General Assembly is emphasized by legislative
action in defining and re-defining SCHEV's mission and responsibilities over the years.
SCHEV is a critical link between the institutions and the General Assembly when it
provides information and analyses on institutional budgets and conducts requested
special studies.

In interviews with JL.ARC staff, several college and university presidents
stated that SCHEV~ rnle B5'l. a ~p.nt.Tal li~i~nn bptwQoQon thQo institutions and Stat.p
government demonstrates one particular strength of the current system. This role
appears to shield the institutions appropriately from some of the pressures associated
with the daily political processes in the legislative and the executive branches. Presi­
dents also said that SCHEV presents a balanced statewide perspective and a unified
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voice for the system to the legislative and the executive branches. In this respect, the
system is not reliant on the separate liaison functions of the various institutions, which
could reflect more parochial interests.

SCHEY Provides Stability and Leadership to the Higher Education System

The structure ofSCHEV, and the continuity of the State Council and its staff,
promote stability in the higher education system. Gubernatorial-appointed State Coun­
cil members serve staggered terms of four years. These terms can be successive,
permittingmembers to contribute eight years of service and perspective to the Common­
wealth. In addition, stability is promoted by the appointment of the staffdirector by the
councilmembers. The current directorhas served in his position since 1977. Overlapping
appointments to the State Council and the appointment of the director by the Council
provide continuity at the State level when other leadership positions in higher education
may change. For example, leadership from the executive branch, includingthe Secretary
ofEducation, usually changes everyfouryears with each new administration. One recent
Secretary of Education served only six months.

Institutional leadership is more stable. While the tenure of university presi­
dents nationally averages about four or five years, in Virginia it averages approximately
seven years for presidents of public senior institutions and 11 years for presidents of
communitycolleges. However, SCHEYprovides overall system continuitybecause it also
serves as the system's historian and as a repository for information about both institu­
tional and systemwide changes involving policies, programs, and budgetary decisions.

Besides continuity, the current structure allows SCHEY to provide leadership
on issues that span executive branch administrative changes. SCHEY is able to provide
leadershipbyurgingthe institutions to address keyissues thathave long-term systemwide
impact, require complex solutions, and may negatively affect institutional interests. For
example, SCHEV was proactive in raising issues and promoting systemwide dialogue on
the future direction ofhigher education, given shortfalls in general fund revenues. This
dialogue resulted in SCHEY advocacy of institutional restructuring that found support
by two separate executive branch administrations and the General Assembly. SCHEV's
structure provides a consistent, stable mechanism that allows for systemwide initiatives
and leadership on a number of issues.

Perceptions of SCHEV by College and University Presidents
Are Generally Positive

In interviews conducted for this study, higher education presidents had many
obro;p.TV::It:inns: r~garding thQ gtrongths: and woaknQssQs ofVirginio.'s oystCIn when discuss­

ing their perceptions of SCHEV's role in the higher education system and its perfor­
mance. Exhibit 2 provides a summary ofsome ofthe perceived strengths and weaknesses
they noted. The opinions of presidents reflect a diversity of perspectives regarding the
advantages and disadvantages of the current system in light ofSCHEV's performance.
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~------------Exhibit 2---------------,

College and University Presidents'
Perceptions of the Strengths and

Weaknesses of SCHEV's Role in the
Current System of Higher Education

Perceived Strengths

SCHEVprovidesa vision for highereducation
in the State and rational analysisin assessing
the past and futuredirectionfor the system.

SCHEYattemptsto represent institutional
, needs in the bUdget process.

SCHEVhas been responsive to individual
institutions' needs.

SCHEYprovides meaningful gUidance,
discipline, and coordination of academic
programsto avoidduplication.

SCHEYprovidesa meaningful mechanism for
collectingdata on a statewidelevel, often to
meet extensivefederal reporting requirements.

SCHEVfacilitatesinformation sharingand
provide~ a discussion forumfor university
presidents, and servesas an information
source for new collegepresidents.

.SCHEVstaff are competent professionals and
bring as high level of expertise. In addition,
they bring stability to the system.

Citizen membership on the Council helps to
remove SCHEVstaff from the political
process,somewhat.

Perceived Weaknesses

SCHEY lacks follow~through as a policydevelop­
ment mechanism. It should supportlong~term
planningbetter.

Better planning for distance learning is needed to
avoid institutionalduplicationof programs.

The budget allocationprocessusedby SCHEY is
disparate. SCHEYneeds to revisitits standards
and use a rationalbasis for budgetallocation.

SCHEVdoes not account enough for diversityor
uniquenessof institutions.

SCHEVfavors large institutions and the statusquo.

The programapprovalprocessis too lengthy.

The volumeof data SCHEYrequests is burden­
some, especiallyto small.instiMions.

SCHEVshould emphasize dataanalysis over data
collection. .

SCHEVshould conductmorefield visits to
institutionsto obtain better information on
institutional problems and challenges.

Institutions shouldhavemore flexibility to make
their own decisionsln areassuchas capitaloutlay,
purchasing, and personnel.*

*A number ofpresidents' perceptions involved the need for more flexibility in areas which are clearly not controlled
by SCHEV such as purchasing and personnel. These perceptions appeared to reflect their frustrations in dealing
with other State agencies as well as SCHEV.

Source: JLARC staff interviews with 15 nresidents of VirErinia's public Sp.ninT instit.ntinmt. thp r.hAnl".p.l1nT nftbe
Virginia Community College System, and the president of Richard Bland College (8 two-year public
institution), January 1994through August 1994.
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They also reflect, to some extent, the degree to which individual institutions have been
advantaged or disadvantaged by recent SCHEY initiatives and actions. In addition,
some of their comments clearly conflict with each other. On balance, however, most
presidents indicated that the advantages of the current system substantially outweigh
the disadvantages.

The majority of the 17 presidents interviewed appear to favor the current
system as it is currently constituted and SCHEY's role in it. Ten presidents appeared to
be more satisfied than dissatisfied with how the current system (including SCHEV)
operates. Additionally, two presidents appeared to be mixed in expressing satisfaction
and dissatisfaction.

On the other hand, a minority of presidents expressed overall dissatisfaction
with SCHEV. Much of the dissatisfaction appears to stem from instances in which
SCHEYhas not approved their institutions' initiatives. Although these presidents may
have legitimate reasons to disagree with SCHEV's decisions, some measure ofdissatis­
faction is to be expected because SCHEY provides a systemwide perspective in its
decision-making and does not unconditionally "rubber stamp" approval of all institu­
tional initiatives. Instead, SCHEY appears to exercise independent judgment with a
statewide perspective, which the majority of the presidents appear to accept. Most
presidents also indicated that this independent judgment is beneficial to the current
system as a whole, even though it may generate periodic disagreement with SCHEVon
specific issues.

Amajority ofpresidents believe that one weakness of the current system is that
SCHEVis not a sufficientlystrongadvocate for highereducation to the GeneralAssembly
and the Governor. One president called SCHEV an arm ofStategovernment, sayingthat
it served the General Assembly more than it served the institutions. Two presidents felt
that SCHEY should be more centrally involved in using its influence with legislators for
funding, so that college presidents would not have to exert this type of pressure.

Another specific area of dissatisfaction to a minority of presidents was their
perception that SCHEY requires excessive amounts of institutional reporting. When
probed for details, it appeared that these reporting requirements included mandatory
reports needed for SCHEY and otherState agencies (such as the Department ofPlanning
and Budget, the Department of Accounts, the Department of General Services, and
others). In addition, many reports sent to SCHEY are also needed to fulfill federal
reporting requirements. Numerous reporting requirements appear to more negatively
impact smaller institutions than larger institutions with separate institutional research
offices that coordinate the reports.

SCHEY IS SATISFACTORILY FULFILLING ITS
MANDATED RESPONSIBILITIES

Examination of17 substantive areas for which SCHEVis responsible indicates
that SCHEY is satisfactorily fulfilling most of its mandated responsibilities. A report



PIlge33 Chapter III: Assessment ofthe Current Systemfor Higher Education Coordination in Virginia

card on SCHEV8 provision ofservices summarizes its performance in each of the areas
examined (Exhibit 3). As indicated in later chapters of this report, the JLARC review
found three areas in which SCHEVcould implement some neededimprovements and one
area in which its performance was unsatisfactory based on its statutory mandate and
current activities. Further, SCHEV could improve its performance by establishing clear
linkages between a number of its operations and ensuring that the institutions under­
stand the connections. For example, restructuring efforts should include efforts to
incorporate program productivity data, as well as the use ofinformation gathered from
student asseSsments and efforts to revise curriculum.

On balance, most ofthe recommendations for change in this report reflect minor
performance problems, which do not require major changes in SCHEV's operations.
SCHEV should address recommendations regarding the review of academic program
productivity, student transfer policies and articulation agreements, the assessment of
student achievement, and the administration of equal educational opportunity (EEO)
programs. However, some direction and assistance in improving the administration of
EEO programs may be needed from the General Assembly and the Secretary of
Education.

Exhib· 3It
State Council ofHigher Education for Virginia:

Report Card on Provision of Services

Prepare plans foracoordinated system ofhigher education (includes restructuring) ~
Review institutions' mission statements V'
Review 1nstiIuIions' enrollment projections ~~
RevIew new academic programs and organizational changes ~~

Review the productivity ofacademic programs ~{

Develop a uniform comprehensiVe data information system V
Develop guidelines for the assessment ofstudent achievement ~
Conduct site-visits and special studies as requested bythe Governor and/or General Assembly t7
Provide advisory services toprivate, accredited and nonprofit institutions ofhigher education 1~
Submit budget request recommendations tothe Govemor and General Assembly ~~
Coordinate oontinuing education offerings 1v:
Coordinate post-secondary educational programs for allhealth professionals and occupations ~~
Administer statewide student financial aid programs v:
Assist Inthe development ofstudent transfer policies and articulation agreements &'
AdminISter equal educational opportunity programs ,,/'
Resolve problems instudent affairs V
Review post-secondary education NA
NA =Not.ic8ble~ recent assignment ofrespoosibiIity. JlARC staff grspt'k.
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In conclusion, SCHEV was created as a result of legislative perceptions about
the need for a coordinated system of higher education. As indicated in Chapter II, these
perceptions were articulated by theVirginiaAdvisory Legislative Council report in 1951,
the Commission on Higher Education report in 1974 (and the consultant report to thi~
Commission by Donald Shaner and Associates), and changing statutory responsibilities
passed by the General Assembly over the course of SCHEV's existence. Collectively,
these sources articulate the General Assembly's intent for the role that SCHEVshould
play in meeting the needs for systemwide coordination. SCHEV's actual operations
appear to closely match this evolving legislative intent, as it has been expressed in the
Code ofVirginia over time. This indicates that the present structure ofhigher education
coordination, as constituted in SCHEV's current form, appears to meet the system needs
that have been recognized by the General Assembly.
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IV: Systemwide Planning

The State Council of Higher Education for Virginia (SCHEV) is responsible for
providing statewide planning. As mentioned in Chapter II, the Code ofVirginia requires
SCHEY to "consider the future needs for higher education in Virginia both at the
undergraduate and graduate levels, the mission, programs, facilities and location ofeach
of the existing institutions ofhigber education, in addition to other such matters as the
Council deems appropriate." In carrying out its planning activities, SCHEV plays an
important role in establishing a framework for the overall direction of higher education
and examining what resources will be necessary to help the system achieve its goals.

JLARC staffassessed SCHEVs activities in systemwide planning to determine
if planning addressed the future needs of the system. This assessment also examined
SCHEV's role in reviewing institutional enrollment projections because SCHEV's
current planning efforts are based on expectations that the system will experience
enrollment increases ofapproximately 80,000 students over the next tenyears. This type
of an increase will impact future operating and capital resource needs.

Overall, this review indicates that SCHEV's systemwide planning provides
general direction for the higher education system. Additionally, SCHEY proactively
develops the strategies necessary to help the system achieve its future "vision," while
preserving the individual traditions and sense of responsibility of the respective institu­
tions. Finally, specific examination of SCHEV's role in reviewing and approving
enrollment projections indicates that the process for estimating systemwide enrollment
changes appears reasonable, although SCHEV could begin conducting additional data
analyses to better monitor the future magnitude of these changes. It appears that the
system will encounter future growth in student enrollment in the next five to 15 years,
however, the exact amount of the increase and its exact timing is less clear given the
impact ofpolicydecisions on student admissions and the lack ofprecision inmakinglong­
term projections.

SCHEV's Systemwide Planning for Higher Education in Virginia

Review of SCHEV's systemwide planning indicates that, overall, SCHEY is
adequately planning for the future needs of the higher education system. While the
format and content of the systemwide plans have changed over time, review ofSCHEV's
plans for the higher education system in Virginia indicate that typically SCHEV has
provided a framework for:

• systemwide access goal~ ancl ~tt.pnnAnt.pl"ogra.m T€!oquirQmQntg

• systemwide enrollment projections

• defining the research and public service needs of the State
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• considering the availability of State resources for the delivery of higher
education services.

This framework has usually been articulated in SCHEV's Virginia Plan, which is
updated every two years.

More recently, however, SCHEY has structured systemwide plans around a
series of special reports which were developed through a number of different vehicles
such as, the work of the 1989 Commission on the University of the 21st Century, and
working sessions with college and university presidents. These reports include:

• The Case for Change, the Commission on The University of the 21st Century,
1989

• Colleges and Universities for the 21st Century: A Report and Proposals for
Continued Improvement in Virginia Higher Education, SCHEY, July 1991

• Higher Education for the 21st Century, SCHEY, November 1992

• The Continuum ofInstruction, SCHEY, November 1992

• Change and Improvement in Virginia Higher Education: A Preliminary
Report to the Governor and General Assembly, SCHEY, 1993.

These recent plans reflect the perception that the system of higher education has a new
set of priorities and must develop strategies to meet these needs in an era of declining
State resources. Recent SCHEY planning documents, meetings, and activities reflect a
commitment to promoting continued excellence in the Virginia higher education system
and accommodating future projected enrollment growth through the more efficient and
effective use of available resources.

Collectively, SCHEV's more recent planning efforts have promoted the need for
adopting fundamental changes in how Virginia institutions provide higher education.
For example:

The 1989 Commission on the University ofthe 21st Century (or U·21)
report, titled "The Case for Change," questioned how Virginia could
promote constructive and fundamental change within its colleges and
universities so they would be ready to meet the demands oflife in the
21st century. Central themes in the report included undergraduate
curriculum reform and forging stronger linkages between higher edu­
cation and society. The Commission presented a vision ofa curriculum
that: (1) responds to the need for mathematical, scientific, and techno-
logical competence; (2) helps students develop competence in public
speaking, writing, listening, and seeing the world around them; (3)
offers students a global perspective on subjects they choose to study; and
(4) introduces students to American thought in all ofits complexity.
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However, when the U-21 report was issued, it assumed a "predictable
flow of funds to institutions" to support efforts toward change. The
sustained reduction in State funding to higher education, beginning in
1990, was not foreseen. As a result, SCHEV became proactive in
developing a series ofpapers addressing how to change the direction of
higher education to deal more effectively with the reality of reduced
general fund appropriations while maintaining institutional excel­
lence. These papers advocated restructuring Virginia colleges and
universities by changing administrative structures, reviewing cur­
ricula, redefining necessary services, and emphasizing teaching over
research, among others.

The success of such planning efforts is illustrated by the support SCHEV has
garnered for institutional restructuring from both the executive and legislative branches
of government. It appears that through its planning documents and activities, SCHEV
has shown leadership in providing a "vision" for higher education in an era ofdiminishing
resources.

The Process for Estimating Future Enrollment for Planning and Budgetary
Purposes Appears Reasonable

SCHEY is responsible for reviewing and approving individual institutional
enrollment projections. As part ofits review, SCHEV uses the institutional projections
to estimate systemwide enrollment growth. This is done to assist SCHEV in planning
future needs of the system and in determining the resources necessary to meet those
needs. SCHEV staff do not generate their own independent enrollment projections,
rather they use the institutional projections to arrive at the systemwide estimate of
future enrollment.

JLARe staff examined past systemwide estimates and institution-specific
enrollment projections to assess their accuracy. This review indicated that past
systemwide estimates of enrollment and institutional projections tended to under­
estimate future student enrollments. This analysis was used as the basis for: (1)
assessing the reasonableness of the current estimation process and (2) determining if
current SCHEV estimates for enrollment growth of80,000 students in the next ten years
appear likely. Based on their past record of accuracy and converging indicators of
populationgrowth for the traditional college-age population, it appears likelythat higher
education student enrollments will increase in the next five to 15 years. However, the
specific magnitude ofthe increase (40,000, 63,000, or 80,000 students) and exactly when
it will peak. (in the year 2000,2004, or 2,008) is less clear.

'JU1titutio",al Eft.,.ollmQ7tt P.,.ojoDtions D"vc the B3slcrnwUlc Esn71'14tc of
Student Enrollment Growth. It is important to understand that SCHEV's estimate
ofsystemwide student enrollment growth is based on individual institutional enrollment
projections. Because individual institutions and their governing boards are statutorily
responsible for their admissions policies, each institution has substantial influence over
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its enrollment. Therefore, an institution's enrollment is more subject to its own
admissions policy and practices than to factors such as future forecasts of growing or
declining high school graduation rates.

Institutional enrollment projections are based on past enrollment growth
patterns, although future projections can also be affected by changes in admissions policy
from year to year. For example, ifan institution projects increasing enrollments over the
next five years, it can take action to ensure that its actual enrollments more closely
resemble its projections. The institution simply has to accept more students from its
waiting list or relax its admissions requirements to accept more students. Some
institutions have more flexibility to do this than others, however, due to the market
demand for admission to their institutions, the length of their waiting lists, and their
ability to modify admissions requirements. Institutions with more open admissions
policies, less market demand, and more competition may encounter more difficulty in
achieving their enrollment projections.

JLARC staff interviews with institutional research directors revealed, that
there appears to be some overall agreement that a substantial increase in statewide
higher education enrollments should be expected. Nevertheless these directors varied in
their opinions of the magnitudes and the timing of the increase. Some indicated that the
system could experience increases closer to 40,000 students (rather than 80,000 stu­
dents) and that the increase would occur later (in the year 2008, rather than 2000 or 2004.
Their opinions appeared to be based on their own institutional experience with student
enrollments.

The Process for DeterminingSystemwideEstimatedEnrollmentChanges
Appears Reasonable. SCHEY currently estimates that systemwide student enroll­
ments will increase by approximately 80,000 students over 1994 headcount enrollment
by the year 2004. JLARC staff review of the process used by SCHEY to estimate
systemwide enrollment changes indicated that it appears to be reasonable, but could be
improved by additional systemwide review ofpattems and trends affecting non-tradi­
tional student enrollments and high school graduates. Asmentioned above, SCHEY does
not generate its own independent systemwide enrollment projection; yet, at this time, it
does not appear that there would be much to be gained from requiring this of SCHEY
staff. SCHEY staffuse other secondary data to assess the reasonableness and accuracy
ofindividual institutional projections and to examine systemwide trends. Further, other
related population growth indicators appear to support projected increases of the college­
age population through the early years of the 21st century.

Generally, SCHEV's systemwide enrollment estimate is obtained by reviewing
institutional projections for reasonableness, checking them against secondary data
sources, and then summing up institutional projections to derive a statewide total
nUIIlbor offuture student enrollments. 1\ftcr SCHEV arrive~ llt a :5Y:5teIIlwide eebimerte,

SCHEY staff again use secondary data sources to check related patterns and trends.
These secondary data sources provide an independent, but related, estimate ofpotential
changes in the traditional college-bound population. For example, SCHEY uses projec­
tions ofVirginiahigh schoolgraduates made bythe UniversityofVirgjniaWeldon Cooper
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Center for Public Service to compare trends in these rates with trends in overall higher
education enrollment (Figure 3). However, it is important to note that there is not a one­
to-one correspondence between the number of high school graduates and collegeenroll­
ments. Precise data on the number and characteristics of high school graduates who
actually go on to attend a Virginia public higher education institution are currently not
available. Therefore, SCHEY uses these data as one indicator of future trends.

A JLARC staff review of a number of alternative indicators of population
growth indicated that the number ofpeople in the traditional college-bound age groups
should increase between the years 2000 and 2010, compared to 1990 or 1994. Therefore,
it appears reasonable to expect a substantial increase in college enrollments when this
cohort reaches college-going age, between the years 2000 and 2010. Some of these
alternative sources of population growth include:

• University ofVirginia Weldon Cooper Center for Public Service projections of
educational statistics

Figure 3
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• Virginia Employment Commission State Data Center demographic forecasts

• U.S. Department of Education state-level projections of Virginia high school
graduates

• Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education state-level projections
of high school graduates in Virginia

• Department of Criminal Justice Services projections of the "crime-prone" age
group of persons 15 to 24 years of age.

One weakness noted in this review of the current process used by SCHEY to
estimate systemwide enrollment changes is the lack of data about high school students
who goon to Virginia public higher education institutions and statistical monitoring and
systematic projections for the non-traditional student population (commuter students or
older students who enter college at later stages in their careers or re-enter college for
retraining due to economic changes). Better data on high school graduation patterns
could assist SCHEY in better gauging how these patterns affect systemwide enrollment
projections. However, these data would need to be supplied to SCHEY periodicallyby the
Department of Education (DOE).

In addition, SCHEYstaffcould better track and examinepastpatterns that may
have some bearing onfuture trends regarding "non-traditional" students, once they have
sufficient historical data in their student-specific database. For example, SCHEY staff
could examine: (1) what proportion of students are "traditional age" versus "non­
traditional age"; (2) how these proportions have been changing over time and what
factors may have a bearing on these changes; (3) what proportion of "non-traditional"
students are full-time or part-time students; or (4) what factors other than age may
distinguish "non-traditional" students from "traditional" students, such as previous or
current employment, whether they have children, and other characteristics that may
cause them to be more "place-bound" than "traditional" students.

Recommendation (1). The State Council of Higher Education for
Virginia should work with the Department ofEducation to obtain data on high
school graduateswho goon toVirginiapublic highereducationinstitutions. As
part of this responsibility, the State Council and the Department ofEducation
should develop an agreement as to the frequency ofthe datacollection and how
to transmit the data for usage.

In addition, the State Council of Higher Education should begin
tracking and examining enrollment data on non-traditional students to con­
sider historical trends and future impacts of this population on current and
fnt1'l'''~ Qys:tQDl.'vido onrolhnont osthna.tcs. Consideration should be g1ven tu

including an examination of: (1) the changing proportion of these students in
overall student enrollment over time, (2) the changing proportion of full-time
and part-time students and its effect on enrollment changes, and (3) other
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factors which may differentiate this group from the traditional college-bound
population cohort.

Past Institutional Enrollment Projections and Systemwide Estimates
Are Conservative. To assess the soundness of the current process used to project and
estimate future enrollment changes, JLARe staff also examined past estimates and
institution-specific enrollment projections for accuracy in predicting actual student
enrollment. This review found that past systemwide estimates of enrollment changes
and institutional-specific enrollment projections have been conservative and tend to
underestimate actual student enrollment. Consequently, if the historical experience
from the past six years is an indication of what to expect from future projections, it is
possible that future projections may be lower than the actual number of students who
might enroll in public colleges and universities.

As part of this assessment, JLARC staff reviewed both short-term and long­
term enrollment projections from the last six years for accuracy. "Short-term"projections
are those which the institutions submit to SCHEV approximately one to two years prior
to the year projected. These projections are collected for use in determining operating
budgets for the next biennium. "Long-term." projections are those which institutions
submit to SCHEY approximately three or more years prior to the year projected. These
are often used for capital planning purposes. Two factors were considered in examining
the accuracy ofshort- and long-term projections: (1) whether the enrollment projections
over- or under-estimated actual student enrollment figures, and (2) the magnitude of the
differences in situations where there were over- or under-projections.

Review of enrollment projections aggregated across the Virginia public higher
education system revealed that in the last six years (which encompasses 10 short-term
projection periods), more institutions (especially the doctoral and research universities)
experienced enrollments that exceeded their projections. For the 10 short-term projec­
tions examined on an aggregate basis, about one-half under-estimated actual student
enrollment figures and about one-halfover-estimated actual enrollments (Figure 4). In
terms of the fifteen aggregated long-term projections, more projections were lower than
the actual enrollment figures (eleven projections under-estimated enrollments while
four over-estimated enrollments). .

Review of the magnitude of error in the systemwide enrollment projections
revealed that it is low in most years. For eight of the ten short-term projections, the
absolute percent error is less than two percent; in five of these projections, it is less than
one percent. For the long-term projections, the magnitude oferror on average is greater
than that of the short term projections (which is expected), but it is still relatively low
considering the time horizons (five and ten years in the future). In particular, in 13 of
the 15 long-term projections, the absolute percent error is less than six percent; in five
orth~lll, iL i::s It:::l:Il:I Uuw three percent. It Is important to note that aggregate systemwide
projections generally appearmore accurate because tneybenefitfrom the cancelingeffect
of over-estimates by some institutions and under-estimates by other institutions.
Therefore, while the error of systemwide projections may be small, individual institu­
tional projections may actually show more variance.
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..---------------Figure 4---------------r
Percent Differences between Actual and Projected
Enrollments (Aggregated across All Institutions)

An examination ofinstitution-specific enrollment projections and actual enroll­
ment figures indicated that a majority of the institutions under-estimated both short­
term and long-term student enrollments. Twelve of 17 institutions' short-term projec­
tions and 13 of17 institutions' long-term projections under-estimated actual enrollments
(Table 1). Of these 13 institutions long-term projections, almost one-half of these (six
institutions) experienced under-estimates in all of their- 15 separate long-term projec­
tions.

~ ---------­
-------~-

~---- -~--------

A small number ofinst{tutionsw'ere-exceptions to themainTrend~liowever:-By ~-~---~ ~-----~---

having more over-predictions ofactual enrollments than under-predictions. Institutions
with more short-term over-predictions are: Christopher Newport University, Mary
Washington College, Old Dominion University, Virginia Military Institute, and the
Virginia Community College System (VCCS). Institutions with more long-term over-
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--------------Table1--------------
Number of Institutional Enrollment Projections
that Are Lower than Actual Student Enrollments

Fall 1988 • Fall 1993

Short-Term Long-Term Total
(out of 10) (out of15) (out of 25)

All Institutions (aggregated) 5 11 16

Research and Doctoral Universities:

College of William and Mary 8 15 23
George Mason 7 12 19
Old Dominion 2 1 3
University of Virginia 7 15 22
Virginia Commonwealth 7 11 18
Virginia Polytechnic Institute and

State University 7 15 22

Master's Colleges and Universities:

J ames Madison 9 15 24
Longwood 6 19 16
Mary Washington 2 14 16
Norfolk State 8 2 10
Radford 9 15 24
Virginia State 6 4 10

Baccalaureate Colleges:

Christopher Newport 4 12 16
Clinch Valley 7 15 22
Virginia Military Institute 2 4 6

Associate of Arts Colleges:

Virginia Community College System 4 11 15
Richard Bland 8 11 19

Source: The State Council of Higher Education fall headcount enrollment data for FY 1989 • FY 1994 and SCHEY
DPB 2B and Ll institutional forms.

predictions are: Norfolk State University, Old Dominion University, Virginia Military
Institute, and Virginia State University.

The mean absolute percent error (a commonly-used measure for assessing the
accuracy ofprojections) from individual institutions was examined to assess the accuracy
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of institution-specific projections. The mean absolute percent error (MAPE) for each
institution was calculated separately for short-term projections and for long-term
projections. These are shown in Figure 5. On average, the institution-level MAPE is
substantially higher than the aggregated MAPE, indicating that on the individual
institutional level, the magnitude of error is generally higher.

Further, some patterns emerge when distinguishing the six doctoral and
research universities and the VCCS from the other ten institutions. As shown in Figure
5, the six doctoral and research universities (the College of William and Mary, George
Mason University, Old Dominion University, the University of Virginia, Virginia
Commonwealth University, and Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University)
each show a smaller lVlAPE, on average, than the other institutions. On average, the
VCCS has a MAPE that is larger than those of the doctoral and research universities but
smaller than those of the remaining ten institutions. -

...--------------Figure5--------------..,

Mean Absolute Percent Error of Short-Term and
Long-Term Institutional Enrollment Projections
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Source: JLARC staff analysis of data on fall headcount enrollment, and institutional forms DPB 2B and Ll,
1988-1993, received from the Research Section of the State Council of Higher Education for Virginia.



Page 45 Chapter W: Systemwide Planning

It is important to note that projections involving larger enrollments generally
result in smaller error rates. For this reason, it is not surprising that the error rates for
the six doctoral and research universities and the VCCS are lower than for smaller
institutions. Collectively, these six doctoral and research institutions have a combined
enrollment greater than 100,000 students. Likewise, the VCCS has enrollments greater
than 100,000 students for the years examined. Together, the doctoral and research
universities and the VCCS account for more than 80 percent of total higher education
enrollments.

In summary, past systemwide and institution-specific enrollment projections
have tended to underestimate the actual studentenrollments atVirginia's public colleges
and universities. Short-term enrollment projections appear to be more accurate than
long-term projections, as would be expected. Because long-term systemwide enrollment
projections playa crucial role in planninglarge capital expenditures, it maybe important
for SCHEY to promote the refinement of these projections to account for the impact of
non-traditional students on enrollment growth. However, it appears likely that the
system will experience significant increases in the long-term, given alternative data
sources on population growth.
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v: Promoting Effectiveness and Efficiency
in the System of Higher Education

Anumber ofstatutory responsibilities of the State Council ofHigher Education
for Virginia (SCHEV) involve promoting the effectiveness and efficiency of academic
programming in the higher education system. SCHEY meets these responsibilities by
reviewing the productivity of academic programs and promoting the development of
studentassessment programs for institutions to use in determiningstudent achievement
of higher education learning objectives.

A comparison of SCHEY's statutory responsibilities in these areas with their
related activities revealed that SCHEVs performance is varied. SCHEV's performance
ofits statutoryresponsibilities for productivityreviewhas beeninconsistentandnotfully
effective, partially due to the unresponsiveness of colleges and universities. Of the 99
programs placed under "close scrutiny" for low productivity over the past eight years,
only five were closed. Further, the process is not well linked to other institutional efforts
to assess student achievement, restructure institutional operations, allocate resources,
or develop strategic plans. Moreover, greater efforts should be made to examine the
quantitative and qualitative aspects ofadditional academic programs across collegesand
universities.

SCHEV's work in the area of assessment, however, has yielded positive
improvements in institutional effectiveness. Significant curricular changes have re­
sulted from SCHEVs leadership in this area and many institutions feel that assessment
activities have helped prepare them to meet accreditation requirements. Some minor
changes to the assessment process would improve SCHEVs efforts, however.

PRODUCTIVITY REVIEW

One of SCHEVs primary responsibilities is to improve the efficiency and
effectiveness ofhigher education by regularly reviewing the productivity ofall academic
programs offered at State-supported colleges and universities. Section 23-9.6:1 of the
Code ofVirginia specifies:

the Council of Higher Education shall have the duty, responsibility,
and authority: To review and require the discontinuance of any
academic program which is presently offered by any public institution
ofhigher education when the Council determines that such academic
DrOeram is nonprndnetiva in tPl"ml=: ofth~ nnmhpr nfN~gr~~~gr~nt.pn,

the number of students served by the program and budgetary consid­
erations.
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Examination of this mandated function indicates that SCHEV's productivity review
process is largely ineffective and in need of improvement.

As currently structured, the productivity review process does not consistently
result in the closure of programs which are cited by SCHEY as having low productivity.
Further, institutions do not seem to routinely use the productivity information to guide
their programming, staffing) or budgeting decision-making. While institutional budget­
ing formats make it impossible to estimate how many resources may be consumed by
operating these identified nonproductive programs, it is likely that resources are being
used inefficiently to support low enrollment programs. The review process could be
improved ifit were more comprehensive and incorporated some qualitative measures of
program performance.

Review Process Has Not Effectively Eliminated Low Productivity Programs

After an extensive effort to close nonproductive programs in 1987, SCHEV's
current productivity review process has not consistently produced intended results, that
is, to "require the discontinuance" ofprograms with low productivity. SCHEY staffhave
indicated that from 1981 to 1992 more academic programs were closed than were opened
(373 programs were closed and 231 programs were opened). However, these closures
occurred largely independent ofSCHEV's productivityreview process. Over time, higher
education institutions have chosen to close many academic programs, sometimes at
SCHEY's informal urging and sometimes at their own initiative. Nevertheless, JLARC
staff found that most academic programs cited as nonproductive by SCHEY from 1987
to 1994 remain in operation. Consequently, JLARC staffconcluded that the productivity
review process was not an effective agent for change during that time. As indicated, there
are two main reasons why the review process was not fully effective: (1) most of the
programs cited by SCHEY as having low productivity from 1987 to 1994 were not closed
and continue to operate through this period of review, and (2) SCHEV's current
application of its productivity criteria are narrowly applied so that many programs are
exempt from further review.

Using the Code of Virginia for guidance, SCHEY currently evaluates degree
programs on the basis of the three criteria: number of degrees conferred, number of
majors enrolled, and service function of the program to other programs. The minimum
acceptable standards for each of these criteria are displayed in Table 2. Programs that
are unable to meet any of the three quantitative criteria and are not found to be exempt
from review due to "non-quantifiable considerations," are labeled nonproductive by
SCHEV. Although SCHEY has the statutory authority to discontinue these programs
(Code ofVirginia, §23-9.6:1.6), historically, it has not consistently required this. Since
1987, it has placed nonproductive programs under "close scrutiny" and waited for
i%nprovoInont.

From 1987-1994, 99 different academic programs offered at senior institutions
were put under close scrutiny by SCHEY (Appendix E). A review of these 99 programs
yielded three findings: (1) most of these nonproductive programs are still in operation,
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Table 2

Minimum Quantitative Standards for Productivity
by Type ofAcademic Degree, Averaged over Five Years

Average
Annual Associate In

Minimum Arts or Associate In
Quantitative Associate In Applied Professional
Standards Science Science Baccalaureate Master or Doctoral

Number of
Degrees 10 Degrees 7 Degrees 5 Degrees 3 Degrees 2 Degrees
Conferred

Number of
Majors 25 FTEs 17.5 FTEs 12.5 FTEs 6.0 FTEs 4.5 FTEs
Enrolled

Number of
Students 20 FTEs 15 FTEs 12 FTEs 10 FTEs N/A
Served

Note: FTEs = full-time equivalent students.
Source: Policies and Procedures for the Quantitative Evaluation ofDegreePrograms, State Council

of Higher Education for Virzinia, 1987.

(2)a majority of the 99 programs are cited more than once between 1987 and 1994, and (3)
four senior institutions are responsible forover one-halfofall the nonproductive programs.

As ofMarch 1994, onlyfive ofthe programs cited as nonproductive between 1987
and 1994 were officially closed, 13 were organizationally modified, and five were merged
with another existing program. An additional seven programs were re-classitied as
exempt from normal review due to their contributions to other graduate programs. The
remaining 69 programs are still offered, without significant alteration, at the senior
colleges and universities (See Table 3 and Appendix E). It can, and has been reasonably
argued by institution officialsthat someofthese programs are central totheir institution's
mission, and therefore need to be maintained irrespective of their actual enrollments.
But this explanation is suspect in many cases, because if students are not required to
enroll in the programs' courses, then the program is probably not an institutional
priority. Instead, the continuing status of so many nonproductive programs seems to
suggest that senior institutions are not compelled to make program changes once they
are notified that a program is under close scrutiny.

Additional evidence of the ineffectiveness of the productivity review process is
provided by the fact that programs are often cited more than once for non-productivity;
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Table 3

Current Status of Programs SCHEV Cited as Nonproductive
1987-1994

Programs Programs Programs Programs Programs Total
FirstCited FirstCited FirstCited FirstCited FirstCited Citations

Status of PrOQrams in1987 in 1989 in 1991 in 1993 in 1994 1987·1994

Number of
Programs 15 19 12 10 13 69Remaining
Unchanged

Number of
Programs Closed 1 2 1 1 0 5

Number of
Programs

6 5 1 1 0 13
Organizationally
Modified

Number of
Programs

3 1 1 0 0 5Merged With
Other Programs

Number of
Programs N1A* 1 N1A* N1A* 6 7
Exempted From
Further Review

Total Number of
Programs Cited

25 28 15 . 12 19 99
By SCHEV As
Nonproductive

*Exempted programs were not included in SCHEY Productivity Review Reports for these years.
Source: SCHEY Productivity Review Reports (1987. 1989, 1991, 1993, and 1994) and Institutional

Inventory of Degree Prozrams (3/3/94).

yet they remain in operation mostly unchanzed. For example. of the 99 academic
programs labeled nonproductive, 57 were cited more than once in the five productivity
reviews conducted between 1987 and 1994 (Table 4). Twenty-five programs were cited
three or more times; while 16 programs were cited four or more times. Four programs
were cited in all five productivity reviews. It is important to understand that in order for
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hITa e4

Frequency of Nonproductive Program Citations
by SCHEV, 1987-1994

Programs Programs Programs Programs Programs
First First First First First

Frequency of Cited in Cited in Cited in Cited in Cited in
Citations 1987 1989 1991 1993 1994 TOTALS

Number of
Programs Cited 9 4 6 4 19 42
Once
Number of
Programs Cited 5 14 5 8 N/A 32
Twice
Number of
Programs Cited 2 3 4 N/A N/A 9
Three Times
Number of
Programs Cited 5 7 N/A N/A N/A 12
Four Times
Number of
Programs Cited 4 N/A N/A N/A N/A 4
Five Times

TOTALS 25 28 15 12 19 99

Source: SCHEY Productivity Review Reports (1987, 1991, 1993 and 1994) and institutional
Inventory of Degree Programs (3/3/94).

these four programs to be cited in all five reviews, each had to average less than the
required number ofdegrees conferred (three for master's programs and five for baccalau­
reate programs) for an Ll-year period (1983-1994). Yet, three of the four programs still
operate essentially unchanged, and the fourth was only modified slightly (the classifica­
tion of the Master's degree was changed from a Master in SciencelMaster in Arts to a
Master in SciencelMaster in Education). These numbers indicate that the productivity
review process is not consistently providing a sufficient impetus for program
discontinuation or improvement.

Finally, the review of these 99 nonproductive programs indicated that some
senior institutions are more likely than others to offer nonproductive programs. Of the
15 senior institutions, four (Norfolk State University, Old Dominion University, Univer­
sity ofVirginia, and Virginia State University) accounted for 58 ofthe 99 nonproductive
orozrams (Table 5), While the University of Vil"gini~ h~n thp l~l"gp~t. n111llhpl" nf
nonproductive programs, at 17, five of these programs are classified as exempt, given
their contributions to other graduate programs. Norfolk State University and Virginia
State University eachhad 15 nonproductive programs, and Old Dominion Universityhad
11 nonproductive programs. Virginia State University's programs, in particular,
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Table 5

Nonproductive Programs Identified, by College or University
1987-1994

Number
of Cited

Number Programs
Number of Cited That Were

Number of Cited Programs Exempted
of Programs Programs That Were From

Cited As Non- That Were Merged or Further
College or University Productive Closed Modified Review

University of Virginia 17 1 4 5

Noriolk State University 15 3 0 0

Virginia State University 15 0 2 0

Old Dominion University 11 0 3 0

James Madison University 7 0 0 0

Virginia Commonwealth University 7 1 1 1

Radford University 6 0 4 0

Mary Washington College 4 0 2 0

Christopher Newport University 3 0 0 0

Clinch Valley College 3 0 1 0

George Mason University 3 0 1 0

Longwood College 3 0 0 0

Virginia Polytechnic Institute
and State University 3 0 0 0

1

College of William and Mary 1 0 0 1

Virginia Military Institute 1 0 0 0

TOTALO 99 :i 10 7

Source: SCHEY Productivity Review Reports (1987, 1989, 1991. 1993, and 1994) and Institutional
Inventory of Degree Programs (3/3/94).
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comprise seven of the 16 programs which were cited by four or more reviews and three
of the four programs cited in all five reviews. While SCHEY needs to work with all
institutions to improve the productivity of their low-enrollment programs, it should take
special efforts to target these four institutions for improvement.

Recommendation (2). The State Council of Higher Education for
Virginia should work with the presidents and provosts of Virginia's public
senior institutions to ensure thatthe 48 programs cited as nonproductive in
1994 are either closed, merged with another program, or organizationally modi­
fied. The status of these programs should then be reported to the Governor and
the General Assembly as part of an ongoing review of program productivity.

Productivity Review Process Rarely Impacts Institutional Decision-Making

Ideally, campus administrators should use the results ofSCHEV's productivity
review process to re-evaluate academic program offerings, and then to reallocate staff
and other resources. Likewise, SCHEV, as the coordinating body for higher education,
should see to it that productivity review information is used consistently to improve the
productivity of Virginia's colleges and universities. Interviews with institutional vice
presidents, provosts, and deans indicate that neither activity is occurring. University
programming, staffing, and budgeting decisions are often made without reviewing
productivity information. For example:

The University of Virginia recently decided to close its Rhetoric and
Communications department. The chairman of that department re­
ported to JLARC staffthat although the program had 150·175 majors
per year and approximately 1000 students taking courses, it was not
strong. The former chairman stated that the decision to close the
program was not influenced by SCHEY's productivity review, but was
instead the result ofa finding by a UVA ad hoc committee on curricu­
lum. This committee reported that the rhetoric program "did not
have a solid theoretical base," and should not be continued. The
Rhetoric and Communications department was therefore closed,
while nine other UVA programs on the 1994 SCHEV"nonproductive
programs" list were continued.

The application of productivity information to assessment, restructuring,
budgeting, and strategic planning has the potential to foster some of the efficiencies
higher educationhas been seeking. While it is important to understand that each of these
activities has its own objectives, the information generated by one process can be used
to aid decision-making in each of the other areas. For example, institutional restructur­
ing could benent trom the use of mrormanon on academic program performance.
Unfortunately, productivity information was not sent by SCHEYto institutions until one
month before restructuring plans were due in September 1994. Nevertheless, SCHEY
staffindicated that a number ofinstitutions used 1993 productivityreview results to plan
their recent restructuring efforts.
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As ofDecember 12, 1994, the Secretary ofEducation and SCHEVhave approved
10 institutions' restructuring plans. SCHEY staff reported that these plans contain a
range of proposals to review nonproductive programs and take action to address
problems with program productivity. While it is too soon to determine the outcome of
institutional restructuring efforts, it is possible that these efforts will result in the closure
of a number of programs currently cited as nonproductive.

Based on the restructuring plans submitted by Virginia institutions (including
the 10 approved plans and the six plans which have not been approved as of December
12, 1994), SCHEV staff indicated that institutions have closed or are planning to close
11 of 48 programs cited as nonproductive in 1994. Three programs were targeted to be
merged with existing programs, while 11 programs are either interdisciplinary or
provide a service function to other programs. The remaining 23 programs are targeted
by the institutions for ongoing review; some will be examined as part of institutional
restructuring efforts that are targeting entire colleges within a university for internal
review.

It is important to note that institutional restructuring is an evolving process and
implementation ofthe plans has not yet occurred. Consequently, it is too early to evaluate
the impact of the plans on increased program productivity. However, ifSCHEV wants
institutions to take productivity results seriously, then it needs to consistently apply the
results ofits productivity analysis to its other coordinative efforts such as restructuring,
planning, and budgeting.

Recommendation (3). The State Council of Higher Education for
Virginia should devise specific strategies to consistently emphasize the neces­
sary connection between productivity review, assessment, strategic planning,
restructuring, and budgeting. As a part ofthis process, SCHEY should work to
ensure that colleges and universities are provided with the results of their
productivity review in a timely manner.

Productivity Review Process Is Not Comprehensive

The productivity review process currently used by SCHEV inadequately ad­
dresses many important aspects of program evaluation. Although this process is
structured to assess productivity in accordance with the review criteria set forth in
statute, it misses opportunities to better assess effectiveness by employing measures of
quality. Documenting the number of degrees conferred, the number of majors enrolled,
and the number of students served by a program is valuable, but insufficient. The
decision to limit the review of programs to certifying compliance with these three
standards means that many programs which could be targeted as nonproductive are not
closely scrutinized for potential closure. Moreover. cross-institutional ('nmp::lri.co:(m~of

programs should be made so that issues of program duplication, cost, and statewide
market demand can be addressed. These types of comparisons could be better made if
all programs within a given subject area are reviewed on a systemwide basis. Toimprove
the effectiveness of the program review process, statutory changes are necessary to
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incorporate the use of qualitative measures. Additionally, a better review scheduling
mechanism needs to be adopted to supplement the current statutory standards.

Current Use ofQuantitative Standards Is Inadequate to Address Pro­
gram Performance. The effectiveness of productivity review in Virginia is reduced by
SCHEV's decision to limit its productivity review process to the narrow application of
three minimum productivity standards. This decision is problematic because a narrow
application of the standards results in the exemption of many programs from further
review. The end result is that SCHEV's use of three minimum productivity standards
fails to address many program performance concerns.

As mentioned earlier, SCHEV evaluates degree programs according to three
criteria: number of degrees conferred, number of majors enrolled, and service function
of the program to other programs. JLARC review of the application of these productivity
criteria indicates that they are not very broadly applied and do not capture many
programs with questionably low enrollments. This is because SCHEV staff consider a
degree program productive if it meets anyone of the three quantitative evaluation
criteria.

As indicated in Table 2, this means that a baccalaureate program is considered
productive if it averages five degree recipients per year over the last five years. If the
baccalaureate programfails to meet this standard, but averages 12.5 full-time equivalent
students enrolled in the program over five years, then it is still considered productive.
Finally, if the program fails to meet both of these first two minimurn standards, but can
demonstrate that it provides component courses of a degree program to at least 15 full­
time equivalent non-major students per year, then it is deemed productive.

The qualification that a program fail all three standards before being classified
nonproductive removes a large number of questionable programs from further review.
For example, in 1994, 167 academic programs offered at Virginia's public senior
institutions averaged less than the requisite number of degrees conferred (this repre­
sents 16 percent of the 1066 programs offered; see Appendix F for a listing of these
programs). Yet only 48, or less than one-third, failed all three criteria and were placed
under close scrutiny by SCHEY (Appendix E). Therefore, when considered collectively,
these three standards allow many programs with seriously low enrollments to continue.
SCHEV's application of the quantitative standards does not result in effective monitor­
ing of the performance of many program offerings.

Recommendation (4). The State Council of Higher Education for
Virginia should assess its current application of the three quantitative stan­
dards used to classifynonproductiveprograms. Consideration should be given
to more broadly applying the standards and to raising the minimum standards
co a level that would capture more programs With lOW enrouments,

Productivity Review Would Benefit From the Addition of Qualitative
Measures of Productivity. The quantitative standards described above provide
information about the number of students served by a degree program. They do not
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address the quality of the education received by a student in a particular degree program.
Although SCHEV's policies and procedures for productivity review specify the use of
"non-quantifiable considerations," these are more narrowly applied in Virginia than in
most Southern Regional Education Board (SREB) states. Moreover, while SCHEY does
look at program quality via its assessment process, it does not appear to incorporate this
information into the productivity review process. SCHEY staffstate that they currently
lack the statutory authority to do so, and therefore they have not undertaken this type
of review.

Areview of other SREB states' productivity review processes suggests that one­
half incorporate some measure of program quality (Table 6). For example, a program
review checklist used by the Florida Board of Regents routinely incorporates a number
ofqualitative measures into program evaluation - assessing the quality ofthe program,
its students, its faculty, and its facilities and resources. Similarly, the Texas Higher
Education Coordinating Board has developed nine quality measures with which to
evaluate programs. These include assessments of curriculum, admissions policies,
program objectives, and staff and support services. In both cases, information about
program quality is an essential component of the productivity review.

Productivity review in Virginia could benefit from the adoption of similar
qualitative standards. Although SCHEY staffhave expressed dissatisfaction with their
current productivity review process, movement to incorporate some measures of quality
has been slow. This is due in part to SCHEY staff perceptions that statutory authority
is necessary to initiate this type of review and concerns about current staff levels to
absorb the additional work. Currently, SCHEV uses non-quantifiable performance
indicators only to justify the continuation ofa low enrollment program that has failed to
meet all three of the quantitative productivity standards. Quality considerations are
therefore not part of the regular review process. Ifquality considerations are to be made
a standard aspect of program review, then the Code afVirginia may need to be modified.

While both quantitative and qualitative approaches to productivity review can
result in the elimination of nonproductive programs, qualitative measures have the
added advantage ofallowingselectivityin decision-making. Using qualitative measures,
large ineffective programs could be evaluated and reformed. Likewise, low enrollment
programs could be justified on the basis of importance to institutional mission, antici­
pated employer demand, or ability to serve an under-represented student population.
Under either set ofcircumstances, the addition ofqualitative information would improve
the efficiency and effectiveness of productivity review.

Recommendation (5). The General Assembly may wish to consider
revising the Code ofVirginia to allow for the use of qualitative measures in
assessing academic program productivity. If the Code ofVirginia is revised,
the StSlb~ ~nl1n~lI nf Righor RdueQ.tioD. for Virginia should then renee ita

productivity review process to include some qualitative measures of program
performance. Consideration should be given to includingmeasures such as the
appropriateness of a program's curriculum, the quality of its faculty teaching
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hITa e6
Comparison of SREB States' Program Review Processes

State

AL AK FL GA KY LA MD HC OK SC TX VA WV

All Academic
Pr~rams Reviewed

A1 A1 A1 A1 Al A1on egular Cycle A A A

Programs Reviewed
Collectively By

S S ASubject Area A S S A A

Program Cosl
Data Used InReview
Process F A A A F A

Data Documenting
~reea Conferred
a orEnrollment
UHdInReview
Process A A A S A A S A A A A A

Site VIsits Used
By The Board!
Commission To
Review Programs A A F S

Outside
Consultants Used
Bythe Boardl
Commll8lon To

A2Review Programs A A A S A

Some Measure of
Program Quality

A A S, AIncorprated Into A A S A
Review Process F

COII:r.eslUniversities
Requ red toSubmit

AProgram Justification F F S F F,
Reports S

BoardlCommlalon
Hal Authority To

A A A A ACIoIeProgram A A A D A

Institutions Given
Authority toMake
Final Program
Status Decisions A A A E A A A

Key to Abbreviations:
A= Applies toall programs.
F= Applies toonly those programs that have been flagged atan earlier stage inthe process.
S= Applies toonly programs that are reviewed as aresult ofaspecial study.
0= Applies only tospecial cases, where it isdetermined that two proQrams are duplicative.
t:= Applies toall programs not covered under D.
1= The intention istoestablish a regular review process, butthe existing process istoo new tobe certain.
2= This isanoption, not a requirement.

Note: The State of Mississippi declined toprovide JLARC staff with information on their program review process.

Source: SREB states' program approval procedure manuals and JLARC interviews wi1h other states' coordinating/governing
board staff.
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and scholarship, the adequacy of its facilities and resources, and the satisfac­
tion of its students with the educational services received. Some linkage
should also be developed with current program assessment activities to
evaluate program performance.

A More Comprehensive Program Review Scheduling Mechanism Is
Needed. As indicated above, the current productivity review process is not highly
successful. Therefore, in addition to the improvements that could be achieved by
incorporating quality measures into the program review process, Virginia could also
benefit from conducting its reviews on a regular basis, organized collectively by subject
area. Conducting reviews on an established schedule should induce colleges and
universities to act on recommendations promptly. Similarly, reviewing programs
collectively by subject area should give SCHEV the ability to make cross-institutional
program comparisons, thereby aiding their ability to make decisions for the entire higher
education system about acceptable program costs, duplication, and market demand.
Such a systemwide review process would complement current institutional restructur­
ing efforts, which focus instead on institution-s.pecific reforms. In turn, each of these
productivity review process reforms should improve the efficiency and effectiveness of
academic programs offered throughout the Commonwealth of Virginia.

The establishment of a regular program review schedule should increase
institutional compliance with review recommendations. A long-term, set schedule sends
a clear signal to institutions that program review is a constant undertaking; one that will
not disappearifits results are ignored. As a result, institutions could be prompted to take
corrective action in order to avoid further scrutiny.

SCHEV could also improve its ability to serve as a statewide coordinator for
higher education if it were to review programs collectively by subject area. Four other
SREB states (Florida, South Carolina, Texas, and West Virginia) successfully use this
practice. SCHEVhas also used this practice in the pastwhen, as a result ofa special study
request by the General Assembly, it reviewed teacher education and foreign language
programs. In both cases, the review process resulted in a significant number of program
changes - 44 teacher education programs were closed and 5 foreign language programs
were merged. These 49 programs represented 74 percent ofthe total number ofprograms
(66) recommended for discontinuance or merger in 1989. The subject area reviews were
therefore highly effective in eliminating or reforming low enrollment andlor poor quality
programs. Accordingly, program review in Virginia could be expected to benefit from
more extensive use of this type of review procedure.

Recommendation (6). The State Council of Higher Education for
Virginia should review programs: (1) collectively by subject area and (2)
selectively on a consistent. neriodic baals.
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ASSESSMENT OF STUDENT LEARNING

The ability to ascertain how well students are acquiring the knowledge and
skills traditionally associated with a college education is essential to evaluating the
efficiency and effectiveness of a public system of higher education. In 1984, studies by
the National Institute of Education, the Association of American Colleges, and the
Southern Regional Education Board all cited the need for this type of evaluation,
recommending that states develop assessment programs which: (1) measure students'
knowledge, capacities, and skills; and (2) nurture institutional autonomy and diversity
while stimulating educational excellence. In response to these studies, the 1985 Virginia
General Assembly, in Senate Joint Resolution (SJR) 125, required SCHEY to "investi­
gate means by which student achievement may be measured to assure the citizens of
Virginia the continuinghigh quality ofhigher education in the Commonwealth." SCHEV
complied with this resolution in 1986 and developed Virginia's first student assessment
program.

JLARC review of SCHEV's implementation of student assessment indicates
that assessment in Virginia yields many positive results. Most notably, it appears to
result in significant curricular reform. Additionally, according to institutional officials,
it helps Virginia colleges and universities maintain good standing in terms of accredita­
tion. Overall, SCHEV has performed its duties in this area well.

Some minor improvements could be made to strengthen SCHEV's assessment
process, however. These improvements should allow SCHEY to better meet efficiency
and accountability needs of the State. Specifically, SCHEY should lessen the adminis­
trative burden of its assessment reporting requirements, develop a better measure of
institutional accountability, and better orient campus administrators toward using
assessment information as a decision-making tool.

Student Assessment Has Yielded Positive Results

Evidence indicates that SCHEV's assessment program is successfully generat­
ingimprovementstoinstitutionaletrectiveness.-Firstandmostimportantly,assessment
appears to be prompting institutions to make significant curricular changes, many of
which reflect a renewed focus on general education. Second, according to institutional
officials, assessment is improving the accreditation performance of Virginia's colleges
and universities. Collectively, these results are impressive. In the words ofa national
assessment expert reviewing Virginia, "the track record of assessment in inducing local
improvement has been quite positive."

Significant CurricularChangesAreResultingFrom Assessment. As one
of its initial guidelines for assessment, SCHEVrequested that each institution have in
place "curricular development programs to address identified areas of weakness." This
guideline emphasizes SCHEY's basic strategy of implementing an assessment program
with the purpose of advancing student learning through curricular reform. Interviews
with institutional assessment coordinators and a review of biennial assessment reports
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indicate that this requirementworks. The assessment process appears to initiate serious
curricular reforms, as evidenced by the following examples:

In 1993, the College ofWilliam and Mary approved its first significant
curriculum reform in over 20 years. According to the College's dean of
arts and sciences, "our assessment program made major contributions
to shaping our new curriculum. We learned from earlier senior and
alumni surveys [1990-1991J that the majority ofour graduates do not
believe they are liberally educated in the natural sciences and math­
ematics, and that they would not be very comfortable participating in
informal discussions about some ofthe most important scientific issues
facing society today. We have learned from the historical knowledge test
that, in particular, women and those majoring in the natural sciences
may have important gaps in historical knowledge that need to be
considered. We have learned from more recent surveys ofseniors [1992]
and sophomores [19931 that the benefits ofspecialization in the major,
when combined with the very flexible area I sequence requirements of
the past two decades, may entail costs in terms ofgeneral education
knowledge. "

To meet these assessment-identified concerns, William and Mary fac­
ulty adopted a new "General Education Goals and Objectives" state­
ment, which requires, among many things, that all students take at
least two natural science courses (one in biological sciences and one in
the physical sciences), one mathematics and quantitative reasoning
course, and three history courses (at least one in the European tradition
and one not in the European tradition). In the closing words ofthe dean,
assessment "became the guiding light in showing us what we wanted."

* * *

James Madison University's 1991 assessment oftheir undergraduate
general education program included a survey of the alumni to deter­
mine how prepared they felt for professional life upon graduation from
the University. This survey indicated that alumni were dissatisfied
with their computer training. As a result, JMU developed a computer­
literacy program that has already generated increased satisfaction
among recent graduates.

* * *

Longwood College's 1993 assessment report, titled "Towards the 21st
Century: Change in the Context of Crisis," states "as a result of
assessment data presented in our 1991 assessment report [which came
from a general education course criteria survey], the Department of
Mathematics has modified substantially the Math 121 course," [that
had been designed to meet their general education goals], l~ separate
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pre-calculus course was designed for mathematics majors, thereby
freeing the Math 121 course for more applied applications." Citing
assessmentas the "catalyst forchange,"Longwood Collegealso reported
that it was awarding a faculty member an assessment mini-grant to
follow-up on the changes made in mathematics and the extent to which
they improved the performance ofboth general education students and
mathematics majors.

As each of these examples indicates, assessment can yield substantial improvements in
faculty and student satisfaction with the provision of higher education. SCHEVs
decision to have both education providers and recipients involved in curriculum design
has helped to ensure that the end product satisfies consumer needs. Ultimately, such a
policyimproves the effectiveness of higher education.

SCHEY's Emphasis on Assessment Has Helped Put Virginia Colleges
and Universities in Good Standing in Terms ofAccreditation. SCHEV's emphasis
on developing meaningful student assessment programs at the institutional level has
benefited the public institutions. The assessment programs developed at Virginia's
institutionshave complemented,withoutduplicating, the accreditation process. SCHEV's
assessment process requires that institutions conduct annual evaluations of a broad
range ofacademic activities, andthat they use the information collected to make targeted
improvements. Accreditation, meanwhile, requires that reviews be conductedonceevery
ten years to ensure that institutions are, on the whole, performing satisfactorily.

Recognizing that Virginia public colleges and universities must participate in
both processes, SCHEV granted institutions the flexibility to design their assessment
programs so that annual reports can be summarized to satisfy accreditation require­
ments. This flexibility appears to help assessment coordinators fulfill both tasks, since
all nine assessment coordinators interviewed agreed that SCHEV's assessmentrequire­
ments have put Virginia colleges and universities in good standing in terms of accredi­
tation. Their standing was so good, in fact, that several institutions recently re­
accredited by the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS)won awards for
their assessment programs.

Improvements to the Assessment Process Could Better Meet Efficiency and
Accountability Needs

While SCHEV's assessment program is working to improve institutional
effectiveness, it is not satisfying systemwide efficiency and accountability needs. inter­
views with institutional assessment coordinators and a national assessment expert
indicate that although assessment in Virginia is generally well-done, there are some
l'.h::.ng&lll:: t'h~t. ,.n111~ h~ TnQdo to loggon itg l:ld.nUni,,.b"!:lti..,.o burdon And inoroo.oo ito o,"or!:Ll.l

impact. First, SCHEY could develop and require the use ofsome statewide performance
indicators as a part of assessment, so that legislative concerns about institutional
accountability are better satisfied. Second, assessment reporting requirements couldbe
restructured to achieve two ends: (1) a reduction in the man-hours devoted solely to
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report production and (2)an increase in the amount ofuser-friendly information. Finally,
SCHEV could strengthen its emphasis on the link between assessment and other
programs and initiatives such as institutional restructuring and long-range planning.
These changes should help campus administrators learn to use assessment information
as a valuable decision-making tool.

Statewide Performance Indicators Would Improve Institutional Ac­
countability. Unlike the centralized and standardized assessment initiatives devel­
oped by Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, and Mississippi, Virginia's assessment program was
purposefully designed to improve student achievement by improving programs offered
at individual institutions. This means that SCHEV does not collect any statewide
performance measures. Instead, each public college and university in Virginia develops
its own assessment measures, which are applicable to institution-specific achievement
goals, and are used to reform individual courses and teaching strategies. In order for
assessment to be used to monitor institutional accountability, however, some uniform
performance indicators should be adopted and implemented by all Virginia State­
supported institutions.

SCHE'V's choice of assessment strategies reflects a conscious decision to focus
on the improvement ofinstitutional effectiveness and the promotion ofcurricular reform.
Virginia colleges and universities are asked to review student achievement to determine
what curricular modifications can be made to further advance student learning. For
example, if an institution's faculty determine that graduating seniors have inadequate
critical thinking skills, then the faculty must review and revise the college's general
education curriculum (those courses that all students are required to take) to better
ensure that this educational objective is achieved. An assessment program is considered
successful ifit produces institutional reform initiatives. Therefore, by their very design,
Virginia assessment programs are typically well-suited to improving institutional
effectiveness.

These same assessment programs are not structured to provide the information
necessary for statewide planning and the assurance of institutional accountability,
however. Because institutions are not mandated to use uniform performance indicators
or to collect common data elements, institutional comparisons can not be made. Conse­
quently, Virginia's assessment program is unable to answer questions such as how many
college graduates are computer proficient, and how many additional resources are
needed to assure that each student has access to a computer. While individual colleges
may be able to use their assessment techniques to address questions such as these,
SCHEY is unable to do so on a systemwide basis.

The 1993 SCHEV report, Change and Improvement in Virginia Higher Educa­
tion, acknowledged the need for some uniform performance indicators. It proposed that
the Council collect and disseminate a common set of institutional performance statistics
to monitor conditions in higher education, including:

• admissions standards for first-time students and the actual scores achieved
to meet these standards
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• "profiles of teaching and learning at each institution," consisting of average
class sizes, the proportion ofundergraduate students who experience courses
taught by full or associate professors, the proportion of undergraduate
students who experience small classes or seminars, and the proportion of
undergraduate students who graduate with a "summarizingexperience" such
as a thesis, recital, or comprehensive examination

• graduation rates in four, five, six, and seven years, broken down by race and
gender

• post-graduation profiles of recent graduating classes, including levels of
enrollment in graduate schools and employment placement rates

• amount of extramural research funds attracted by the institution.

These indicators were, in fact, originally proposed by SCHEVs~ but the Council has
not yet required their use. In 1994, however, SCHEV staff have been working on an
"indicators" project, which uses focus groups to develop agreed-upon performance
measures. This action is consistent with the General Assembly's expressed interest in
developing uniform performance indicators, as noted in SJR83, passed in 1986. If the
Council is to fully address the General Assembly's interest in measuring student
achievement, then some uniformindicators ofthis kind should be adopted, collected, and
disseminated to provide external audiences with simple answers to questions about
higher education's performance.

Recommendation (7). The State Council of Higher Education for
Virginia should comply with the recommendation it made in the 1993 report,
Change and Improvement in Virginia Higher Education, which proposes that
the Council collect and disseminate a common set ofinstitutionalperformance
statistics to monitor student achievement and conditions in higher education.

As.e.smentReporting Process Could be Restructured to LeBBen Admin­
istrative Burden and Improve the Usefulness ofthe Information Provided. The
assessment reporting process currently used by SCHEY is, according to a national
expert, "too bulky in documentation ... causing the center of institutional energy to be
the production of a report." SCHEV staffhave acknowledgedthis problem, and in 1994
they initiated a pilot project to reform the reporting process by asking five senior
institutions (The CollegeofWilliam and Mary, ClinchValleyCollege,LongwoodCollege,
Virginia Commonwealth University, and Virginia Military Institute) to participate in a
two-hour oral review and submit an assessment summary in lieu of the standard
reporting requirements. Problems with the assessment reporting process are not
limited, however, to the amount of time and effort exoended for comnliance. Thevalso
include problems with the content of the finished reports. SCHEY should continue to
implement measures to streamline the reporting process while ensuring continued
usefulness of assessment results.



Page 64 Chapter V: Promoting Effectiveness and Efficiency in the System of Higher Education

Traditionally, SCHEYhas interpreted compliance with the assessment report­
ing provisions ofSenate Document No. 14 (1986) to necessitate that each State-supported
institution ofhigher education summit to the Council a full assessment report every oddw

numbered year, and an interim report every even-numbered year. Full reports contain
narrative ofup to 75 pages, with an additional 12-page summary and mission statement,
and appendices of unlimited length. Interviews with institutional assessment coordina­
tors indicate that varying with the size of their staffs, these reports take from three to six
months to prepare. This means that in odd-numbered years, assessment coordinators
spend between one-quarter and one-half of their time drafting such reports. Given
competing needs, such as developing assessment indicators, evaluating assessment
data, and implementing reforms based on assessment results, reporting is consuming a
disproportionate amount of staff time.

JLARC review of the 1991 and 1993 assessment reports revealed that they
contain little, if any, information with which to make statewide planning decisions or to
monitor institutional accountability. The reports are insufficiently standardized to be
used for comparative purposes. For example, while most institutions include an
assessment budget in their report, the content of these budgets varies substantially
across institutions. Some budgets are highly detailed, including estimates for employee
salaries and benefits, testing materials, officesupplies, etc. Other budgets are no more
than a single estimate of yearly expenditures. It is impossible to use these budgets to
derive a valid estimate of per student assessment cost by institution. Similarly, many
other important legislative questions about assessment go unanswered due to a lack of
standardized information in the reports.

Problems with the length and content of the assessment reports could be
corrected in several ways. First, as indicated by SCHEY's current pilot project and the
suggestions of several of the institution assessment coordinators, SCHEY could use site
visits in lieu of many of the reporting requirements. For example, assessment coordina­
tors could be assigned to teams, with each team spending a day at each of its assigned
colleges, evaluating the assessment programs and making suggestions for improvement.

Second, as suggested by a national assessment expert, SCHEY could require
institutions to submit a documentation book (containing all minutes and associated
memoranda from faculty and administrator assessment meetings, as well as departmen­
tal assessment/accreditation reports) in lieu of a formal report. This bookwould contain
roughly the same information as is presently included in the reports, without requiring
the additional draft preparation. Finally, after adopting either the first or second new
method, SCHEY could ask institutions to prepare brief, standardized reports on topics
of particular interest to the State (such as the performance of transfer students, the
status ofcurricular reforms, the assessment ofoff-campus programs, etc.). These reports
could consist solely of the answers to specific questions and would require less prepara­
tion time than the current reports require.

Recommendation (8). The State Council of Higher Education for
Virginia should continue to work with the institutions of higher education to
develop modified assessment reporting procedures. Consideration should be
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given to revising procedures to include: (1) using site visits and a documenta­
tion book in lieu of existing formal reporting requirements and (2) limiting
written reports to brief, standardized documents which address issues of
particular interest to the General Assembly (such as the performance of
transfer students, the status of curricular reforms, or the assessment of off­
campus programs).

Link Between ABBeBBment and Other Programll Could Be StrengthenetL
Finally, no matter how valuable assessment information may be, it will not improve
institutional effectiveness, efficiency, or accountability if it is not used by higher
education administrators. JLARC interviews with college and university presidents,
provosts, vice presidents, and assessment coordinators indicated that assessment
information is not commonly used as a decision-making tool. On many campuses, the
assessment coordinator does not work in conjunction with the staff responsible for
restructuring, budgeting, strategic planning, or institutional research. The result is that
assessment information is not widely used in these processes. SCHEYcouldimprove the
effectiveness of all these processes by strengthening institutional understanding of the
link between assessment and other decision-making activities.

Although SCHEY staff maintain that they are making this connection by
directly linking Funds for Excellence grant monies with institutional assessment
activities, several institutions do not believe the two programs are interconnected.
Nevertheless, SCHEY should continue to make this link a required element in future
awards to institutions. SCHEY staff also indicated that the Funds for Excellent grant
monies may not provide adequate incentive to ensure that strong linkages between
assessment and other institutional activities are made by institutional officers. There­
fore, SCHEY should work with the institutions to ensure that restructuringefforts reflect
the importance of integrating assessment information into other campus operations.

Recommendation (9). The State Council of Higher Education for
Virginia should continue working with the higher 'education institutions as
they implement their restructuring plans to ensure direct linkages between
assessment and institutional reforms.
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VI. Improving Student Access
to Higher Education

In carrying out its mission to "promote the development and operation of an
educationally and economically sound, vigorous, progressive, and coordinated system of
higher education" (Code ofVirginia, §23-9.3), the State Council of Higher Education for
Virginia (SCHEV) undertakes a number of activities that are related to improving
student access to higher education. First, SCHEY is directed to coordinate Virginia's
efforts to ease student transfer from public two-year institutions to public and private
four-year institutions. Likewise, to expand minority participation in higher education,
SCHEVhas been delegated authority from the Governor and the Secretary ofEducation
for administering statewide equal educational opportunity programs and reviewing
institutional affirmative action plans. In both cases, the aim of SCHEV's activities is
expanded access to higher education.

While review of these activities indicates that overall SCHEY is satisfactorily
meeting its assigned responsibilities, some changes should be considered to improve
SCHEV's efforts to expand educational access. Although SCHEY has made substantial
progress in addressing complex student transfer issues, the resolution of lingering
problems in this area will require that SCHEY continue its oversight of the implemen­
tation of the State Policy on Transfer and its efforts to address data and information
system limitations.

Similarly, in the area of equal educational opportunity, the accountability of
statewide EEO programs administered by SCHEY could be strengthened if Virginia
clearly articulates: (1) how these programs fit into a statewide framework for achieving
equal educational opportunity, and (2) the extent ofSCHEVs responsibilities for these
programs. Moreover, the development ofprogram performance measures and increased
efforts to monitor the performance of EEO programs could increase program effective­
ness. These changes are necessary ifSCHEY is to address the concerns of the General
Assembly as expressed in House Joint Resolution (HJR) 628 (1993). This resolution
established a joint subcommittee to examine the State's progress in attaining equal
educational opportunity in higher education.

STUDENT TRANSFER

An important way in which SCHEY is involved in improving student access to
higher education is in coordinating system efforts to improve student transfer from
VirginiQ.'o:I t-wu-]'"ccu- iu.l:lt.itLlt.iuUI:I (}Jl-llUi:l.Clly }Jubl1ccommunny coneges and Itlcllard J)land
College) to the State's public and private four-year institutions. SCHEY's involvement
in this area is the result of legislative study requests made over the years to examine
specific problems affecting student transfer. The Virginia General Assembly has
perceived student transfer to be a problem for many years. Consequently, it has
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authorized a number of special transfer studies from 1976 through 1994, many ofwhich
have requested SCHEVs involvement in resolving perceived problems.

Review of SCHEYs activities to improve student transfer indicates that:

• SCHEY has successfully facilitated the resolution of a number of long­
standing transfer problems.

• Despite SCHEY's efforts to coordinate student transfer, some problems and
perceptions of problems continue to exist.

• The higher education system needs SCHEV's continued involvement to
resolve some lingering student transfer problems.

It is important to note that some problems affecting student transfer are likely
to continue because of the evolutionary nature ofcollege curricula. As curricula change,
two- and four-year institutions will need to be responsive in adapting coursework to meet
new requirements. Further, it is important to remember that in the current system,
institutions ultimately control their own admissions policies. This institutional control
makes it impossible to dictate transfer requirements for every given situation that may
arise. However, SCHEV's continued involvement in this area should assist in reducing
both existing and future student transfer problems.

SCHEV Has Facilitated the Resolution of Many Transfer Problems

Over the past few years, SCHEY has been instrumental in helping to resolve
many of the long-standing problems affecting student transfer. Responsibilities for
assisting institutions in addressing problems related to articulation agreement develop­
ment and credit transfer have been largely fulfilled. JLARC.staffreview of the first year
of data collected by SCHEY from its new student-specific database allowed for the
preliminary determination of some patterns of student transfer. These data indicated
the following information:

• The overwhelming majority of students (93 percent) who earn an associate
degree from the VCCS and apply to one or more Virginia public senior
institutions are offered admission to at least one of these institutions.

• Students who earn their associate degree have a better chance of being
accepted at one ofVirginia's public senior institutions than those who have not
yet completed the degree requirements at the time of their application (78.7
percent compared with 69.7 percent).

A Firat tizn.c tra.n.3fe1- otudcnto ha.n:; .1uub h l ,y Lh~ ::SCUlltl acceptance r at.es at Lhe

Virginia public senior institutions as first-time freshmen (from 1974-1992 the
average rate for transfer students was 73 percent and the average rate for
freshmen was 75 percent).
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• The system-wide acceptance rate for transfer students from the VCCS is
higher than for other transfer students (75.4 percent compared with 69.4
percent),

This review also indicated that SCHEY took several important actions to
facilitate this reform. First, SCHEY worked to build a coalition ofcommunity collegeand
senior institution admissions personnel, so that these important parties in the transfer
process would have a voice in reform. Next, SCHEY, in cooperation with the VCCS,
established the Joint Committee on Transfer Students and, subsequently, a Standing
Committee on Transfer. These two committees respectively developed and implemented
a statewide transfer policy. It is this transfer policy, and the accompanying transfer
module (a list of academic courses that are guaranteed to transfer at full credit to all
Virginia public senior institutions), which has resolved many articulation and credit
transfer uncertainties. Finally, SCHEY approved a Funds for Excellence project at
Virginia Commonwealth University (VCU)that improved faculty communication in the
area of student transfer. Collectively, these actions worked to reduce many transfer
difficulties.

SCHEV's Coalition-Building Between the Community Colleges and the
Senior Institutions Facilitated Transfer Reform. SCHEY took an important step
in the fulfillment of its coordinative responsibilities when it brought all parties with &

stake in student transfer together to discuss long-standingissues and work cooperatively
toward their resolution. This action was different from SCHEV's previous efforts to
address transfer because it established both specific goals and dates for completion.
SCHEY recognized thatwhile ithad been assigned the leadrole inimplementingtransfer
policies, it needed to enlist the support of the colleges and universities if it wanted to
impact admission and credit approval standards. SCHEY therefore created the Joint
Committee onTransferStudents (JCTS) and the StandingCommittee on Transfer (SCT)
to better ensure the successful completion of its coordinative duty.

SCHEY worked with the VCCS in October of 1990 to establish the JeTS. This
group was chargedwith recommending the means to facilitate transfer. After effectively
resolving several philosophical issues that had impeded progress for years, the JCTS
(with the approval of SCHEY and the VCCS) completed its report. The report's
recommendations for a uniform State Policy on Transfer were subsequently adopted by
SCHEY and the State Board for Community Colleges (Appendix G).

SCHEY created a Standing Committee on Transfer (SCT)in February of 1992
to follow-up on the activities of the JeTS. The SeT is composed of representatives from
both the two- and four-year colleges, as well as stafffrom SCHEY and the vees central
office. SCHEY directed the SCT to oversee the implementation of the new "State Policy
on Transfer." After three years and many rounds of negotiation and further specifica­
tion, tour institutions (Christopher Newport University, George Mason University,
Longwood College, and Norfolk State University) were deemed by the SCT to be in full
compliance with the transfer policy. Of equal importance, almost all of the remaining
senior institutions have moved within range offull compliance and are making good
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faith efforts to complete their task. SCHEV's ability to build coalitions to resolve student
transfer problems proved a valuable component ofrefonn.

SCHEV's Approval and Continued Involvement in veers Funds for
Excellence Project Facilitated Improved Faculty Communication on Transfer
Issues. SCHEV's decision to award VCU $83,819 for a 1992-1994 Funds for Excellence
project represented another step forward in the resolution of transfer problems. The
project, titled "A Statewide Initiative to Facilitate Transfer," provided for a series of
meetings among faculty in selected disciplines in both two-year and four-year colleges,
with the aim of discussing transfer issues. Faculty groups in each discipline were asked
to "identify curricular issues that assist or hinder transfer and articulation in the
disciplines and seek common solutions to problems so that community college students
may more easily transfer to senior colleges." These disciplinary discussions then yielded
suggestions for curricular improvement, enhanced faculty interaction, and improved
transferability of courses.

While the development of reform suggestions was important, it was SCHEV's
continued involvement in theVCU project thatresulted in theimplementationofsystem­
wide improvements. For example, when a conference for institutional transfer officers
revealed that the colleges and universities each possessed their own understanding of
what constituted the responsibilities of a "chief transfer officer," SCHEY staffworked
with the SCT to develop a uniform classification. Similarly, after it was discovered that
the content of general mathematics courses offered at community colleges and senior
institutions varied significantly, SCHEY staff worked with VCCS staff and the VCU
project coordinator to establish regional partnerships in mathematics. These partner­
ships were then charged with revising the mathematics curriculum to improve consis­
tency. Actions such as these represent the critical difference between developing ideas
for reform and implementing substantive changes.

Student Transfer Problems Exist Despite SCHEVs Efforts

Despite recent efforts by SCHEY, the VCCS, and the senior institutions to
resolve long-standing student transfer problems, problems in this area continue to exist.
Resolution of some of these problems is still needed to satisfy concerns of the General
Assembly about student transfer. Most recently, two legislative study resolutions have
requested that certain perceived problems affecting student transfer be examined.
Senate Joint Resolution (SJR) 182 (1994) and HJR 199 (1993 and continued in 1994)
requested that SCHEY and the vecs study the transfer of academic credits. Specifi­
cally, SJR 182 required that SCHEY and the VCCS:

• determine the nercantaza ofminnrity ~tllrlpnt~ pnrnllinl! in two-yp~rin~titll­

tions and subsequently transferring to four-year institutions

• monitor the implementation of the State transfer policy
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• encourage special articulation agreements between two- and four-year pro­
grams

• ensure the dissemination of information related to transfer

• monitor the development of an on-line computer database to inform students
and their families about transfer policies.

HJR 199 supports the above goals and requests that SCHEY and the VCCS report to the
joint subcommittee on "the transfer of academic credits and the pilot on-line database
system of information contained in college catalogs and handbooks." Both resolutions
expressed concern that transfer, especially for minority students, remains problematic.

Concerns with student transfer can be grouped into several categories: (1)
problems with articulation agreements, which are used to guarantee admission to an
institution in general or to a professional program, in particular; (2) problems with the
transferability of community collegecourses to senior institutions; and (3) concerns with
the State's ability to track the academic performance of transfer students (especially
minority transfer students) and thereby assess the effectiveness of certain academic
programs. Each of these problems is discussed in more detail below.

Concerns about the. Status of Arliculotion Agreements Persist. The
Virginia system ofpublic higher education has never had a universal set ofwell-defined
articulation agreements. Articulation agreements are importantdocuments used on the
institutional level to define the extent to which credits earned from a community college
are transferable to a particular senior institution. They are also used to satisfy an array
of other transfer needs - from proscribing curriculum requirements that must be
satisfied prior to entrance into a major or a professional program to guaranteeing
admission if certain academic qualifications are met. These agreements can benefit
students by eliminating much ofthe costly guesswork associated with transferring, such
as loss of credit and the need to take additional general education requirements beyond
the associate degree. Viable agreements thereforehave the potential to improveresource
efficiency (fewer repeated courses) and better insure access to higher education (im­
proved transferability from the community colleges to the senior institutions).

Given the potential benefits of establishing clear articulation agreements, the
General Assembly has repeatedly asked SCHEV to report on the progress of its
coordinative efforts. While reports have been made, legislative concerns have not been
fully resolved. For example, HJR 17 (1976) specifically directed SCHEV to develop
Commonwealth articulation agreements. In response, SCHEV issued its Report on
Articulation Agreements: A Progress Report to the Governor and the General Assembly
ofYireinia (1977), This ranort 1'lTovirlpc1 ;nfnnn~tinn nn tho ~t~tu~ of ~i(!ulg.tion !:In.d

suggested mechanisms for improvement. Yet in 1990,when JLARC reviewed the VCCS,
it found that progress in securing systemwide articulation agreements was largely
absent and the number ofspecificinstitutional articulationagreements between commu­
nity colleges and senior institutions was unknown. From 1975 to 1990, the number of
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system-wide agreements between a senior institution and the vecs increased from one
to three (James Madison University, LongwoodCollege, and Virginia State University).

Currently, the absence ofwell-defined, specificinstitutional articulation agree­
ments remains problematic, but less so than in previous years. This is because the
development and implementation of the State Policy on Transfer has partially provided
uniform responses to many of the questions that institution-specific articulation agree­
ments were originally designed to answer. For example, the State Policyon Transfer now
provides students with a negotiated list of course offerings that should be easily
transferable to any public senior institution in Virginia (this is the transfer module, and
all of the 15 senior institutions have agreed recently to comply with this concept). The
State Policy on Transfer does not, however, guarantee students' admission into certain
colleges or specify individual professional program requirements. For this reason, the
State Policy specifically states that if the transfer module is not congruent with
professional school requirements:

the professional school may negotiate a separate articulation agree­
ment with thevecs indicatinghow a more appropriate lower-division
general education program may be followed by prospective transfer
students.

Therefore, institution-specific articulation agreements are still needed and legislative
concern regarding the development of institutional articulation agreements is still
justified, despite the adoption of the State Policy on Transfer.

The Transferability ofVCCS Courses Remains a Concern. Legislative
concerns with the status of articulation agreements are accompanied by persistent
concerns with credit transfer. While articulation agreements are needed to describe
transfer conditions for students who earn an associate degree, additional standards are
needed for students who transfer prior to completing their degree. Tomeet the separate
needs ofthese students, it seems desirable to maintain a system ofcredit transfer which
indicates on a course by course basis which courses will transfer to which senior
institutions at full credit.

A past JLARC review ofthe VCCSindicated that this desirable system ofcredit
transfer did not exist. This situation is improved, but requires consistent monitoring. At
the time ofthe first review ofthe Community CollegeSystem, more than halfofall vces
courses did not transfer to any ofthe senior institutions. Both then and now,institutions
were relying on their individual "transfer guides" to inform students about credit
allowances. The main problem with this system is that it places a great burden on the
potential transfer student. For example, a student considering transfer to the University
nf'Vi'l"gin1Q., tho Collogo o£ WilliQ.D1. and ),{CUj9, or Ja.:anco ~{a.dioon Univcroity ha.o to

request all three transfer guides and become familiar with all their requirements prior
to taking any transferable courses at a community college. While this may be possible
for the student that has a good idea of where he would like to transfer, it is almost
impossible for the student who is still uncertain as to his educational aspirations.
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These problems can be compounded by the fact that often transfer guides are
either out-of-date or difficult to obtain. While the 1994 transfer guides have been
approved by the SCT, and are therefore up-to-date, consistent monitoring of their
accuracy is appropriate given past problems. Historically, the use of transfer guides has
not given students reasonable security regarding future credit transfer. Skepticism
about students' ability to transfer their completed coursework therefore persists and
should be addressed.

Dissatisfaction Continues with the State'. Inability to Track the Aca­
demic Performance ofStudent Transfers. Legislators continue to express dissatis­
faction with the State's inability to track the academic performance oftransfer students,
particularly minority students. Recent legislative attempts to examine the ease ofcredit
transfer for minority students (SJR 182 and HJR 199) have been stymied by poor or
inadequate data. Similarly, data limitations have restricted the VCCS'ability to comply
with item VII of the State Policy on Transfer, which states that:

community colleges should determine whether minority students are
being counseled into or otherwise enrolled disproportionately in pro­
grams that are not designed to transfer.

Given these data limitations, decision-makers are unable to evaluate whether or not
existing programs are effectively meeting their goals. As a result, concerns about the
State's ability to track the academic performance of transfer students persist.

It should be noted that SCHEV did attempt to address this concern in 1986,
when it conducted a study entitled The Measurement ofStudent Achievement and the
Assurance of Quality in Virginia Higher Education. This report recommended that
State-supported colleges and universities submit annual progress reports on student
achievement to SCHEY, including information about the achievement of transfer
students from the VCCS. This recommendation was then adopted by the General
Assembly in SJR 83 (1986),which established SCHEV's student achievement reporting
responsibilities. Unfortunately, this action did not solve the problem. The 1990 JLARC
report on the community colleges found that given the limitations of the data provided
by the senior institutions, "community collegeadministrators cannot track the overall
performance and experience of former VCCS students at senior institutions." This
situation has not been fully resolved and the availability of usable data remains a
problem.

Further Improvements to Access Are Needed

Although SCHEY has made substantial progress in resolving legislative con-
I'IO'l"'ftCl Qbou.t otu..d.ont trQ.no£or~ furthor =pro.....osnontc ArO hoodod. to C:\d.cirocc :zooxnaizUng

concerns and better ensure student access to higher education through the transfer
mechanism. First, SCHEY and the VCCSneed to continue work to ensure that the State
Policy on Transfer is fully implemented. Second, SCHEVand the VCCS need to address
limitations with transfer data and information systems. Both of these activities will



Page 74 Chapter VI: Improving Student Accessto Higher Education

require additional compromise and negotiation by all transfer authorities. SCHEV, as
the lead authority in student transfer, must provide consistent, effective policy leader­
ship in order for these needs to be met. Further, the cooperation of the VCCS is essential
in resolving these problems.

Additional Work Is Needed to Resolve Implementation Problems With
the State Policy on Transfer. While the State Policy on Transfer and the accompany­
ing transfer module represent significant breakthroughs in transfer policy development,
considerablework still needs to be done to ensure effective implementation. JLARC staff
interviews with transfer authorities (chief transfer officers, academic vice presidents,
and SeT representatives) indicated that many questions of policy interpretation and
implementation still exist. Issues such as how to best serve the special transfer needs of
associate in applied science degree holders, how to award credit for Advanced Placement
and dual enrollmentcourses taken by high school students, and how to define the purpose
and scope of future articulation agreements need to be addressed. While each of these
items is on the SCTworkplanfor 1994-1995, SCHEV, as the system's coordinating entity,
should continue to be responsible for working with the SeT and the VCCS to see that
these problems are resolved in a timely manner.

Similarly, in terms ofthe transfer module, SCHEVneeds to oversee compliance.
If credit transfer is to be assured in accordance with module recommendations, then
senior institutions need to uniformly accept specified module courses as partial or
complete fulfillment of their general education requirements and publish transfer
module course equivalencies in their transfer guides. Likewise, the VCCS must certify
on a student's transcript successful completion of the module if all transfer module
courses are completed with a final grade of "C" or higher. If this requirement is not
adhered to, students will have to continue to wait and risk losing credits while senior
institutions evaluate each completed transfer course on a case by case basis. Moreover,
the SCT must continue its review of institutional policy compliance to assure that all
senior institutions continue to work to ease student transfer. As the coordinative agency
for higher education, SCHEV should continue to provide oversight to all three of these
activities and ensure involvement of the VCCS and senior institutions in resolving
problems.

Recommendation (10). The State Council of Higher Education for
Virginia should continue to work with the Standing Committee on Transfer,
the Virginia Community College System, and the senior institutions to ensure
that the State Policy on Transfer and the accompanying transfer module are
fully implemented and questions of policy interpretation are effectively re­
solved. Special priority should be given to: (1) ensuring that the Virginia
Community College System certifies successful completion of the transfer
mndulp. nn ~ Qt.ndAnt'1i:. t ..r!U',,;!,."';rt, (9.) ~.oq,-....i.;'D.9'HU1~ ~OD.;'or i~u~~H:u.Ho:n.~ 'UD.;'-

formly accept transfer module courses as partial or complete fulfillment of
their general education requirements, and (3) resolving questions about the
continued use of institution-specific articulation agreements.
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ResolutionofOngoingData andInformation SystemsLimitationsNeed
to Be Made a Priority. Both the State's ability to track transfer student performance
and students' ability to receive information on transfer requirements are restricted by
current limitations with SCHEV's data and information systems. Although SCHEV's
new student-specific database has the potential to remedy existing transfer data
limitations, the new system is currently limited in the type of information it can provide
because: (1)the datasetlacks enoughhistorica1 data to track a student through theentire
collegeexperience (only two years ofdata are currently available), and (2)the datasethas
not yet been fully verified for accuracy. Once these limitations are addressed, SCHEY
will need to make analysis of transfer data a priority if it is to resolve outstanding
problems in this area. Moreover, SCHEV will need to provide system leadership in
promoting the need for implementation of complementary data systems which can
expedite institutional data exchanges to facilitate the exchange of student transfer
information. Again, there is potential for this situation to improve, ifit remains a system
priority.

As mentioned earlier, JLARC staff reviewed the first year of data collected by
SCHEY forits student-specificdatabase. This systemprovidedverygooddataonstudent
transfer characteristics for theyearthat the datahadbeen enteredandverified (the 1992
academic year). Nevertheless, the current combination of data limitations and poor
quality historical data makes it impracticable to evaluate many aspects of past student
transfer patterns in Virginia. Questions concerning transfer student admissions,
academic performance, and credit acceptance remain unanswered due to missing or
inadequate data, which make it impossible to determine transfer patterns over a period
of several years. For example:

Comparable transfer data from 1989 to 1993 was limited to one
measure - the number ofstudents transferring to each of the public
senior institutions from each of the VCCS institutions and Richard
Bland College. JLARC research indicates, however, that during this
time period, the majority of students (52 percent) transferring to a
public senior institution came from other Virginia four-year institu­
tions, both public and private, and from out-of-state. The decision to
limit tracking efforts to the VCCS andRichardBland Collegetherefore
eliminates one-halfofall important transfer information.

* * *

Current SCHEY reporting requirements allow senior institutions to
use their own definitions ofwhat constitutes a transfer student when
reporting information. Although both the federal government and
SCHEVuse a standard definition, eight out ofthe 15 senior institutions
used a atneren~ aettrusum when reporttng transfer aaui -';0 tSCrE1!iV. In
the words ofan official at VCU, efforts to study the transferphenomena
more closely "have been hampered by the continued lack ofa definition
ofa 'transfer student' that provides any commonalty within a highly
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diverse group ofstudents." Consequently, transfer data that is received
from institutions may not be comparable.

* * *

Institutional assessment reports, which SCHEVstaffcite as a source of
transfer information, are too diverse in focus to comprise an acceptable
source of statewide data. A review of each senior institution's 1993
assessment report revealed that only nine ofthe 15 institutions followed
SCHEV instructions and evaluated transfer student performance. No
data similarities were found in the nine reports, making it impossible
to draw any State-level conclusions. Furthermore, none ofthe 15 senior
institutions reported on the State Policy on Transfer requirement that
they "track the subsequent progress to the baccalaureate of transfer
students by race.n

If access to higher education is to be improved, SCHEY, higher education institutions,
and policy-makers need accurate, valid, and reliable data to use in analyzing remaining
student transfer patterns and performance. Once these data are collected, their analysis
needs to be made a priority.

Afinal concern related to student transfer involves the delayed implementation
of information systems designed to assist prospective students and college officials in
making transfer decisions. The Transfer Assistance Profile (TAP) system, developed in
1991 by staff at J. Sargeant Reynolds Community College, was designed to allow a
student or counselor to match a student transcript with the requirements of a degree
program at a senior institution and produce a list of remaining courses required for
program completion.

Similarly, the Standardization of Post-secondary Education Electronic Data
ExchangelExchange of Permanent Records Electronically for Students and Schools
system (SPEEDElExPRESS), developed in 1988 and approved by theAmerican National
Standards Institute in Februaryof1992, permits student transcripts to be sentelectroni­
cally from one institution to another. This would benefit students by considerably
shortening the time and cost involved in obtaining transcripts. According to SCHEY,
"both electronic-based systems promise to provide substantially improved services to
students, while reducing the costs ofpreparingand transmitting student transcripts and
preparing and publishing annual comprehensive transfer guides."

Yet, despite the potential benefits of these systems, neither have been imple­
mented statewide. For three consecutive years the SCT has made the implementation
of these programs a workplan agenda item, but no final recommendations have been
mane. At me -nuy 1~~4meeting ot the sc'r, the comnuttee again resolved to study the
issue and make a recommendation as soon as possible. Collectively, SCHEY, the VCCS,
and the SCT need to make a decision about the future of these programs. If the
information systems are as valuable as reported, then SCHEY should recommend
making their funding a budget priority.
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Recommendation (11). The State Council of Higher Education for
Virginia should ensure that institutions use common definitions for tracking
student transfers; dataare accurate,valid, and reliable; and analysis ofstudent
transfer data is made apriority. SCHEV should begin regularly using its new
student-specific database to generate information pertaining to transfer stu­
dent admissions, academic performance, and credit acceptance. This informa­
tion should then be regularly presented to the GeneralAssembly, the Standing
Committee on Transfer, the Virginia Community College System, and the
senior institutions.

Recommendation (12). The State Council of Higher Education for
Virginia, in cooperation with the Virginia Community College System and the
Standing Committee on Transfer, should make a final decision regarding the
implementationofthe TAP and SPEEDFJExPRESS systems. Iftheydecide that
these information systems are as beneficial as initially reported, then SCHEV
should recommend making their funding a budget priority.

ADMINISTRATION OF
EQUAL EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY PROGRAMS

SCHEV plays an important role in improving access to higher education
through its coordination and administration ofa number ofequal educational opportu­
nity (EEO) programs. Since the 1960s, when the Office for Civil Rights (OCR)within the
U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (now the U.S. Department of
Education) found Virginia to be operating a racially segregated system of higher
education, Virginia Governors and Secretaries of Education have delegated responsibil­
ity to SCHEV for: (1) coordinating institutional efforts to comply with federal require­
ments for desegregating Virginia's higher education system and (2) administering
certain statewide programs to achieve this goal.

JLARC review found SCHEVs performance in coordinating institutional com­
pliance efforts and administering statewide EEO programs to be mixed. At the direction
of past Secretaries of Education, SCHEV has successfully implemented a number of
programs designed to increase minority access to higher education. Through its
administration of statewide equal educational opportunity programs and the Funds for
Excellence grant program, SCHEY has encouraged institutions to develop innovative
approaches for recruiting and retaining minorities in higher education.

In spite of these efforts, the attainment of full access to higher education by
minority populations remains elusive. Lingering problems still exist in this area,
indicatinz a need fOT enntinll'in~~tJ:lt.AwirlAAffn.,.b:l fn ongnro 0'll1t111 Od,1('Qhnng] nppn"'+l1_

nity to all Virginias citizens in its higher education system. College entrance rates of
first-time freshmen and transfer students remain disparate between African-American
and white students, and retention and graduation rates of minority students continue tv
be Iower th.-n those of their white counterparts. Additional disparities affect the
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enrollment of minority graduate and first-professional students (for example, law,
business, and medical students), the attainment of doctoral degrees by minorities, and
the employment of minority faculty and administrators.

Three essential elements are still needed to better assure that Virginia provides
equal educational opportunity to all citizens. First, Virginia needs an updated statewide
plan for addressing equal educational opportunity issues. This plan should include the
role and responsibility ofthe elementary and secondaryeducation system in assuring the
academic preparation of students and integrate institutional affirmative action plans
into a statewide framework. Without a meaningful updated plan, any coordinative
efforts undertaken by SCHEY are restricted.

Second, clear articulation of SCHEV's responsibilities in coordinating and
planning for equal educational opportunity is needed. Lack of clear delineation of
SCHEV's responsibilities results in confusion about authority, responsibility, and
accountability for the performance of statewide and institutional EEO programs. If
SCHEY is to be effective and accountable for its .efforts in this area, its responsibilities
for these programs and activities need to be explicitly articulated.

Third, statewide EEO program performance measures are needed to assess the
effectiveness of these programs. Lack of evaluative measures makes it difficult to
consistently collect, analyze, and monitor data needed to assess the impact of these
programs. While SCHEY staff are sensitive to the need for program performance
measures, currently, several of the EEO programs administered by SCHEY cannot be
meaningfully assessed because these measures do not exist and attendant data are
lacking to measure program effectiveness over time.

Minority Participation Rates Indicate Need for Continued
Statewide EEO Efforts

JLARC staffreviewedminority participation rates in higher education to assess
whether disparities continue to affect minority student enrollment, retention, and
graduation rates. In addition, data on the employment of minority faculty and admin­
istrators were examined to determine ifa need exists for continued statewide EEO efforts
in this area. The following trends were observed:

• Although the percentage of African-American students going on to higher
education in terms offall headcount has increased over the past ten years, the
proportion of these students in the overall student population is less than it
was ten years ago (approximately 12 percent in the fall of 1993 compared to
13 percent in 1984, Appendix H, Table 1).

& The number of African-American first-time college entrants has increased
since 1978. However, the disparity in the entrance rates ofAfrican-American
and white students as reflected as apercentageofhighschoolgraduationrates
has also increased since that time (Appendix H, Table 2).
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• Retention of African-American and other minority undergraduate students,
as measured by graduation rates, are considerably lower than that of their
white counterparts (The data show that for first-time freshmen entering
college in 1985, 11 percent of African-American students graduated in four
years or less compared to 30 percent of other race minority students and 40
percent of white students, Appendix H, Table 3).

• The proportion of students enrolled in 1993 as graduate or first-professional
students who are African-American has increased only marginally over the
past few years and is not reflective of their representation in the overall
population. (Appendix H, Table 4).

• Although the number of minority students awarded doctoral degrees has
increased over the past several years, the racial composition ofdoctoraldegree
recipients has not changed significantly during this time (Appendix H, Table
5).

• The percentage of minority instructional and administrative facultyem­
ployed by Virginia higher education institutions has remained largely un­
changed since 1990. In addition, the percentage of tenured minority faculty
has remained unchanged since 1990 (Appendix H, Table 6).

Accordingto SCHEVstaff, minority participation rates in Virginia are similar to regional
and national trends in minority participation in higher education.

Appendix H provides statewidedata on minoritystudentenrollment, retention,
and graduation rates. It also contains data on minorityfaculty employment in the higher
education system. These data indicate that there is a continuing need for statewide
efforts to ensure equal educational opportunities for all Virginians.

The Development of a Current Statewide Plan for EEO Efforts Is Needed

A current statewide plan for achieving equal educational opportunity in Vir­
ginia higher education is lacking. In the 1980's, The Virginia Planfor Equal Opportunity
in State-supported Institutions of Higher Education (referred to as the "Virginia Plan")
provided the framework for statewide and institutional efforts to achieve a desegregated
system of higher education. The Virginia Planwas amended in 1983 to respond to federal
government concerns about the Commonwealth's efforts to desegregate its higher
education system. Itwas developed by the Governor and the Secretary ofEducation with
the assistance ofSCHEV, the Department ofEducation, and the public higher education
institutions. Virginia is no longer required to submit this plan to the federal government
tor ongoing monitoring by OCR, and consequently, has not updated its plan since 1987
to reflect the current status and future ofEEO programs and activities. The development
of an updated statewide plan for equal educational opportunity would provide an agreed
upon framework for the continued administration ofEEO programs, as well as continued
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coordination and monitoring ofthese efforts to ensure the most effective and efficient use
of State resources.

There are several reasons why an updated statewide plan for higher education
EEO efforts is needed. First, the federal government is continuing to scrutinize states
that were formerly monitored as a result of the court rulinginAdams v. Richardson (480
F.2dat 1165n.lO). The Officefor Civil Rights has discussed its intention to conduct a site
visit in the near future to Virginia as well as other states to assess continued compliance
with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act. Second, higher education statistics continue to
illustrate problems in the parity between minority and white student enrollment,
retention and graduation rates, and faculty employment (Appendix H). Third, in the
absence of an updated statewide plan, it is difficult to determine how current EEO
programming, both statewide and institutional-specific, can best address current prob­
lems and continue to improve equal educational opportunities for all Virginians. An
agreed upon statewide framework would help to ensure that current programming
reflects the most effective and efficient use of State resources.

To address these concerns, the Governor, through the Secretary ofEducation's
office, should update the statewide plan for achieving equal educational opportunity in
higher education. The plan should integrate State efforts at the elementary and
secondary school level as well as institutional affirmative action efforts. The Secretary
ofEducation should obtain the assistance ofSCHEV, the Department ofEducation, and
the State's public higher education institutions in developing this plan. The continued
involvement ofSCHEV in assisting the Secretary ofEducation in developing this plan is
particularly important because:

• SCHEY has statutory responsibility for coordinating planning for the system
of higher education.

• SCHEY has historically been delegated responsibility for administering
statewide EEO programs. .

• SCHEVhasbeen activelyinvolvedin workingwith the SecretaryofEducation's
officeand the Secretary's monitoring and advisory committee on EEO issues
since this committee was created in the early 1980s.

• SCHEVhas been delegated responsibilityfor reviewing institutional affirma­
tive action plans to promote the attainment ofequal educational opportunity
in Virginia and has historically provided institutions direction on developing
these plans.

• SCHEY has designated staffwith expertise on EEO issues and programs.

The assistance of the Virginia Department of Education and the higher
education institutions in the development ofa workable plan is also important. Minority
participation in higher education is critically linked to ongoing efforts to enhance
minority success in elementary and secondary education. Moreover, a number of
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statewide and institutional EEO programs are geared to enhancing linkages between
elementary and secondary education and the higher education system. Further,
involvement ofinstitutional affirmative action/EEO officers and other institutional EEO
program officials would help ensure the development of a plan which builds on past
successes and avoids potential pitfalls in its approach to promoting equal educational
opportunity. Finally, Virginia's public colleges and universities have developed institu­
tional affirmative action plans which provide detailed, thoughtful planning for indi­
vidual institutional EEO efforts. These plans could provide the building blocks to a well­
developed statewide plan.

Recommendation (13). The Secretary ofEducation should update, on
a regular basis, the statewide plan for the attainment of equal educational
opportunity in Virginia. The Secretary ofEducation should involve the State
Council of Higher Education for Virginia, the Department of Education, and
Virginia's public higher education institutions in the development ofthe plan.
The plan should include current and future efforts to achieve equal educa..
tional opportunity inVirginiathrough theearlyyears ofthe21stcentury. Upon
its completion, the Governor should transmit a copy ofthe plan to the General
Assembly.

Clear Articulation of SCHEVs Responsibility for Admjnistration of
Statewide EEO Programs Is Needed

SCHEY currently administers a number of statewide EEO programs. In
addition, SCHEY provides institutions guidance in preparing their affirmative action
plans, and collects and reviews the plans. Historically, these responsibilities have been
delegated to SCHEVbythe Governor and the SecretaryofEducation. There is no explicit
statutory responsibility which guides SCHEYs efforts in this area, however. The lack of
clear articulation of SCHEV's responsibilities for statewide EEO programs and institu­
tion-specific programs makes it difficult to detennine who is accountable for program
performance. It is not clear what SCHEV's responsibilities are for the overall perfor­
mance or oversight ofEEO programs, particularly the institutional programs for which
SCHEY allocates funding. .

In addition to the lack of clear responsibility for statewide EEO programs,
SCHEV's responsibilities for providing direction, reviewing, and assessing institutional
affirmative action plans are unclear. According to the director, at the present time
SCHEY has no responsibility for institutional affirmative action plans beyond record­
keeping. Previously, SCHEY required institutions to follow detailed instructions in
preparing affirmative action plans. It is not clear how the new plans submitted by
institutions in 1994 will be used on a systemwide basis for planning or assessing the
attainment of equal educational opportunity in higher education. Further, performance
measures have not been established to determine institutional success in implementing
statewide programs that are components of these plans.
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Lack of clear articulation of SCHEV's responsibilities for statewide EEO
programs and for coordinating institutional affirmative action plans has resulted in
questions about EEO program accountability. In 1993, the General Assembly became
concerned about the progress of the State in its achievement of equal educational
opportunity in higher education. House Joint Resolution 638 (1993) established a joint
subcommittee to study the status ofand need for academic preparation, financial aid, and
incentive programs to encourage minorities to pursue postsecondary education and
training. Several of the subcommittee's recommendations to the General Assembly
reflected its ongoing concern about the monitoring, evaluation, and oversight of higher
education equal educational opportunity (affirmative action) programs.

In trying to determine the answers to some basic questions about the State's
continuing responsibilities for these programs and ongoing reporting responsibilities to
the federal government, the joint subcommittee became concerned that no single entity
could provide full information on the administration of statewide and institutional EEO
programs. IfSCHEV were given clear statutory responsibility for the administration of
statewide EEO programs, it would provide a mechanism for strengthening accountabil­
ity for these programs. Moreover, clear articulation of SCHEV's responsibilities for
providing direction and coordinating institutional affirmative action plans could better
assure that State resources are efficiently used in planning institutional efforts to attain
equal educational opportunity.

Recommendation (14). The General Assembly may wish to consider
amending the Code of Virginia to formally designate the State Council of
Higher Education for Virginia as the entity responsible for administering
certain statewideEEO programs for the higher education system. Further, the
GeneralAssembly may wish to amend the Code ofVirginia to provide statutory
guidance on SCHEV's responsibilities for coordinating institutional affirma­
tive action plans.

SCHEY Lacks Performance Measures to Assess the Success of Statewide
EEO Programs

SCHEV currently administers EEO programs for five statewide efforts: (1) the
provision of pre-collegiate information, (2) undergraduate student recruitment and
retention, (3) graduate student recruitment and retention, (4) faculty recruitment and
retention, and (5) the improvement of campus climate and human relations (Table 7).
The assessment of SCHEV's performance in administering specific EEO programs
within some of these areas is problematic because SCHEY lacks evaluative measures
with which to assess the performance of some of its statewide programs. Lack of these
performance measures means that valid, measurable program data have not been
routinely maintained on a number of these programs. Consequently, it is difficult to
assess the outcome of these programs in terms of their efficiency and effectiveness in
promoting the attainment of equal educational opportunity. Moreover, the lack of
meaningful performance data makes it difficult to determine whether State funding for
these programs is being used in the most efficient and effective manner possible.



Table 7
''Virginia Plan" Components Administered by SCHEV, FY 1995
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IlVi~glniaPlan ll Programs
Pre-CollegJate Programs

BetterInformation Project

SummerPrograms

Undergraduate Recruitment
and Retention Programs

Undergraduate Student
Financial Assistance Program
(LastDollarProgram)

Virginia TransferGrantProgram

Graduate Student Recruitment
and Retention Programs

Commonwealth Graduate
Fellowship Program

StateGraduate Dean's
Fellowship Program

Conference for Potential
Graduate Students

Program Descriptions
Encourages middle and high school minority students to prepare for college.

Provides informaton to middleschoolstudents, theirparents, and counselors on college
preparation, admissions, andcareeropportunitices through statewide andschool-specific
activities, pubfications, presentations, and videos (cooperative programwiththe Department of
Education).

Exposes rising ninthgraders to college experiences by providing themthe opportunity to live
and learnon a collegecampusdUring a three-week summercampusprogram.

Competitive funds are available to Institutions to design and Implement other-race
recruitment and retention activities.

Provides financial assistance to minority Virginia residents whoreceivefinancial aid packages
thatdo not fully meettheir financial needs, or whoapplyfor financial aid afterother financial aid
resources are depleted.

Program offersfull tuitiongrants to blackcollege students with financial needwho transferfrom
two-year Institutions to oneof 13traditionally whitepublicpUblic senior institutions and to white
students whotransferto oneof Virglnials two traditionally blackpUblic institutions.

Designed to Increase the number of minority students entering graduate schools.

Awards grantsup to $10,000to students to assistother-race graduatestudents at the master's
anddoctoral levelsin the humantlties, natural sciences, or socialsciences.

Provides financial assistance to outstanding mInority students who entered graduate schoolto
prepare for teaching at the coUege level. Fellowships are distributed to Viriginia's six doctoral
institutions to selecta numberof minoritystudents to receive fellowships of $12,000 each.

An annualconference for potential graduate students is designed to increase awareness of
opportunities in graduateeducation acrossthe State.

FY 1994
Appropriation

$ 4n.OOO

$1,100,000

$ 491.715

$ 20,000
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Table 7 (continued)
''Virginia Plan" Components Administered by SCHEY, FY 1994

~
~

~

"Virginia Plan" Programs Program Descriptions
FY 1995

Appropriation

Graduate Programs (continued)
Summer Programs: Summer programs are designed to recruit potential graduate students by providing

them information on graduate programs in Virginia. $ 100,000

Summer Program for IAssists Norfolk State University (NSU) and Virginia State University (VSU) in attracting white
Undergraduate Virginians at NSU and minority undergraduate students to their graduate programs. Promising juniors attend and
and VSU enroll in graduate courses at NSU or VSU for a summer term to learn more about graduate

school education at these institutions.

Total: $ 3,798,715
Source: State Council of Higher Education for Virginia. -Affirmative Action Programs Progress Report: prepared for the Joint Legislative Audit and

Review Commission, August 1994.

Faculty Recruitment and Retention I Developed to assist insitulions in attracting, employing, and retaining other-race faculty.

Southern Regional Education IEncO~Ur~ages minority students to pursue doctoral degre~s and become college-level teachers.
Board (SREB) Doctoral ' Program is administered by SREB and is supported by 15 member states. Awards are made
Scholars Pr()9[am _ to students on a competitive basis.

~
~
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$ 91,000

$ 92,500

$ 20,000

$ 20,000

Assists Virginia's traditionally white institutions in attracting white and minority undergraduate
students to their graduate programs. Promising juniors attend and enroll in graduate courses
at the hosting institutions for a summer term to learn more about graduate school education at
these institutions.

This conference assists institutional personnel in analyzing current strategies to recruit and
retain undergraduate minority students.

Assists state-supported colleges and universities in their efforts to create a more
comfortable campus climate for students, especially for minority groups.

Provides funds to student organizations working together on projects that show promise of
increasing the levels of satisfaction and quality of campus life for all students.

Provides funds to the traditionally black institutions in lieu of endowment funds to supplement
the salaries of eminent scholars.

Summer Program tor
Undergraduate Virginians at
traditionally white institutions

StUdentOrganization
Cooperative Grants

Recruitment and Retention
Conference

Eminent Scholar's Program
Match

Improving Campus Human
Relations and Climate
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SCHEY staff recognize the need to better measure the performance of these
programs. SCHEY staff reported that they have recently developed indicators to
measure the performance of the Summer Transition Program. This data collection effort
has just begun and the program cannot be assessed until adequate data are compiled.

However, for certain other programs, SCHEY staffbelieve that development of
precise measures presents problems and may not be cost effective. Rather than waiting
to develop the "best" measures possible, SCHEYcould begin using less discrete measures
to assess these programs and begin requiring institutions which receive funding to report
certain data for SCHEV's analysis. This is important because it appears that there is
executive and legislative branch interest in determining the best use of resources for
these programs.

The issue of program accountability was raised in 1993 by the Secretary of
Education's Advisory Council on Equal Educational Opportunity. In assessing the
current programming for EEO initiatives and funding priorities for the 1994-1996
biennium, the Secretary's Council reported, "There must be a strong accountability
component with minority programming and funding. Too, there must be an ownership
and clear determination ofresponsibility for minority goals and objectives." In defining
the problem with accountability, the Advisory Council asked questions about:

• who was accountable to whom and who were the stakeholders in the programs

• what are the overall goals of minority programming and activities and are
these goals the "right" ones

• what are the measures of success for minority programming and activities.

Data maintained by SCHEV on a number of the EEO programs it currently
administers are inadequate to draw conclusions about the current performance of these
programs. For example:

SCHEY administers the better information project (BlP) which was
designed to motivate minority students to prepare for college. BIP is a
cooperativeeffort between SCHEVand the DepartmentofEducation, to
introduce middle and high school students and theirparents to college,
explain admissions policies and requirements, inform them about
financial aid, and encourage these students to enroll in collegeprepa­
ratory classes in middle and high school.

BIP targets specific information to elementary and secondary school
children, parents, and counselors to improve college-going rates of
minorities. It also includes a summer component targeted at seventh
through tenth graders. The summer program allows these students to
live and learn on a collegecampus. According to SCHEV information,
"the purpose ofthe program is to encourage the student participants to
enroll in college preparatory courses in high school by helping them
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plan their activities, including preparation for the SAT [Scholastic
Aptitude Test], and to understand that college is within their reach."

SCHEV does not consistently maintain comparable data on BIP pro­
gram participants. Nor is consistent, measurable data available on
how participants judged the quality of the workshops, seminars, or
information received. Further, no information is available on whether
summerprogram participants actually enrolled in collegepreparatory
courses following their summer program experience.

The consistent collection ofvalid, reliable program data would help SCHEV to detennine
whether statewide and institutional programs are having the intended outcome. Once
information about the success and/or failure of programs in relation to established
performance measures is obtained, program information could be disseminated and
adjustments in programming and funding could allow for the more effective use ofState
funding.

Recommendation (15). The State Council of Higher Education for
Virginia should ensure that evaluative measures are established to measure
the performance of each statewide EEO program it currently administers. In
addition, the State Council of Higher Education should begin to consistently
collect appropriate program data to measure the performance ofits statewide
equal educational opportunity programs. Information collected on program
performance should be disseminated to the Governor, the General Assembly,
the Secretary of Education, and the public higher education institutions.
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Appendix A

Senate Joint Resolution No. 18
1988 Session

Establishing a schedule for certain JLARC studies.

WHEREAS, the Legislative Program Review and Evaluation Act (§ 30-65 et seq. of
the Code of Virginia) provides for the evaluation of state government according to
schedules and areas designated for study by the General Assembly; and

WHEREAS, § 30-66 of the Code of Virginia provides that from time to time as may
be required, the Senate and House of Delegates shall establish a schedule of the
functional areas of state government to be reviewed by the Joint Legislative Audit
and Review Commission; now, therefore, be it

RESOLVED by the Senate, the House of Delegates concurring, That, pursuant to §
30-65 et seq. of the Code of Virginia, the functional areas of state government shall
be reviewed and evaluated by the Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission
according to the following schedule, the order of which may be reviewed and revised
by future sessions of the General Assembly:

Functional Area
Education (Higher)

Resource and Economic Development
General Government

and, be it

RESOLVED FURTHER, That the review and evaluation in each functional area
shall be initiated at such time as sufficient Commission resources become available
and such review shall generally include, but not be limited to, programs, activities,
and management of agencies within these functional areas in the sequence
prescribed. Prior to the initiation of such studies, the Commission may coordinate
its review efforts with the Senate and House of Delegates committees "with general
jurisdiction in the area of study, and such committee chairmen may appoint a
subcommittee to work with the Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission in
the appropriate area; and, be it

RESOLVED FINALLY, That the reports, findings, and recommendations prepared
by the Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission for the studies to be
performed under this resolution shall be transmitted to the appropriate standing
committees of the Senate and the House of Delegates, all members of the General
Assembly, and the Governor.

A-I



AppendixB

Senate Joint Resolution No. 13S·
1989 Session

Identification of higher education study topics by the Joint Legislative Audit and
Review Commission

WHEREAS, the Legislative Program Review and Evaluation Act (§ 30-65 et seq. of
the Code of Virginia) provides for the evaluation of state government according to
schedules and areas designated for study by the General Assembly; and

WHEREAS, Senate Joint Resolution No. 18 adopted by the 1988 General Assembly
identified higher education as a functional area of state government to be reviewed
at such time as sufficient Commission resources become available; and

WHEREAS, § 30-67 of the Code of Virginia provides that prior to the year in which
a functional area of government is designated for review, the Joint Legislative Audit
and Review Commission may identify to the extent feasible the agencies, programs
or activities selected for review and evaluation from the functional area; now,
therefore, be it

RESOLVED by the Senate, the House of Delegates concurring, That pursuant to §
30-65 et seq. of the Code ofVirginia, the agencies, programs, or activities subject to
review and evaluation in the functional area of higher education shall be: (i)
relationships between .secondary schools and institutions of higher education; (ii) the
Virginia Community College System; (iii) capital outlay, land and maintenance; and
(iv) a review of the State Council of Higher Education in Virginia; and, be it

RESOLVED FURTHER, That pursuant to the powers and duties specified in § 30­
58.1 of the Code of Virginia, the Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission
shall plan and initiate reviews of these agencies, programs, or activities, including
consideration of matters relating to any previous Joint Legislative Audit and Review
Commission report of these areas; and, be it

RESOLVED FINALLY, That in carrying out this review, the institutions of higher
education, the State Council of Higher Education in Virginia, and the Auditor of
Public Accounts shall cooperate as requested and shall make available all records
and information necessary for the completion of the work of the Commission and its
staff.

B-1



AppendixC

Statutory Responsibilities of SCIlEV
Year

Responsibility

WaaFlrst

Added to the
Section Statutory Responsibility Code

23-9.6:1 To prepareplans under which the severalstate-supported institutions of higher 1956
education of Virginia shall constitutea coordinating system.

23-9.6:1 To review and approve or disapproveanyproposedchange in the statement of 1974
mission of any presently existingpUblic institutionof higher education and to
define the mission of all public institutions of highereducation created after the
effective date of this provision.

23-9.6:1 To study the proposed escalationof anypublic institutionto a degree granting 1974
levelhigher than that to which it is presentlyrestricted and to submit a report
andrecommendation to the Governorandthe GeneralAssembly relating to the
proposal.

23-9.6:1 To reviewand approve or disapprove all enrollmentprojectionsproposed by 1956
eachpublic institution of higher education.

23-9.6:1 To review and approveor disapproveall new academicprograms which any 1974
publicinstitution of higher education oroposes.

23-9.6:1 To reviewand requirethe discontinuance of any academic program Which is 1974
presentlyoffered by any public institution of highereducationwhen the Council
determines that such academicprogram is nonproductive in terms of the
numberof degreesgranted,the numberof students servedby the program and
budgetary considerations.

23-9.6:1 To review and approve or disapprove the creationand establishment of any 1956
department, school, college, branch,division, or extension of any public
institution of higher educationwhichsuch institution proposesto create and
establish.

23-9.6:1 To developa uniformcomprehensive data information system designed to 1974
gatherall informationnecessaryto the perfonnance of the Council's duties.

23-9.6:1 To develop in cooperation with institutions of highereducationguidelines for 1989
the assessment of studentachievement.

23-9.6:1 To reviewbienniallyand approveor disapprove all changes in the inventoryof 1974
educational and general spacewhichany institution of highereducationmay
proposeand to make a report to the Governor and the GeneralAssemblywith
respect thereto.

23-9.6:1 To visit and study the operations of eachof the pUblic institutionsof higher 1956
education and to conduct such otherstudies in the field of higher educationas
the Council deemsappropriate or as maybe requested by the Governoror the
GeneralAssembly.

23-9.6:1 To provide advisory servicesto private, accredited and nonprofit institutionsof 1974
and highereducation, whose primarypurpose is to provide collegiateor graduate

23-9.10:2 education and not to provide religious training or theological education,on
academic, administrative, financialand spaceutilization matters.

C-l



Statutory Responsibilities of SCHEV (continued)
Year

Responsibility
Was First

Added to the
section Statutory Responsibility Code

23-9.6:1 To develop in cooperation with the appropriate state financial and accounting 1974
officialsuniform standardsand systemsof accounting, record keepingand
statistical reportingfor the public institutions of hiaher education.

23-9.6:2 To reviseguidelinesfor tuition relief, refunds, and reinstatementfor students 1991
whoseactive militaryduty duringa defensecrisis has requiredtheir sudden
withdrawal or prolonged absence from their enrollment in a public institutionof
higher education.

23-9.8 To cooperatewith the State Boardof Education in mattersof interest to both 1956
the public school and the state-supported institutionsof hiQher education.

23-9.9 To developpolicies, fonnulaeand guidelinesfor the fair and equitable 1956
distributionand use of publicfunds amongthe public institutions of higher
education.

23-9.9 To submit to the Governorrecommendations, for approvalor modification of 1974
each institution'sbUdget request togetherwith a rational for each such
recommendation. The Council shall also make availableto the General
Assemblyits analysesand recommendations concerninginstitutionalbUdget
reeueets.

23-9.10 To coordinatethe continuing education offeringof all state-eontrolled 1966
institutionsof highereducation inclUding all credit and noncreditacademic
coursesand programs.

23-9.10:1 To serve as the planning andcoordinating agency for all post-secondary 1970
educational programs for all healthprofessions and occupations.

23-9.10:4 To developpatentand copyright policyguidelinesfor state-supported 1986
institutionsof hiohereducation.

23-261 To prepareplans, administerfederal programs, and receive and disburseany 19n

federal funds in accordance withthe responsibilities assignedto it by federal
statutes and regulations.

23-38.13 To serve as the administering agencyfor the Tuition Assistance Grant Program 1972
and to promulgate regulations consistent therewith and appropriate to the
administration of the program.

23-38.19:1 To serve as the administering agencyfor the VirginiaGraduateand 1990
Undergraduate Assistance Program.

23-38.46 To developand administer a statewide programof financial aid to eligible 1973
undergraduate studentsat eligible institutions of highereducation in Virginia.

23-38.53:1 To serve as the administering ageney for the Virginia Scholars Program. 1983

23-38.53:4 To administercooperatively withthe Boardof Education the Virginia 1992
Guaranteed Assistance Program and Fund.

23·38.70 To serve as the administering agency for the VirginiaWork-Study Program. 1983

23-38.72 To adopt. in cooperation with the Department of the Treasury andthe Virginia 1988
StudentAssistance Authorities, suchregulations and procedures as may be
necessaryto implement the Viroinia ColleaeSavinos Program.

Source: JLARC staff summaryof Code of Virginia provisions.
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AppendixD

Higher Education Restructuring Plan Requirements
Item 183E)I 1994 Appropriation Act

Each senior institution of higher education, Richard Bland College, and the Virginia
Community College System shall submit a restructuring plan to be implemented in
1994-96 and beyond to the Secretary of Education and to the State Council of
Higher Education by September 1, 1994. Each institution and the system shall send
a copy of its plan to the Chairmen of the House Appropriations and Senate Finance
Committees when the plan is submitted to the Secretary and the State Council. The
objective of the plan is to effect long-term. changes in the deployment of faculty, to
ensure the effectiveness of academic offerings, to minimize administrative and
instructional costs, to prepare for the demands of enrollment increases, and to
address funding priorities as approved by the General Assembly. Where
appropriate, the plans should include specific decentralization initiatives designed to
produce long-term savings through the sharing of resources andlor the reduction in
administrative duplication. The Secretary and the State Council shall establish the
criteria and format for such plans. Draft criteria and format shall be presented to
the Chairmen of the House Appropriations and Senate Finance Committees for
review at least two weeks prior to distribution to the institutions and system.

The Secretary of Education and the State Council of Higher Education shall approve
or disapprove each plan, or components thereof, and shall transmit a report with
findings on the acceptability of each plan, or components thereof, to the Governor
and the Chairmen of the House Appropriations and Senate Finance Committees by
December 1, 1994. Prior to any final findings of acceptability for any institution and
the system, the Secretary and the State Council shall provide a 15-day period for the
institution or system to modify its plan to achieve acceptability. A report on the
findings made by the Secretary and the State Council shall be presented to the
aforementioned committees at their regularly scheduled meetings in November,
1994.

By October 1, 1995, each institution and the system shall submit a report on
progress toward meeting its approved plan to. the Secretary of Education and the
State Council of Higher Education. The progress reports shall be prepared
according to a format approved by the Secretary of Education and the State Council
of Higher Education. A presentation on the progress of institutions in implementing
their plans shall be made by the Secretary and the State Council of Higher
Education to the House Appropriations and Senate Finance Committees at their
regularly scheduled meetings in November, 1995.
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AppendixE

Productivity Review Resultsl for Public 4·Year CollegeslUniversities
1987, 1989, 1991,1993, and 1994

1987 Program. 1888 Programs 1991 1993 164
COllege or UnderCI08e Under Clo•• Nonproductive Nonproductive Nonproductlv. Program StatUI
University SCrutiny SCrutiny Program. Program, Program. •• 01311194

Christopher

Newport Philosophy Philosophy Active
(BA) lBA)

Christopher

Newoort Music (B.M.\ Music lB.M.) Music lB.M') Active

Interdisciplinary
Christopher Studies (B.A. -
Newport B.S.) Active

Performing Arts PerformingArts
ClinchVallev lB.A.) (BA) Active

College Major
ClinchVallev (BA - B.S.} Modified

Uberal Arts &
Sciences(B.A. -

Clinch Vallev B.S') Active

Collegeof Applied Applied
William and Sciences(M.S.) Sciences(M.S.) Exempr2
Marv

Medical Medical
Technology Technology

GeoroeMason (B.S.) (B.S.) Active

AppliedPhysics Applied &Eng.

GeoroeMason (M.S.) Physics(M.S.) Modified

GeoraeMason Classics (B.A.) Active

James Madison German (8.A.) Active

Medical Medical Medical Medical

Technology Technology Technology Technology

James Madison (B. 5,) (B.S.) (B.S.) (8.5,) Active

Dance(SA - Dance(B.A.- Dance(B.A.- Dance(B.A. -

James Madison B.S.) B.S.) B.S.) B.S.) Active

Secondary Secondary

Education Education
James Madison (M.E.D.) (M.E.O.\ Active

Health Education HealthEducation
James Madison (B.S.) (B.S.)

Active

SchoolUbrary
MediaServices

James Madison (M.E.D.) Active

Tradeand

Industrial
James Madison Education (B.S.) Active

ForeIgn

I Active. Longwood Languages
(B.A.)
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Productlvity Review Resultsl for Public 4-Year CollegeslUniversities
1987, 1989, 1991,1993, and 1994 (continued)

1887 Program. 1988 Programs 1991 1993 1994
College or UnderClo.. UnderClo•• Nonproductive Nonproductive ,Nonproductlv. Program Status

Unlv....1ty SCrutiny SCNtlny Programs Progl'llma Programs U of 311/84
"

Anthropology

Lonawood (B.S.) Active

Speech Speech Speech

Pathology& Pathology& Pathology&

Audiology(B.A.- Audiology (B.A.- Audiology(B.A. -
Lonawood B.S.) B.S.\ B.S.) Active

Mary Classics (B.A.) Classics (B.A.) Classics (B.A.) Active

Washinaton

Mary Philosophy Merged

Washinaton (B.A.)

Mary Religion(B.A.) Merged

, Washinaton

Uberal Arts &. LibeISI Arts &.
Sciences Sciences

Mary (B.A.- B.S.) (BA -S.S.) ActiVe
Washinaton

English,English

NorfolkState Education(A.B.) Active

Foreign Foreign Foreign Foreign

NorfolkState languages languages Languages Languages Active

(B.A.) (B.A.) (B.A.) lB.A.l

Educationof
NorfolkState GiftedCM.S.) Active

Developmental &. Developmental &.
Diagnostic Diagnostic

Norfolk State ReadinalB.S'> Readino (B.S.l Closed

NorfolkState Economics Economics Economics Active

(B.A.) (B.A.) (BAl

Home Home Home Home

NorfolkState Economics Economics Economics Economics Active

(B.S.l (B.S.l (B.S.l lB.S')

UrbanPlanning UrbanPlanning
NorfolkState (B.A,) (B.A.) Closed

Gerontology Gerontology
NorfolkState (M.S.) (M.S.) Active

Physics,Physics
NorfolkState Ed. (B.S.) Active

Clothing

Technology
NorfolkState (A.S.) Closed

Speech

Pathology and
NorfolkState Audioloav(BA) Active
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Productivity Review Results1 for Public 4-Year CollegeslUniversities
1987, 1989, 1991,1993, and 1994 (continued)

1987 Program. 1989 Programa 1.1 1893 1814
Collegeor Und.rClaa. Und,rClo•• Nonproductiv. Nonproductive Nonproductlv. Program Statui
Univeralty SeNtiny SeNdny Program. Programs Program. "0'311114

Applied

Applied Sociology(Joint
NorfolkState Socioloav CM.A') with ODU) (MA) Active

Secretarial Secretarial
NorlolkState SciencelA.S.) SciencetA.S.l Active

HealthEducation HealthEducation
NorlolkState (B.S.) (B.S.) Active

Industrial
Electronics
Technology

NorfolkState (A.Sol Active

Medical
Old Dominion Technology Active

(M.S.)

French,French
Education (B.A.•

Old Dominion as.i French(B.A') Modified

Spanish,
Spanish

Old Dominion Education (B.A. • Spanish(B.A.) Spanish(BA) Modified
B.S.)

Russian,
Russian
Education (BA •

Old Dominion B.S.) Russian(B.A.) Russian (B.A.) Russian (B.A.) Modified

DentalHygiene
Old Dominion CM.S,) Active

SocialStudies SocialStudies
Education (M.S. Education (M.S.

Old Dominion Em Em Active
MedicalLab Med'1C81 Lab Medical Lab

Old Dominion SciencesCM.S.) Sciences(M.S.) SCiences (M.S.) Active
Old Dominion PhvsicsCM.S') PhvsicsCM.S.) Active

UrbanStudies UrbanStudies
Old Dominion (M.U.S,) lU.U.S.) Active

HealthEducation
Old Dominion (B.S') Active
Old Dominion German(BA) Active

SocialScience
Radford (BA· B.S.) Active

Dance{B.A. - Dance(BA·
Radford B.S.l B.S. - B.F.A.) Memed
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Productivity Reyiew Resultsl for Public 4-Year CollegeslUniversities
1987, 1989, 1991,1993, and 1994 (continued)

1887Programt 1888 Program. 1881 1. 1884
College or UnderCIo.. UnderClo.. Nonproductive Nonproductive Nonproductive Program StRut
Unlveralty SCrudny SCrutiny Progrllml Program. Program. .of3l1184

Mental Mental

Retardation Retardation
Radford (M.S.) (M.S') Meraed

Business
Radford Education(M.S.) Meraed

Statistics(B.A. •

Radford Statistics(B.S.) Statistics(B.S.\ B.S.) Modified

Uberal Studies
Radford (B.A.-s.s.i Active

University of MarineAffairs
Viminia (M.A.) Closed

Slavic Slavic
University of Languages and Languages and
Virginia Uterature Uterature ActiVe

(Ph.D'> (Ph.D.)

University of
Virainia Classics (Ph.DJ Classics (Ph.D.) Active

University of

Virainia Classics (B.A.) Active

Generaland
University of Comparative Comparative
Virainia Literature(B.A.) Uterature(B.A.) Modifl8d

University of Music(M.A.· Music (M.A.• Music(MA) Music (M.A.·
Virainia M.M.) MAT.) MAT.) Modified

University of
Virginia Unguistics Linguistics N;tive

(M.A.) (M.A.)

Applied Applied

University of Mechanics Mechanics
Virainia (M.A.M.• M.S.) CMAMJ Modified

Hospital Hospital Hospital
University of Epidemiology Epidemiology Epidemiology Epidemiology
Virainia (M.S') CM.S') (M.S.) CM.S.) Active

Afro-Am. &

University of Afro· American AfricanStudies
Virainia Studies(B.A.) (B.A.) Modified

Special Special

University of Education Education
Virainia (E.D.D.) IE.D.D') Active

University of
Virainia Italian(BA) Active

University of
Virainia SuraelV (M.S.) Exemot3
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Productivity Review Results1 for Public 4·Year CollegeslUniversities
1987,1989,1991,1993, and 1994 (continued)

1987 Programs 1989 Programs 1981 1893 19M

College or UnderCion UnderCI08. Nonproductive Nonproductive Nonproductive Program St8tus

Unlveralty SCrutiny Scrutiny Programs Programs Programs 1801311114

University of
Viroinia Law (S.J.O.) Exemo~

University of
Exemm2Viminia Anatomv (M.S.)

University of Pharmacology
Virainia (M.S.) Exemct2

University of Physiology

Virainia (M.S.) ExemDt2

Virginia Clinical

Commonwealth Radiation Active
Services (B.S.)

Virginia
Commonwealth Science(B.S.) Science (B.S') Science(B.S') Science(B.S.) Science(B.S.) ActiVe

Medical Medical Medical Medical
Virginia Technology Technology Technology Technology
Commonwealth (M.S.) (M.S.) (M.S.) (M.S') ActIve

Physics&
Virginia AppliedPhysics AppliedSCience
Commonwealth (M.S') (M.Sol Modified

Virginia OCcupational
Commonwealth Education fB.Sol Active

Virginia MusicEducation
Commonwealth (B.M.E') Closed

Virginia Medicinal

Commonwealth Chemistry (M.S.) Exemm2
VirginiaMilitary
Institute Physics(B.S.) Physics(B.S.\ PhYSics (B.S.\ Active

Virginia Management Management
Polytechnic Information Infonnalion
Institute SYstems (M.I.S.) SYstems (M.I.S.) Active

Virginia
Polytechnic PoultryScience Poultry Science

Institute (M.S.) (M.S.) Active

Virginia
Polytechnic Poultry SCience
Institute (B.S.l Active

VirginiaState Physics (8.5,) Phvsics (8.S.l Physics(B.S.) Physics (B.S.) PhYSics (B.S') Active

VirainiaState PhYsics (M.S') Physics (M.S. ~ PhYSics (M.S.) Phvsics (M.S.) PhYsics (M.S') ActiVe

VirginiaState EarthScience EarthScience Eanh Science EarthScience EarthScience
(M.S.· M.A.l (M.S.• M.E.DJ (M.S.) (M.S•• M.E.O.~ (M.S.• M.E.D.l Modified

ViroiniaState Historv(M.A.\ Historv(M.A.) History(M.A.) History(MA) ActiVe

VirainiaState Chemistry (B.S.) Chemistry (B.S.) Chemistrv (B.S.) Chemistry (B.S.) Active

VirQinia State Geoloav (B.S.) Geoloav (8.5.) Geoloav (B.S.) Geoloav (B.S.) Active
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Productivity Review Results1 for Public 4-Year CollegeslUniversities
1987, 1989, 1991,1993, and 1994 (continued)

1887Progrllma 1888Prog....... 1111 1113 IBM
College or UnderCloae UnderCIoH Nonproductive NonprodUCllve Nonproductive Progrllm Statue
Unlvel'llty SCrutiny SCrutiny Program. Progrwna Program. .. 013.11184

International International International International
Virainia State Studies(B.S.\ StudIes (B.S.) Studies(B.A.\ Studies(B.A.) Modified
Virginia State Agriculture Ac1lve

(B.S.)

Industrial Industrial Industrial
Education Education Education

VirainiaState CM.S. - M.E.D') CM.S. - M.E.D.l CM.S. - M.E.D.) AJ:!five

VirainiaState Eoolish CMA) EnallSh CMAl Active

Agricultural Agricultural
Education Education

Virainia State (M.S. - M.E.D.' (M.S.- M.E.D.) AJ:!five
ViralniaState ~lm.S') Active

Interdisc.
Virainia State Studies (M.I.S.l Active

DeveIopmentaV
Remedial

Virginia State Reeding Active

(M.E.D.'
VirginiaState Enallsh eM.A.) Active

KEY:
A.B.
A.S.
B.A.
B.F.A
B.M.
B.M.E.
B.S.
E.D.D.
M.A.

Bachelor of Arts
AssocIate In SCIence
Bachelor of Arts
Bachelor of Ane Arts
Bachelor of Music
Bachelor of Music Education
Bachelor of SCience
Education Doctorate
Master of Arts

M.A.M.
M.A.T.
M.E.D.
M.I.S.
M.M.
M.S.
M.U.S.
Ph.D.
S.J.D.

Master of Arts In MUSIc
Master of Arts InTeaching
Master of education
Master of Information Systems
Master of MusJc
Master of SCience
Master of Urban Studies
Doctor of PhIlosophy
Doctor of JurIdIcaJ SCIence

1 Manyotherprograms wereclosed or merged. Thischartonly identifies thoseprograms which
wereto be continued underthe dose scrutiny of SCHEV.

2 Theseprograms havebeen identified previously as exempt from review dueto theirstatusas a
part of viable doctoral programs.

3 The Masterof Science in Surgery at the University of Virginia has beenidentified as exempt
from reviewdue to its statusas a partof the medical degreecurriculum.

4 The S.J.D.programat the University of Virginia hasbeen identified asexempt from review due
to its statusas a partof the law degree curriculum.

Source: SCHEV Productivity Review Reports (1987,1989,1991,1993, and 1994).
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AppendixF

Programs That Failed To Confer The Minimum Number Of Degrees To Meet
SCHEV'S FirstProductivity Review Criteria* (1994)

Average
Number of
Degrees
Conferred Numberof
Per Year Degrees
OverS Conferred

College or University Program Title Years in 1993
Christopher Newport 8.A. in Economics 1.0 4

Christooher Newport 8.A. in Intemational.Commerce and Culture 1.8 3
ChristJpher Newport 8.A. in Philosophy 2.8 2
Christopher Newport B.A.or 8.5. in Interdisciolinarv Studies 3.0 0
Christopher Newport 8.M. in Music 3.8 1

B.A.or 8.5. in Applied Physics:
Christopher Newport Microelectronics 4.4 8

M.A.T. in TeacherEducation, Math & SCience
Christopher Newport 0.2 1
Clinch Valley B.A. or 8.5. in Uberal Arts and SCiences 0.6 0
Clinch Vallev B.A. in Visualand Performina Arts 1.6 a
Clinch Vallev B.S. in Medical Technology 1.8 0
C6nch Valley B.A. or B.S. in GeneralChemist", 2.8 a
Clinch Valley B.A. or B.S. in GeneralBioloav 4.2 0
Clinch ValleY B.A.or B.S. in Environmental Science 4.2 7
College of Williamand
Mary A.B. in Music 4.2 4
College of Williamand
Mary M.S. in Applied SCience 0.6 1
College of Williamand
Mary M.A.E.O. in GiftedEducation 2.4 8
College of Williamand
Mary Ph.D. in American Studies 0.2 1
College of Williamand
Mary Ph.D.in Computer Science 1.6 2
* SCHEV'sfirstproductivity reviewcriteriaestablishes a minimum numberof degreeswhich much be

conferredby an academic program. This numbervaries by type of degreeand is a per year
minimumaveraged over five years. Associate in arts or esscclatain scienceprograms must
averageten degreesconferred, associate in appliedscienceprograms must average seven
degreesconferred, baccalaureate programs mustaveragefive degreesconferred, masters
programsmust averagethree degreesconferred, and professtonai or doctoralprogramsmust
averagetwo degreesconferredin order to be considered productive. BecauseSCHEVmakes
allowancesfor program "start-up time," associate and baccalaureate programs initiatedafter 1990,
masters programs initiatedafter 1991, and professional or doctoral programs initiated after 1989
are not included in this review.
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Programs That Failed To Confer The Minimum Number Of Degrees To Meet
SCHEV·S First Productivity Review Criteria (1994)

(continued)

Average
Number of
Degrees
Conferred Number of
PerV.r Degrees
OverS Conferred

Colleaeor University Program TItle Years in 1993
Georae Mason B.A.in Classics 0.4 1
Georae Mason B.A.or B.F.A. in Dance 4.2 4
Georae Mason B.S. in SYStems Engineerina 4.0 12
Georae Mason M.S. in Chemistry 2.6 4
George Mason Ph.D. in Conflict Analysis andResolution 0.8 2
James Madison B.S. in Medical Technoloav 0.2 1
James Madison B.S. in Health Education 0.6 0
James Madison B.S. in Enel'QV Resources Develooment 0.6 0
James Madison B.A. in German 1.0 0
James Madison B.S. inTrade and Industrial Education 1.2 0
James Madison B.A.or B.S.in UbraryScience 2.0 0
James Madison B.A.in Russian 3.0 1
James Madison B.A.or B.S.in Dance 4.0 3
James Madison B.S. in Marketina Education 4.2 0
James Madison B.S.in Phvsical Education 4.4 0
JamesMadison M.A.or M.A.T. in Mathematics 0.6 0
James Madison M.S.M.E.D. in PhYSical Education 1.8 0
James Madison M.E.D. in Secondarv Education 2.4 1
James Madison M.E.D. in SChool UbrarvMedia services 2.6 1
James Madison M.S.in Bioloav 2.8 2
Lonowood B.G.S. in General Studies 0.2 1

B.A.or B.S.in Speech Pathology and
Lonowood Audioloav 2.0 0

B.A.or B.S.in General Uberal Artsand
MarvWashinaton Sciences 4.0 1
MarvWashinaton B.A.in Historic Preservation 4.4 22
MarvWashinaton B.A.in Classics 4.6 9
NorfolkState A.S. in Secretarial SCience 1.0 0
Nortolk State A.S. in Industrial Electronics Technoloav 4.8 3
Norfolk State A.S.in Architectural Draftina 6.2 1
Norfolk State B.S. in Computer Technoloav 0.6 2
NorfolkState B.S.in Desian Technoloav 1.0 5
NorfolkState B.A. in Foreian Lanauaaes 1.0 2
NorfolkState B.S.in Buildina Construction Technoloav 1.2 6
Norfolk State B.S. in Home Economics 2.0 4
NorfolkState B.S. in Recreation 2.0 4
NortolkState B.M.U.S. in Music Media 2.2 3
NorfolkState B.S. in Mental Retardation 2.8 14
Norfolk State B.5. in Exercise SciencelPhvslcal Education 2.8 14
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Programs That Failed To Confer The Minimum Number Of Degrees To Meet
SCHEVIS First Productivity Review Criteria (1994)

(continued)

Average
Number of
Degrees
Conferred Number of
Per Year Degrees
OverS Conferred

College or University Program Title Years in 1993
Norfolk State 8.S. in Business Education 3.0 5
Norfolk State B.A. in Economics 3.0 4
Norfolk State 8.S. in Public School Music 3.2 4
Norfolk State B.S. in Health Education 3.4 2

Norfolk State B.S. in Physics 3.4 7

Norfolk State B.S. in Personnel and Industrial Relations 3.4 9
Norfolk State B.S. in Medical Technoloov 3.8 5
Norfolk State B.A. in Speech Pathology and Audiology 4.6 8
Norfolk State and ODU M.A. in Applied Sociology 1.8 2
Old Dominion B.S. in Health Education 0.4 2

Old Dominion B.A. in International Studies 1.4 4

Old Dominion B.A. in Russian 2.2 1
Old Dominion B.A. in Philosophy and Religious Studies 3.4 4

Old Dominion B.A. in German 4.4 2

Old Dominion B.S. in Biochemistrv 4.4 6
Old Dominion M.S. in Physical Theraov 0.6 1

Old Dominion M.S. in Accounting 0.6 1

Old Dominion M.U.S. in Urban Studies 1.2 0

Old Dominion M.S. in Medical Laboratory Sciences 1.2 0
Radford B.A. or B.S. in Computer Science 2.8 7

Radford B.A. or B.S. in Foods and Nutrition 3.2 8
Radford B.A. or B.S. in Statistics 3.8 3
Radford B.A. or B.S. in Physical Science 3.8 6
Radford B.A. or B.S. in Liberal Studies 4.0 5
Radford B.AlB.S./B.F.A. in Dance 4.6 4

Radford 8.M.T. in Music Therapy 4.6 2

Radford M.F.A. in Fine Arts 0.4 2
Radford M.S. in Nursing 1.2 3
Radford M.A. or M.S. in Leisure Studies 1.2 4
Radford M.S. in Emotionally Handicapped 1.4 0

M.S. in Corporate and Professional
Radford Communication 2.0 8
University of VirQinia B.A. in Italian 2.4 2
University of Virginia B.A. in Astronomy 4.6 6
University of Virginia M.S. in Anatomy 0.2 0
UniversitY of Virginia M.S. in suroerv 0.2 0
University of VirCiinia M.S. in PhvsioloCiv 0.4 0

University of Virginia M.S. in Pharmacoloov 0.6 1
UniversitY of Viroinia M.A. in Linguistics 0.8 1
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Programs That Failed To Confer The Minimum Number Of Degrees To Meet
SCHEVISFirst Productivity Review Criteria (1994)

(continued)

Average
Number of
Degrees
Conferred Number of
PerVear Degrees
OverS Conferred

College or University Program TItle Years in 1993
UniversitY of Viroinia M.S.in Biophysics 0.8 0
UniversitY of Virainia M.S.in Microbioloov 0.8 0
UniversitY of Virainia M.S. in Hosoital EDidemioloov 1.6 3
UniversitY of Virginia M.A.M./M.S. in Applied Mechanics 2.0 3
UniversitY of Virginia E.D.D. in SpecialEducation 0.2 1
UniversitY of Virainia Ph.D.in Architectural Historv 0.4 1
UniversitY of Virainia S.J.D. in Law 0.4 2
UniversftV of Virainia Ph.D.in German 0.6 1
UniversitY of Virainia E.D.D. in Educational Psvcholoav 0.8 a
Universitv of Virainia Ph.D.in Slavic LanQuaaes andLiteratures 0.8 2
UniversitY of Virainia Ph.D. in Classics 0.8 0
UniversitY of Virainia Ph.D. in Bioohvsics 0.8 1
UniversitY of Virainia Ph.D. in NuclearEngineering 1.6 2

Ph.D.in Mechanical and Aerospace
UniversitY of Virainia Enaineerina 1.6 8
UniversitY of Virainia Ph.D. in Astronomy 1.6 1
UniversitY of Virainia Ph.D. in Historvof Art 1.6 5
UniversitY of Virainia E.D.D. in Healthand Phvsical Education 1.8 0
UniversitY of Virainia Ph.D. in Anatomv 1.8 3
UniversitY of Virainia Ph.D. in Phvsioloav 1.8 2
UniversitY of Virainia Ph.O./D.B.A. in Business Administration 1.8 1
Virainia Commonwealth 8.S. in Science 0.6 2
Virainia Commonwealth B.S.in Clinical Radiation SCiences 1.4 4
Virginia Commonwealth 8.5. in Health Education 2.6 6
Virginia Commonwealth B.S. in ComPUter SCience 3.6 9
Virginia Commonwealth B.S.in OCCupational Education 4.0 0
Virginia Commonwealth 8A. in ReliQious Studies 4.2 5
Virginia Commonwealth M.S.in Pharmacoloav andToxicoloov 0.2 0
Virainia Commonwealth M.S.in Medicinal Chemistry 0.2 0
Virginia Commonweafth M.S.in Hospital Pharmacy 0.4 0
VirQinia Commonwealth M.S. in BiOPhvsics 0.6 0
Virginia Commonwealth M.S.in Biochemistrv 1.2 0
Virginia Commonwealth M.S.in Microbiology and Immunoloov 1.6 1
Virginia Commonwealth M.S.in Patholoav 1.6 0
Virginia Commonwealth M.S.in Clinical Laboratorv Services 1.8 1
Virginia Commonwealth M.S.in Human Genetics 2.0 6
Virginia Commonwealth M.S.in Chemistry 1.6 0
Virginia Commonwealth M.F.A. in Crafts 2.0 2
Virainia Commonwealth M.E.D. in Mathematics Education 2.4 2
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Programs That Failed To Confer The Minimum Number Of Degrees To Meet
SCHEV'S First Productivity Review Criteria (1994)

(continued)

Average
Number of
Degrees
Conferred Number of
Per Year Degrees
OverS Conferred

College or University Program Title Years in 1993
Virginia Commonwealth M.S. in Anatomy 2.4 8
Virginia Commonwealth M.S. in Physics andApplied Physics 2.4 2
Virginia Commonwealth PHARM.D. in Pharmaceutics 0.2 1
Virginia Commonwealth Ph.D. in Medicinal Chemistry 1.4 0
Virginia MilitaryInstitute B.S. in ComputerSCience 1.2 6
Virginia MilitaryInstitute B.S. in Physics 2.8 1
Virainia MilitaryInstitute B.A.or B.S. in Mathematics 4.0 3
Virginia MilitaryInstitute B.A. in Foreign LangUaQ9S 4.4 6
Virginia Polytechnic
Institute 8.5. in PoultrySCience 4.6 3
Virginia Polytechnic
Institute M.S. in Veterinary Medical SCience 0.6 3
Virginia Polytechnic
Institute M.S. in Biochemistry andNutrition 0.8 1
Virginia Polytechnic
Institute M.S. in PoultrySCience 2.0 1
Virginia Polytechnic M.S. in PlantPathology, Physics, and Weed
Institute SCience 2.2 3
Virginia Polytechnic
Institute M.I.S.in Information Systems 2.8 7
Virginia Polytechnic Ph.D.in Environmental Science and
Institute Engineering 0.2 1
Virginia Polytechnic
Institute Ph.D.in Veterinary Medical Sciences 0.8 4
Virginia Polytechnic
Institute Ph.D.in SCience andTechnical Studies 1.2 1
Virginia Polytechnic
Institute Ph.D.in SocioloaY 1.4 6
Virginia Polytechnic
Institute Ph.D. in Minina andMinerals Engineering 1.8 2
Virginia Polytechnic
Institute Ph.D. in Genetics 1.8 0
VirainiaState B.S. in Geoloav 1.0 0
Virainia State B.S. in Chemistry 2.2 2
Virainia State B.S.in Music 2.4 1
Virainia State B.A. in International Studies 2.8 3
Virginia State B.S. in Physics 3.4 1
Virginia state 8.S. in Economics 4.0 5
Virainia State B.A. in Historv 4.8 3
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Programs That Failed To Confer The Minimum Number Of Degrees To Meet
SCHEV'S First Productivity Review Criteria (1994)

(continued)

Average
Number of
Degrees
Conferred Number of
Per Year Degrees
OverS Conferred

College or University Program Tdle Years in 1993
ViminiaState M.SJM.E.D. in EarthSCience 0.8 2
Virainia State M.S. in PhYsics 1.8 4
Virainia State M.A. in History 2.0 3
Virginia State M.SJM.E.O. in Elementarv Education 2.2 1
Virainia State M.SJM.E.D. in Aaricultural Education 2.2 5
Virainia State M.E.D. in OeyeloomentaV Remedial Readino 2.2 1
Virginia State M.S.JM.E.D. in Industrial Education 2.2 4
Virainia State MA. in Enalish 2.2 3
Virainia State M.S./M.E.D. in Mathematics 2.8 4

A.A.S. in Forest Production and Processing,
Dabnev S. Lancaster Other 3.0 9

A.A.S. in Forest Products
Dabnev S. Lancaster Technoloavlrechnician 4.2 12

A.A.S. in Management Infonnation Systems &
Dabnev S.lancaster Business DataProcessina. General 6.0 6

A.A.S. in Electrical & Electrical Engineering-
Eastern Shore Related Technology, Other 4.2 6

A.A.S. in Administrative AssistantlSecretarial
Eastern Shore SCience. General 5.0 6
Eastern Shore A.A.S. in Business General 6.4 13

A.A.S. in Electrical & Electrical Engineering-
Germanna Related Technoloav, Other 6.8 3

A.S. in Computer and Information SCiences.
J. Saraeant Reynolds General 1.2 0

A.A.S. in Environmental Control
J. SarQeant Reynolds TechnoloavlTechnicians. Other 1.6 1

J. SarQeant Revnolds A.S. in Bioloaical andPhysical SCiences 3.4 6
A.A.S. in Public Administration & services,

J. SarQeant Revnolds Other 3.8 8
J. Saraeant Revnolds A.A.S. in MedicallaboratorvTechnician 4.0 6

A.A.S. in Agricultural Business and
J. Saraeant Revnolds Manaaement. General 4.4 5
J. Sargeant Reynolds A.A.S. in Dental Laboratory Technician 6.2 8
J. Saraeant Revnolds A.S. in Enaineerina, General 9.4 8

A.A.S. in Vehicle & Mobile Equipment
JohnTvler Mechanics & Repair. Other 1.8 2
JohnTvler A.A.S. in Phvsical Therapy 3.2 11

A.A.S. in Mechanical Engineering-Related
JohnTyler TechnoloavlTechnician, Other 5.6 10
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Programs That Failed To Confer The Minimum Number Of Degrees To Meet
SCHEV'S First Productivity Review Criteria (1994)

(continued)

Average
Number of
Degrees
Conferred Number of
Per Year Degrees
OverS Conferred

CoUsae or UniversitY Program Title Years in 1993
A.A.S. in Architectural Engineering

JohnTvler Technoloavlfechnician 5.8 7
A.A.S. in Management Infonnation Systems &

JohnTyler Business DataProcessing, General 6.4 6
JohnTyler A.A.S. in MentalHealthServices, Other 6.0 20

A.A.S. in Engineering-Related
Lord Fairfax Technoloavrrechnicians, Other 2.4 6

A.A.S. in Management Infonnation Systems &
LordFairfax Business Data Processing, General 6.0 5

A.A.S. in Architectural Engineering
New River Technoloavn"echnician 6.2 3
Northern Vircinia A.A.S.in Dietitian Assistant 0.4 1

A.A.S. in Emergency Medical
Northern Virainia Technoloo",Technician 1.0 1
Northern Virainia A.A.S. in DentalLaboratory Technician 3.4 0
Northem Virainia A.A.S. in MentalHealth Services, Other 3.4 7

A.A.S. in Parks,Recreation, &Leisure
Northern Virainia Facilities Manaoement. 3.8 10
Northern Virginia A.A.S. in Soecial Education, Other 4.4 13
Northern Virainia A.A.S. in Parksand Recreation 5.0 0
Northem Virainia A.A.S. in Resoiratorv Therapy Technician 5.4 5

A.A.S. in Administrative Assistant/secretarial
PatrickHenrv Science, General 5.4 0

A.A.S. in Administrative Assistant/Secretarial
Paul D. Camp SCience, General 6.6 7
Piedmont Virainia A.A. in Visual and Performing Arts 2.0 0

A.A.S.in Mechanical Engineering-Relp.ted
Piedmont Virainia TechnoloavfTechnician, Other 2.6 1

A.A.S. in Electrical & Electrical Engineering-
Piedmont Virainia Related Technoloav, Other 2.8 3

A.A.S. InAdministrative Assistant/Secretarial
Piedmont Virainia Science, General 3.6 5
Piedmont Virainia A.A.S. in Besoiratorv Theraov Technician 4.8 1
Piedmont Virginia A.A.S. in Protective Services, Other 5.0 6
Piedmont Virainia A.S. in Education, General 6.8 9

A.A.S. in Electrical & Electrical et'9ineering-
Raopahannock Related Technoloav, Other 1.6 0

A.A.S. in Mechanical Engineering-Related
Raooahannock Technoloavlfechnician, Other 6.2 4
Southside Viroinia A.A.S. in Mental Health Services, Other 5.8 10
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Programs That Failed To Confer The Minimum Number Of Degrees To Meet
SCHEY'S First Productivity Review Criteria (1994)

(coittinued)

Average
Number of
Degrees
Conferred Number of
PerVear Degrees
OverS Conferred

College or Unlveraltv Proaram title Vears In 1993
A.A.S"ln Mechanical Engineering·Related

Southwest Virainia Technoloavrrechnician. Other 6.4 1
Thomas Nelson A.A. InVisual and Performina Arts 1.8 2

A.A.S.In Public Administration &services,
Thomas Nelson Other 2.6 4
Thomas Nelson A.A.S. InSDeclai Education Other 4.6 11

A.A.S.In Vehicle & Mobile Equipment
Thomas Nelson Mechanics & Reoair, Other 5.0 1
Thomas Nelson A.S. InGeneral Studies 3.4 5

A.A.S.InArchItectural Engineering
Thomas Nelson TechnoloavlTechnician 6.0 7

A.A.S. in Emergency Medical
Tidewater Tec:hnoloaYlTechnician 0.8 3

A.A.S.inTransportation &Material Moving
Tidewater Workers Other 1.4 0

A.A.S. in Parks, Recreation &Leisure
Tidewater Facilities Manaoement. 1.6 4
Tidewater A.A.S.in Mental Health services,Other 2.0 2
Tidewater A.A.S. in ParksandRecreation 2.4 0
Tidewater A.A.S. InRespiratory Theraov Technician 4.4 5

AAS. in AgriculuraJ Business and
Tidewater Management General 4.6 3

A.A.S. in Civil Engineering/CMI
Tidewater TechnoloavlTechnician 5.2 11
Tidewater A.A.S. in Interior Oes~n 5.2 14

A.A.S. in Engineering-Related 3
Virainia Hiahlands TechnoloavlTechnicians Other 6.0
Virainia Hiahlands A.A.S. in Mental Health services -other 6.2 18
ViroiniaWestern A.A.S.in Speclal Education Other 2.6 9

A.A.S. InArchitectural Engineering
VirainlaWestem TechnoioavlTechnician 3.8 4

A.A.S. in CivilEngineering/CMI
VirainiaWestem Technoloavrrechnician 4.4 8

A.A.S. InAgricultural Business and
VirainiaWestem Manaaement. General 5.0 4

A.A.S.in Radio andTV Broadcast
VirainiaWestern Technoloavrrechnician 5.0 7
VirainiaWestern A.S. in Engineering. General 5.4 4

A.A. in Liberal Arts& SCienceslLiberal Studies
VirainiaWestern 5.8 6

F-8



Programs That Failed To Confer The Minimum NurnberOf Dfgrees To Meet
SCHEV'S First Productivity Review Criteria (1994)

(continued)
-.

Average
Number of
Degrees
Conferred Number of
Per Yea' Degrees
.9Ver5 Conferred

Colleaeor Unlve...1tv Program Title Yea... In 1993

A.A.S. inElectrical &Electrical Englneerlng-
Wytheville Related Technoloav. Other 5.2 3

A.A.S.lnAdministrative Assistant/Secretarial
Wytheville Science. General 6.6 1
Wytheville A.A.S. inMedical LaboratorvTechnlcian 6.8 8

Source: SCHEY Productivity Review Report 1994. '. -
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AppendixG

~ STATE COUNCIL OF
HIGHER EDUCATION
FORVIRGINIA

STATE POLICY ON .

TRANSFER
CouncI. The jCTS his been c:barBed wIIb 1ft.Mil IKiiIClmg means
to ftIdlbre traDIferfrom CIXIIIIIUDIly c:oIIep to 8mior iDItitu­
IIaDs. 11Jc Cc"....!Itee bu. ill effed. beeD _eel to Iecommeocl
polida tbIl wiD fOlIa ialpcwecl uamI'a' pnGic'eI in the
o J 1IWaIlb.

To help IIrlve at polley ree mme"dMinnI aD 1r'mIfer.IbeJCI"S
IOU(Ibt tbe opiDioaa oIlb.1C1aJU, &cully, CCManeekn, aDd
8CImiDiIIratcn 1brouIb • IeI'tD 01CIIDpUI beuiDp. Held in
Apt 011991. &be bariap raubd II) IIIMftI ma;or fiDdiD&5
..the DIUI 01Ddeat ftDIfer in VirJioia. 1'beIe fiDdiDp
helped focus the mmmInee'. wak 011 dIOIC ..... IDOIl iD
.-ed 01 raaIuCiaD. The =: II J ...... aiIo ....mined IraDIifer
policies adoped by mare than a dozeD CIberDlc$. An eatIy
cbft ollbe report was Ibe foeuI 01dilo-,"" at a IDIjDr
eonf'eJeftCe OD II'aDIferbekt at the Ua.Mrsky of ViqpDia Oft

Ooober 10. 1991.Sut.equeDldrafIs were diIc::usw:d~ abe
GeDer.al ProfeIIiaaalAdviIory QxnrrdIIee MId the IDIInxtionaI
Prosrams AdviIory cmyntnee. All~ IbeIe di8c:u8ioDs povided
me cammillee wilh ftIuabIe _.miam for imprO\lin8 aDd
c:IarlfyIns the doc:ummt

Tbe.Joiat Cmwntree bu been aukied by 8ewnI1'empiom iD
formuI8IiDI1be poUcyIt .. IWlcmm'M"':
-AU capable IIUCIea&s III me~ IbcuId haveaccess
to fouryearsof bigher ""lim.
-The ...·inJtjoMl autanomy and cIMnky of VirBiDia aJI1eges
aDd UDiverskia an: wIuabIe aDd IDWl be usurecL

-Every IeIlIer iDltlD.ioo IbouId lake II:pific::uIlresponsibility
far cmaIIq commUDJty caIJeBe 1&UdeDIs.

-Effeclhe 1nIIIfer •• job "ut' blibiUty01 CC4IIiIIUDky c:oIeFs
aaclleDior in"lnaioas

-TIUIfer IlUdears aDd IIItiYeIlUdenU IbouId be UI\nd of
equitable IIaIIDeDt by acb teDior col" aDd UIliwDly.

- StudeIa IbouIclbe eDCOUI'aI"d to 8dftaCIe .. far Ibroughthe
edllc:atioDlltyIIeiDu cbey are able.

-Students IbouIclDCIt have to repeIl ClCIUI'IeWcMk 1hey bPe
CDIlpleled satiIfaaorIy at • axnmUDiqr college.

-The Commonwallb IbouId haw: a cobereDl utewide policy
on transfer Ibal encowaaes CODliDuma coapeI3liDn aDdcan be.,,'!ned over time.

~ joiat CommiUee OIl Transfer SCucIc:Dls~ recxxn­
mends • lIalewide policy 10 facilaze uansfer between stale·
supported conmunky eaUegesand aenior coDep and unlYersi­
ties. 1be Commi1leea1Io recamn:teDd:s a ICries of impIemc:nr.a.
lioD mc::uures DeCleSIItY 10 effea Ibis policy.

This policy - c:oasiIlmI of a let of modal poposaII- can
make a realdiffermce. Anything less will probably DOtac:hieve
1be pi of making uansfer bcdl easyacl JUUdDe. 1k pAky
requires cbanae by commualy colleges and teDior iN' ;oaioN.
It also requires commllmcnl by beth to axnmoo goals on behalf
ofltUdeDts and eduatioa. h requires a arons ICnIe of mUlUa1
CODCaD and tn.J-..

1Nra00UCI1ON----------------------------------
Vsrginia's syaemor plblic: ooUeges melun~ his ex-
tended hp educalion throughoutthe Commcawcaltb from
Eastern Shore 10 BiS Stooe CApand from Pairfu: to Southside.
The system gives ItUdencs readyaccess to col. aDdeoabIes
them to c:bclo5e from amongmmy two- and fou!'-yar iDIliN­
lions. The Commonwealth hasaated a remarkable syIIem
intended to provide an educ:aIed and responsible dIiZt:DryaDd
well-nined professiooab.

For Vsrpia 10 achievelbae p1s fully, apeciaIIy in a time 01
finandaI~. me syaemmua funaioD .. eftideDIlyaDd
effectively as possible. 1bi5 means imtitutioas~ work
toaether in pannersbips for the beDefa 0I1lUdeDLs. Tbe Ccm­
mission on the UniYcrsity 01abe 21st ceatwy believed Ibal
coopenlion amaas insUtutions is esaenIial. -We cumot place
too much emphasis upon Ihe imponaDce 01c:oopetalioD,. Ibe
Commissionwrote.

Some students begin eoUege at a community c:oIIqe and
IUbsequcntly transfer to a eenior collese or uni1lasity to achieve
their educ::a&ionaJ aspirations. Thesestudems mua be .....-eel 01
fair aa:ess to a four-year cducalionand reuonabIe aedil
toward a bachelor's degree for lbeir CIOIDmunlly coIIeF CXJUneI

aDd program. Transfer sbould be easY IDd orderly. AccoRIiDI
to the Commission on the UniverUy of the 21st CeDtwy, "It
should be made as easyas possible for pduaaes d comnnmlty
c::oIleges to transfer to aeoior instilulioDs and setfuR aedit for
the work they ba'¥e done.·

Transfer is also a mauer of nalionaI inrerest. Tbe American
Council on Eciuc:atioa tee:entIy issued a major policy IIaleIDeDI ­
Settin& tbf: Natjogal A@mda' Academic As;bjc\tcmcnt and
]iamW. The ACE beliew!s that qualifted COIIImu9y<oUese
students should be able to -transfer easily and IOUtineIy- to
aenior coUege.s and universities. •America's community cDIeges
in prtic:uIar embody our hopes for die fuNre. For miDioas of
sudents, they are the entry point to tughereduc:atiaa IDd Ibus
serve u the avenue to intellectual and CC'ODCJrDk 1ft'Wlh. r.ry
to senior colleges or universities by community coIIeF~
Le., transfer, is central to tbe n:alizaUoD d equal cppclI'tImtly in
education.•

This goal of smooch and orderly nnsfer hasnot beeD fully
achieved, even lhouBh a number of c:ommunly caUegea IDd
senior in5litutions havc worked together dil.igeDtly. Tbere are
still imponant issues to resolve regarding, for example, transfer
of credits, inconsistency in the conumt of presumably similar
courses, incomplete transfer guides, the absence or IDadequacy
of articulation agreements, and ineffeaiVe CCIIIIIIUDic:atioD
between senior instnations and community coIletres.

Ideally, SlUdentsshould be able to~ tbroush VqiDia'.
public educatioDsyQemas if a were a cootinuum, raIber tbm a
system of distinct I~ls or scpara1e 1Iap.

TheJoint Committee on Transfer Srodents was established by
the Slate: Cgyndl Q(' Highet Ed~ion iIDd 1bc sw.e 1kMld for
~unity ColJeses in October 1990. The memberltUp
includes faculty and administratM= representatives from bach
community coUcses and senior institutions, 1IIitb sWr support
from the Virginia Community College: Sysaem and the swe
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STA1E POIlCY ON TRANSFER
bJIJo,sed by SI4Ie Boardlor Community Colleges Nwember 21, 1991
Endorsed by StIJUa.,.gt t:fHigher~ Deam&ber10, 1991

provide reasonable access to community<Ollege graduates who
meet the typical admissions criteria of a given institution.
SCUdent performance in a transfer-degree program is a suong
indicator of success in senior institutions and. therefore. should
count heavily in the evaluation of transfer appl icants.

D. Transfer admissions priority should be given to srudents who
have compleled a tnnsfer degree over those who have not.

E. Admission to a given institution does not guarantee admis­
sion to particular degree-granting programs. majors. minors, or
fields of concentr:llion. Nevertheless. every baccalaureate
degree program should provide~ ~ble avenues for
admission of transfer students.

F. Admission to specifICprograms, majors. minors, and fields of
concentration may require. for eDmple, a minimum grade point
average and specific prerequisite courses. Such requirements
should be applied equally to native and transfer students.

C. Each student who satisfaaorily completes a transfer-degree
program at a c:ommunity college in Virginia should be assured
the opportunity to transfer to a state-supported baccalaurea1e
institution.z It is the responsibility of all senior institutions to

1. ADMISSlONS ------------ _

A. senior institutions have authoray over admissions decisions
to their institutions and to programs within their institutions.
However. each senior institution should have a polK=)', ap­
proved by appropriate institutional parties and .eviewed
regularly. on admission of transfer students.

B. This policy should be based upon sound jnformation about
performance of transfer stUderJts at the institution and should be
consistent from year to year. It should address matters such as
the number of virginia communrty-college transfer students1

who will be offered admission. whether students from the local
area are given preference, and whether preference is given to
students who have been awarded a transfer a.ssoc:iatedegree or
to those who have completed the transfer module (see Section
III for a clesaiption of the transfer module).

D. Where stUdenLS mUst satisfy additional general«luc:ation
requirements - credits in upper4ivision general education or
foreign languages required of native srudents, for example ­
senior institutions should publish suchrequirements.

E. Some occupational-technical programs (the Associate of
Applied Science and the Associate of Applied Arts) have
counterparts in senior institutions (e.g.• nursing. engineering
technology, hotel and restaurant management,). Senior i~.
lions and community colleges should look for ways to fac:ihwe
student uansfer into these programs. Transfer from occupa­
lional-technical programs will continue to be worked out
through articulation agreements or on a case-by<ase basis.

F. Commu."'1ity colleges should counsel carefully thoseoccupa­
tional-technicaJ students who exp-ess an interest in uansfer in
their choice of appropriate courses. And senior institutions
should be well informed about community-college curricula so
that students do not need to retake courses that essentially
repeat courses from the community-college program.

U. ACCEPI'ANCEAND APPUCATION OF CREDIrS------ _

A. It is the intention of the Commonwealth of Virginia that
students who begin cheir work toward the bacc:alaureate degree
by enrolling in transfer programs in community colleges will
have this work recognized as legitimate and equivalent to that
offered at senior instilUlions.

B. Articulation between community colleges and senior institu­
tions is a reciprocal process. Community colleges have the
responsibility of ensuring that their programs and courses are
equivalent to those offered at senior insliNtions, and senior
institutions have an obligation to recognize such work as
equivalent, once the two patties have determined equivalency.

C. Students who have earned an associate degreebased upon a
bac:calaureate-oriented sequence of courses should be consid­
ered to have met lower-divisiongeneral-education MqUirements
of senior institUtions.s These student$ will be considered to
have attained junior standing (typically defmed by aedits
completed at the senior institution). It may, however, take
U2n5fer stUdents longer than two years to complete the bacca­
laureate because of prerequisites in the major or other require­
ments or circumstances.

fulfdled many of their seneraJ-education requiremen15, and
b) relieVing them of the need to revieW student traMC:ripts on a
course-by<ourse basis.

D. The transfer module. identifJCd in the appendix, presents
such a mechanism. In essence, the transfer module is a
coherent set of courses that forms the foundation of. solid
liberal education for college students' and assures stUdents that
a core of courses will transfer. Although the module may not
satisfy all general-education requirernenrs at a senior institution,
the institution should guarantee at a minimum that it wiD accept
these courses and that they will apply toward meeting generaI­
education requirements.

m.11lANSFER MODUlE --------------------------------
A. Although community colleges typically recommend that
students complete the associate degree prior to transfer, many
students choose to transfer before graduating.

B. It would be benefICial, therefore, to adopt a mechanism that
a) provides a recommended program of srudy for students who
begin at community colleges without a clear sense of their
future educational goals. b) assists students in planning a
rigorous and well-rounded program of stUdy prior to transfer,
and c) provides them with certain guarantees about the accept­
ability of the courses in this program of study. 4

C. .At the same time. chis mechanism could help senior institu.
tions by a) presenting to them transfer applicants who had
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a) they are ~oped and maiNaiDecl mutually between
'epe:w.nrativesfrom COIIlftUbity ccUep aDd lenior
iDIliaaions,
b) they are widely difrminarect mel darly ttared,
c) !bey spell out clearly what, If anyd1ing, is guaranteed to
1tUdeDLs,
cO both pafties abideby them, and
e) community coUqes and leIlior institUUoDs inform one
another promptlywhenever they c:hanse prosram or degree
requirements. In-tmlions ahouId abide by lbeir original
agaeaUelllS long eoougb for uansfer audems to adjust to me
changes.

and pbannacy - may determine thai the lraDlfer module is DOt
aJn81UeDtwith their Iower-division requtremears. In aucb
cues, theseICbools or colleges sboukl sip seneraI uticUlation
qreemenas with the Varginia Ccmmunky CollegeSystem that
epedfy a more appropria1e lower-dMsion smeraJ·educarion
prosn.m of 1lUdy. If the professional IChooIdoes not pJblisb
specific crkeria and does not erur intO an agreement with the
eommunity colleges, then me uansfer modulewill applyand be
bonored by rbaIe Kbools.

H. Community-edlege IIUdeDLs fulfilling the module wkh satis­
factory performance will be a:rtifiecl by the Vccs as having
compI«ed the module. Tha will assure Ihem that they will
receive 35 credits at any aare-supported eenior inIliaJlion to
wbicb they have been admiUed. 5aJdrms are not required10
complete the auociare degree to have their tranSfer module
accepecl..

B. Articulation asreemetlU belween axDIIIUDity c:oUeaes and
lenior inSIaaions and their individualposr.uns are beneflCial to
IllJdeDt transfer aDd should be eocouraaecL Anic.uIation
.,reemeaa work only f

C. ConsiIImt with current praaice,l1l.mcx iDItiNtiom should
publish a transfer guideannually. Transfer SUides are the most
imporwlt meIhod by which baa:alaureaae-bound students can
plan lID appropriale prosram of IIUdy at a community college.
Transferguides work besr f

a) the iDformation co transferability of credit is current,
b) the informalion aDd formatare consiIlcDt among senior
iDIliaAions,
c) theyare easily availableto .... 1'acuIty, and counselors.
cO pogram-epedfte requiremeDII ate available irJ1be SUides.
and
e) they are provided prior to fall reptration.

D. The cunent transferguides do DOl make UIe or available
technOlogy for the effICient vansmillion of information.
1berefore, the stale should alablish an on-line eIec:Ircftic
dalabue in an inlaac:tive formatthat Ulills prospective trID5fer
ItUCknts in making course leleaions in sucha way as to
maximize transferable aedits 10 the lenior iDItitUlioDs.

2) Community colleges should aeate opportUnities for
INdents who have uansferrecl from their college to meet with
current .students who are considering transferring.

~ Community-college counselors should meet • leasteeee a
year wlh key transfer decaion-makers from senior institutioos
to clisc:uss programchanges. (For example, the usoc:iate
dean of the business school who handles all transfer SlUdems
would discuss changes. if any. in program requirements
needed to traDsfer to the busine$s school of that instkutioa.)

3) Senior inslNions should provide periodicadvising
le$5ions to pocential uansfer studenI.s p-ior to the time they
transfer.

5) Counselors and faculty at c.ommunty colleges who advise
INdents on transfer should meet periodic:aJly to discuss issues
such as program changes.

6) Transfer decision-makers at senior colleges and uni\oersities
should meet periodically with the faculty in their institutions
who advise studentson transfer to update them OIl poeaible
chanses·

7) Senior colleges and universities shoukl provide ItUdents
who transfer wllh a formal evaluation of their transfercredir.s
prior 10 their initial regislralion.

E. AJI courses mWll be completed wkhin the VlIJinia Commu­
nity College System. and students must earn a srade of C or
better in each CXMUIe if they wish to transfer the Sel of c:cunes
as a module.

F. Each senior instiwtion abouJd publish the set of courses dlat
it considers equivalent to this module and the ement to which
the moclule satisfIeS its generaJ-educ:alion requiremems. If
oec:essary. senior institutions should specify those courses
beyond the module that students mUSl satWy to havecompleted
the generaJ-educ:alion requirements oflhal iDsritu1ionor ils
individual programs. The senior inslitutioo may have, for
example, adclitionallower-division credit requirements, upper­
division generaleducation requirements. and may also require
demonstraled competency in foreign languages.

G. Someprofessional schools - such as engineeI'iDg, fIDe arts,
IV. COMMl.JNlanONAND INFOItMADON _

A. Community coIJeses and senior insrtutioDs - and state
agencies as well - share an obligation to faciliwe transfer.
Good communication is the single most imponant fattar in
suecessful student transfer aDdart.ic.'uIation. 1berefore, :all panies
should ensure effective communic:alion with one another. Such
mmmunic:a1ion needs to take place ItaIeWidc as weB as Oft a
local or regional buis.

1) Faculty in the same disdplines in communky colleges and
senior institutions should meet periodic:alIy to discuss
common issues.

C. In addition, a person aI eachICbooI or college at the leila
institution. preferably someone within each dan's office,~
be designated as the person with fiDaI aUlhorttyon transferabil­
ity of counes in the major. A process for stUdents 10 appeal
decisions about umsfer of aedJtsIbouId be es&ablished and
well publidzed.

v. ADMlN5l"RAnvE RESPONSIBIUlY fOR TIlANSFER ----------------------
A. One person should be desipted as chief CI'anIfer officer at
each institution or campus.

B. Each senior institution should establish a centrallOUl'Ce of
information on transfer. This dearinghou.se fundion misht be
housed in the admissions office or be aerved by a central
dat2~ th2t on hi!2~ widl!ly on eampus.

of comparablestanding in such areas ascourse~.
registration, access to campus housing, and fananc:iIJ aid.

VI.SERVlCFS FOR TRANSFER mJDENTS --------------------------
Transfer students to senior institutions should have, to the
extent possible, the same opportunities as other native srudenLs
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cbooee as early as possible the senior inldtution and program
into which they would like to transfer. Delays in dneloping
aDd following an appropriate plan or changes in plans(e.g.,
c:banRe in major) may reduce the appIicabUity of transfer aedit
to die desree prosram a IIUdent ultimately .elects.

VD.1'IANSFERsnJDENT aESPONSIBIUJ'IE ------------------------Studentsintending to transfer Deed to take responsibility for
planningtheir course of ItUdy to meet the requiremen15 of the
inslitution(s) to which they desire to transfer. The INdent i5
taponsible for seeking out the iDformalionaDd advk:ethat is
necessary to developsuch a plan. Sluderns are enc:ouraged to

or ceherwi5e enrolled disproport.iorwy in prognms that are
DOt designed to uansfer.

VDI.IONOUI"YSTtJDENrS AND1'ItANSFEJl --- _

In order to ensure that minority SlUdentsare being e:nc:ourased
to pursuedie bachelor's degree, community colleges should
determine whether minority students are being C.'OUDSeled into

llJ'ate how these data are being used in their annual reports on
assessment to the Stale Council of Higher Education. In
analyzing the data, community colleges should payparticular
aaention to the performance, retention, and graduation J21esof
students by race.

C. Ukewise, senior institutions should crack the subeequent
progress to the baccalaureate of transfer 5tUdents by race.

B. Community colleges should use these data to improve upon
or confinn the success of their programs and should demon-

IX. 11lACKlNGTRANSFEll STtJDENrS ---------------------------
A. Senior institutions should report communky-col1c:getransfer.
srodent progress to the community colleges in a consislena..
identifaable form. This information should track students for at
least three years or until the student graduates or withdraws
from the 5Cnicr institution, whichever comes rust..

Appendix-- -----

TRANSFER MOOOlE
Students must 5C1eo.from the following courses in order to complete the transfer module. All COUI'3C!Smust be completed wtthin
the Virginia Community College System, and students must earn a grade of C or~r in each course if they wish to nnsfer the
set as a module. This package should be ac:cepable at all senior insr.itutions throughout the state as complete or partial fulfill·
ment of their general-educauon requirements. Senior institutions should specify and publish those courses or distribution
requirements that they consider equivalent to this module.

ENGUSH (6 credit hours)
ENG 111-112: College Composition

HlJMANIT1ES (6 credit hours)
ART 101,102: History and Appreciation of An
MUS 121,122: Music Appreciation
ENG 2-41,242: Survey of American Lkerature
ENG 243,244: Survey "of English Lile:rature
ENG 251,252: Survey of World Literature
HUM 201,202: Survey of Western CUlture
PHI 101,102: Introduction to Philosophy
PHI 211.212: History of 'WesternPhilosophy
Note: Studio courses in the Fine AN are excluded
from the U'ansfer module, but ln2y be acc:epcable at
the institution or the student's choice.

SOCIAL SCIENCE (6 credit hours)
ECO 201.202: Principles of £c.onomic:s
GEO 221,222: Regions of the 'World
PLS 211,212: U. S. Government
PLS 241,242: IntematioaaJ Relations
PSY 201,202: Introduction to Psychology
PSY 231.232: Life Span Human Development
SOC 201,202: Introeluc:tion to Sociology
SOC 211,212: Principles of Anthropology

SOENCE (8 aedit hours in one sequence. including lab)
BIO 101·102: General Biology
BIO 231-232: Human Anatomy and Physiology
<liM 101-102: General Olemisuy
0iM 111·112: Colle~ Olemisuy
OIM 11>-114: University O1emistry (10 Ct. hrs.)
NAS 101·102: Natural Sciences
PHY 101-102: Introduction co Ph\'Sics
PHY 201·202: General College Physics
GOll()5.106: Physical and Historical Geology
Or the combination of GOt 105: PhysicalGeology

with NAS 130: Elements of Astronomy

HISTORY (6 credit hours in one sequence)
HIS 101·102: Hislory of Western CiviliZation
HIS 111-112: HisZory of World CiviJizalion
HIS 121~122: U. S. Hislory

MATIi (3 aedit bours in college-l~ course)'

Tocal aedit hours· 35

(NOT£: Mtmy smiDr-aJlllB~propzms,~BAJ'f'OIN"'S,
NIJUi~""'"10 &Me CClII'S8SM~~ in "fomtrn
~. .Allbawgbfornp~as... ftDI irtdIMMtI in 1M 1IWf'U/~

~ SIWJevs sboIWJ blrpaIbIN"~~ inJ1'flMlNliDn
for tnnuf.,J
Fooaloees
1 All r'efer'tIrIUS 10COI9Smunity~ also I6pply to 1&b1lTdBJMtd
ColIIp IImdussIIMMnts.

2- Tnmsf.~ tIN tIMAIsoc'iatoIof.Arts (AJtJ, ..~ of
~ (ASJ, MIdIM~ofArts """~ (AA.&SJ.

3 Dis~ is~ '9O'S tldcptioftoflN..w.J r__5--1
("Gtnwral~ tmdAdditiorual~for~
~.) IIIiIb rapea to IN A.A., .As., II'NJAJt.&S. ..... by IN
Vi.pia~CGlMr~.

'" Tnmsj~~ ..,J1I'M'W'".A.AS. Mr-JWOI'I'M't UJOIIl4~
~,/roM Jucb• tN«b.:zninft.~ III..sIIMIInlse..fIQ
fumvd op'ianj""czmabiniJolgoc~-I4dmi&4J~""
"1IMSf1!'f~gertl!Nl~ ~ ofc::DIm&J·

5 7b« nuftlblf-ofCfl'fllliI.s Mad distribw.tiorlNilf"imurm .....~
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STATE COUNCIL OF HiGHER EDUCATION AND
THE VlRGINlA COMMUNITY COLLEGE SYSTE~f

TRANSFER MODULE

Students must selectftom the followiDg courses in order to complete "lbe trGDSie:i module. All courses must be
completedwithin theVargiDia Communityeonege Systan, and students must cam 2 grade of C or better in each
courseifthey wishto traDsfcr the setas a module. Thispackage should be acceptable at all SCDior institutioDS
tJuouPout the Slate as complete or panial frdfiJlmcnt oftbcir pocral education requiremeDts. Seaior iDstitutions
sbouId specifyaDd publish those courses ordist:ributioD requi.rements that theyconsider equivalCDt to this module.

ENGUSB (6 aedit hours)
ENG 111-112: CoIJeF Caupcllitial

BUMANlTIIS (6 aedit boars)
ART 101, 102: ftisIa:y ad.Appnl;iDm orArt
MUS 121, 122: Musie .AppnI;iDm
ENG241, 242: Sum:y of AmericIaLitaatun:
ENG 243,244: Saney off.DBlUb LitIntare
ENG 251. 2S2: laneyofWadcl Literature
HUM201, 202: Saney ofWatan CaJtme
PHI 101. 102: IJdmduetiClll to~
PHI 211.212: HiItaIyofWat.cm~
Note: S&11dio c:aaneI ill tileFiDe Alta -.e adaded
fram the traIfcr mocIuIc, batmaybe8CCCpDbir at
the iDstilUtiall oCtile ItIId=tI cboice.

SOCIAL SCIENCE (6 credit baan)
ECO 201. 202: PriDcipJe oCEfmmrics
GE02.21.122: RePmoftbeWadcl
PLS211,112: U.S. Go'iflbUDW1
PLS 241, 242: IDtcrD.aiaaaI ReJaticm
psy 201.202: IIdrocluc:IilID to~
PSY231.232: LifeSpIll HumIIl~
SOC201, 202: IIdroducticlIl to Soc:1olaIY
SOC211. 212: PriDcipIes ofADdIIopoIccy

scmNC& (I cndit haan ill CIIIeJeqUaM:e.~ lab)
BIO 101-102.: GeDcnI BiaIaIY
BlO 231-232: I-.aAI1IJltmy ad Physioiosy
CHM 101·102: o.nl ChaDiIIry
CHM11I·}12: CoIIcF ChaDiIIry
CHM113-114: t1Di1'Cn:ity ChemiIay (10cr. In)
PHY101-102: IIdroducticlIl to Physics
PHY 201-202; GcDenI CoD. Pbysica
GOL 10S-106: Physical adHisCarical GeolosY
Or thecombiDatioa of GOL 105: Pbysic:aI GeoloIY

with NAS 130: £1emeDts of AstraDomy

G-S

BISTOi(\' {.> crait hoon iii (lDC 1CIq1IlC:DCe)
HIS 101-102: HistoryofWcsan Civ'JiDtiOD
HIS 111-112: Histcry ofWm1dCivilizatiClll
HIS 121-122: U.S. History

MATHEMATICS (3:i\:dit~)

M'IH 1S1: Mathematics far LibrDl Arts I
MIH 163: PncaIcu1u.a I
MIH 166: Precalculus with Tria- (S cr.)
MIH 173: Ca1cuIuI with ADIlytic:Geo. (5 cr.)
MIli 115: Cakulus of ODe Variable
M1lI181: FiDitcMatlrnetjc;s I
MTH240: St8tistM:I
M'IH 241: Statistic:I I
MTH 210: Ap}1lied Calc:ulu!
M1H 271: Applied Cak::uIus I
M'IH273: CalculuaI (4 cr.)

..41.JD. JlCCS MTH~ DJ/DWlpriOl'to Fall 1994
MTH 161; CDlhgeAlgehrrJlJlld Trig.
MTH165; ColJqe Algebra
MTH /71; PrecaJerda~1

ToIaI credit IIoan • 35

NOTES: MtzWY"'OI~~ ~ptrfk:altrrly.&f
prort:IIJU. NqUJ~ -.:gir;n: II) taD CClIII'2INor lI'_aRJI.,
=-petaq ill lljiNw1p~ AbltofIgIt""""1MpiIga..
ItOt ittt:lwIaJ i" • tI"aIf' .... IIIIJlMU IIttJtddNpe..
NqlUTCIIIGItS~ inIJNP'II"iIIkIIIp~.

AdtbttOif¢ly. AIPJ}'#iiJor~JII"I'FGU ...6J*lIlc
fftiltlw1uric$ tINi.lCiac:c~ NqIIiNdor ,.ctC tlJtdMJfor
panJCJ4lDr JPIIIjors. Sbu:IDrtt sJadd CQPUIIlI williII~",~
"",.1[" odviMlrIQ -""";-1ZJ1P"OPrit*.....~
~

17w _",beY of~u tzNiriiltrihliotrrwqui~I" rJ.~
... ,tr/lM...by Dt:ba cflDwv-dJvintM,~~
"",,"e~lI~~ eo t;I! klut 8f)~of"" CofuIQrn.JlJldI',
-er truttftltimu lind by tJugaeTal-«thu:tlliOft NqlUNIfWT" for 1M
tnJIU/iIr aI$DCi~ dqr.uof. J1IJ1P1id CoIrurrIurity~Sy#iIM
(TII'* 5.}).
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SCHEVNCCS
GUIDELTh~SFOR THE TRANSFER MODULE

Thetransfer moduleservesas an advising tool for studentswho begin at a community college
without a clearsense of their future educational goals,who are uncertainabout where they will
seekadmission to a baccalaureate program, or who choose to transferwithout completing the
associate degree.

Thosestudents who are clear about their intended majorand choiceofseniorinstitution should
consult with their community collegetransferofficer about the specific requirements for that
major andinstitution, especially as they relateto mathematics and science requirements.

Thetransfer module,found on the reverseside, is a coherentset ofcourses that formsthe
foundation ofa solidliberal educationfor college students. The transfer moduleis not intended
to represent the full set ofgeneraleducation coursesrequired of vees associatedegree
graduates.

A senior institution is considered to bein compliance with the State Policgy on Transfer with .
regardto the transfer module when it:

• accepts the module (35 eredits distributed as specified in the module with a grade of
"C" or higher) as partial or (omplete fulfillment of geDerai education requirements

• publishes transfer module coune equivaleDcies
(publication in catalog and/ortransferguide shOwing specific "transfer module"
courseequillalencies, specifyingwhether each transfermodulecourse is accepted
for general education credit orfor transfer electivecredit, and specifying
remaininggeneraleducationrequirements beyond transfermodulecourses}

The State Polic.Y on Transfer also allows professional schools (J.g., engineering, fine arts,
pharmacy) to detenDine whether the transfer module is congruent with lower-division
requirements. Ifthe module is not congruent, the professional school may negotiate a separate
articulation agreementwith the vecs indicating how a more appropriate lower-division general
educationprogram maybe fonowedbyprospective transferstudents.

vees institutions willcertify those students completing the transfermodule and print the
certification on the student's permanent record card andtranscripts. The certification will signify
that 3S credits have beencompleted fromwithin the transfer module distribution categoriesand
coursesoutlined in the State Policyon Transfer, that all courseshavebeencompletedwithin the
vees, and that all required transfermodule courseshave been completed with a grade of-e" or
better.

5/16/94
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AppendixH

Data on Minority Participation in Higher Education

This appendix contains data tables illustrating minority participation in
higher education in Virginia. These tables illustrate the following:

Table 1 - Enrollment changes atVirginia public colleges and universities from 1984 to1993

Table 2 - Number and percentage of first-time freshmen students as a percentage of previous
spring high school graduates by race, 1984 to 1993

Table 3 - Graduation rates for first-time entering college students in1983 and 1985

Table 4 - Number and percentage of first-time graduate and firstprofessional students at Virginia
public institutions, 1988-1993

Table 5 - Number and percentage of doctoral degrees awarded by race by Virginia public
institutions, 1985..1993

Table &.. Administrative and instructional faculty employment at Virginia institutions by race,
and tenured and non-tenured faculty employment by race from FY 1990 to FY 1994

The time periods for each of these data tables vary somewhat due to the
availability of certain data over time. However, collectively these data indicate an
ongoing need for continued efforts to promote equal educational opportunity in
higher education in Virginia, as indicated in Chapter VI of this report.

Table 1

Comparison of Enrollment changes at Virginia Public Colleges and
Universities from 1984 to 1993

This table (pages H-2 through H-6) contains data to support enrollment trends at Virginia public
colleges and universities. Specifically, the number of African-American students going on to
higher education in terms of fall headcount has increased over thepast ten years although the
proportion of these students in the overall student population is less than it was ten years ago.
The term African-American refers to black students.

In this table, traditionally white public Institutions include Christopher Newport College,
Clinch Valley College, College of William and Mary, George Mason University, James Madison
University, Longwood College, Mary Washington College, Old Dominion University, Radford
University, University of Virginia, Virginia Commonwealth University, Virginia Military Institute,
and Virginia pOlytecnnlc Institute ana State univerSity. Traditionally black public Institutions
include Norfolk State University and Virginia State University.
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Table 1

Comparison of Enrollment Changes at Virginia Public Colleges
and Universities 1984 to 1993

BlackStudents 452 10.65 637 13.45
All Minority Students 531 12.51 862 18.20
WhiteStudents 3715 87.49 3875 81.80
All Students 4246 100.00 4737 100.00
BlackStudents 22 2.47 52 3.27
All Minority Students 40 4.49 70 4.40
WhiteStudents 851 95.51 1520 95.60
All Students 891 100.00 1590 100.00
BlackStudents 271 4.19 511 6.90
AllMinority Students 429 6.63 1023 13.82
WhiteStudents 6042 93.37 6379 86.18
All Students 6471 100.00 7402 100.00
BlackStudents 569 3.79 1237 6.03
All Minority Students 1631 10.86 4488 21.87
WhiteStudents 13382 89.14 16036 78.13
All Students 15013 100.00 20524 100.00
Black Students 591 5.90 843 7.40
All Minority Students 701 7.00 1330 11.68
WhiteStudents 9307 93.00 10061 88.32
AllStudents 10008 100.00 11391 100.00
BlackStudents 214 7.90 280 8.24
All Minority Students 240 8.86 355 10.44
WhiteStudents 2469 91.14 3044 89.56
All Students 2709 100.00 3399 100.00
BlackStudents 125 4.16 158 4.21
AI Minority Students 194 6.39 338 9.00
WhiteStudents 2843 93.61 3418 91.00
All Students 3037 100.00 3756 100.00
Black Students 6202 89.64 7139 83.47
All Minority Students 6231- 90.06 7302 85.37
White Students 68a 9.94 1251 14.63
AllStudents 6919 100.00 8553 100.00
Black Students 1463 9.60 2008 12.98
AllMinority Students 2059 13.51 3165 20.46
White Students 131n 86.49 12304 79.54
All Students 15236 100.00 15469 100.00

George Maaon

College of William and
Mary

Clinch Valley

Longwood

Jamea Madison

Old Dominion

Mary Wa.hlngton

Norfolk State

Percentage of Percentage of
Fall 1984 1984 Total Fa1l1993 1993 Total

Heac:tcount Student Headcount Student
Colleae or University Student CIM8lflcation· Enrollment Population Enrollment Population

tP.Ui.tIC:.Y_]nlliiitiii~~}rf}}tt{}N}~tft?tII~rrfff}:t}((}}/)}})}(tIttUI1I:?t::::U~:ff~:?JtJt}t:~:::t:rt}:t~::rtr:~}tt:t~{::t}:::r~~:r}:t/t/t(~}f}

Chri.opher~rt

·Studentclassifications do not Include students whoarecJassified as non-resident aliens (foreign students). Minority students
include black. American Indian/Alaskan Native, Asian, and Hispanic non-black students. Other racestudents include American
Indian/Alaskan Native, Asian, Hispanic non-black, andwhitestudents. The"All Student" classification includes allminority
students andwhitestudents.
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Table 1
(Continued)

Comparison of Enrollment Changes at Virginia Public Colleges
and Universities 1984 to 1993

Percentageot Percentage of
Fall 1884 1884 TotIIl Fall 1183 1113 Total

HeMScount Student HeadcoUnt Student
College or University Student CIa88IfIc8tIon Enrollment Populdon Enrollment Popt,IIIItIon
Radford BlackStudents 185 2.73 307 3.29

All Minority Students 295 4.35 617 6.61
WhiteStudents 6485 95.65 8718 93.39
All Students 6780 100.00 9335 100.00

Unlver.aty of Virginia BlackStudents 1158 6.90 1908 9.22
All MinorityStudents 1618 9.64 3544 17.13
WhiteStudents 15158 90.36 17140 82.87
All Students 16776 100.00 20684 100.00

Virginia Commonwelllh BlackStudents 2877 14.67 3283 15.35
AU MinorityStudents 3525 17.97 4738 22.15
WhiteStudents 16091 82.03 16649 77.85
All Students 19616 100.00 21387 100.00

Virginia MNltaryInatltute BlackStudents 76 5.77 86 7.43
AllMinorityStudents 124 9.42 162 13.99
WhiteStudents 1193 90.58 996 86.01
All Students 1317 100.00 1158 100.00

VIrginia Polytechnic BlackStudents 994 4.42 1305 5.30
In8tltute All Minority Students 1765 7.86 3245 13.17

WhiteStudents 20699 92.14 21394 86.83
All Students 22464 100.00 24639 100.00

Virgin" State BlackStudents 3527 88.29 3569 90.13
All Minority Students 3557 89.04 3610 91.16
WhiteStudents 438 10.96 350 8.84
All Students 3995 100.00 3960 100.00

iPUtiiE:.1Iii~~~lt(dt;~~r)i~~Imtf)jtt~j~i~j~~t{(t~irttt~}(f\\tMtt1~nitttt:t~:Kt\~ittJnil~\tt~Hj~~Jj~:tj~~~j~~ftj~:~}jHtrr~tj~\§j~trwlt:rr~;:gtgl~;tm~;~w

Blue Ridge BlackStudents 47 2.33 65 2.47
AllMinority Students 65 3.23 98 3.73
WhiteStudents 1950 96.77 2530 96.27
All Students 2015 100.00 2628 100.00

Central Virginia BlackStudents 418 11.73 530 13.65
All Minority Students 450 12.63 566 14.58
WhiteStudents 3113 87.37 3317 85.42
All Students 3563 100.00 3883 100.00

Dabney S. Lancaster BlackStudents rt 6.35 98 6.58
All Minority Students 82 6.76 110 7.39
WhiteStudents 1131 93.24 1379 92.61
All Students 1213 100.00 1489 100.00

Danville BlackStudents 370 18.40 855 24.24
AllMinority Students 383 19.05 883 25.04
White StuOents 1525 80.95 2644 74.96

All Students 2011 100.00 3527 100.00
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Table 1
(Continued)

Comparison of Enrollment Changes at Virginia Public Colleges
and Universities 1984 to 1993

Percentage of Percentage of
Fall 1984 1984Total Fall 1993 1993 Total

Headcount Student Headcount Student
Colleae or University Student Clasalflcatlon Enrollment Population Enrollment PODulation
Eastern Shore BlackStudents 73 19.36 241 35.29

All Minority Students 73 19.36 246 36.02
WhiteStudents 304 80.64 437 63.96
All Students 3n 100.00 683 100.00

Germanna BlackStudents 152 8.66 222 8.76
All MinorityStudents 173 9.85 300 11.84
WhiteStudents 1583 90.15 2233 88.16
All Students 1756 100.00 2533 100.00

J. Sargeant Reynolds BlackStudents 2344 25.59 2622 27.08
All Minority Students 2530 27.62 2973 30.71
WhiteStudents 6629 72.38 6709 69.29
All Students 9159 100.00 9682 100.00

John Tyler BlackStudents 851 21.81 966 17.74
All Minority Students 930 23.84 1081 19.85
WhiteStudents 2971 75.16 4365 80.15
All Students 3901 100.00 5446 100.00

Lord Fairfax BlackStudents 35 2.09 112 3.79
All Minority Students 40 2.38 154 5.21
WhiteStudents 1638 97.62 2800 94.79
All Students 1678 100.00 2954 100.00

Mountain Empire BlackStudents 43 1.72 30 1.21
All Minority Students 51 2.04 37 1.49
WhiteStudents 2449 97.96 2451 98.51
All Students 2500 100.00 2468 100.00

New River ii:r BlackStudents 105 3.85 162 4.72
All Minority Students 121 4.44 205 5.97
WhiteStudents 2604 95.56 3230 94.03
All Students 2725 100.00 3435 100.00

Northern Virginia BlackStudents 2450 7.80 4252 11.52
All Minority Students 5684 18.10 10810 29.30
WhiteStudents 25713 81.90 26089 70.70
All Students 31397 100.00 36899 100.00

Patrick Henry BlackStudents 178 11.14 418 17.04
All Minority Students 188 11.76 438 17.86
WhiteStudents 1410 88.24 2015 82.14
All Students 1598 100.00 2453 100.00

Paul D. Camp BlackStudents 429 37.18 522 33.79
All Minority Students 436 37.78 540 34.95
WhiteStudents 718 62.22 1005 65.05
All ~tllrlpnt!S 1154 10000 1545 100.00
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Table 1
(Continued)

Comparison ofEnrollment Changes at Virginia Public Colleges
and Universities 1984 to 1998

Percentage of Percentage of
Fall 1984 1184 Tobll Fall 1883 1813Total

Headcount Student Heactcount Student
College or UniversItY Student CI_lfIc8tIon Enrollment PODUlation Enrollment PoDul8llon
Piedmont Virginia BlackStudents 298 8.21 482 11.55

All MinorityStudents 373 10.28 589 14.11
WhiteStudents 3255 89.72 3584 85.89
All Students 3628 100.00 4173 100.00

Rappahannock Black Students 248 18.82 372 20.36
All Minority Studems 281 19.80 398 21.78
WhiteStudents 1057 80.20 1429 78.22
All Students 1318 100.00 1827 100.00

South••Virginia BlackStudents 449 30.67 1287 39.73
All Milortly Students 455 31.08 1313 40.54
White Students 1009 68.92 1926 59.46
All Students 1464 100.00 3239 100.00

Southwe8tVirginia BlackStudents 33 0.94 70 1.61
All Minority Students 46 1.31 90 2.07
White Students 3472 98.69 4268 97.93
All Students 3518 100.00 4358 100.00

ThOlftM Nelson BlackStudents 1504 24.54 2211 28.29
AllMinority Students 1689 27.54 2585 33.07
White Students 4443 7.22 5231 68.93
All Students 6132 100.00 7816 100.00

ndewater Black Students 2113 14.16 2823 16.19
All Minority Students 2839 19.03 4264 24.46
WhiteStudents 12079 80.97 13172 75.54
All Students 14918 100.00 17438 100.00

Virginia Highlands Black Students 25 1.57 57 2.80
All Minority Students 33 2.07 67 3.29
WhiteStudents 1561 97.93 1972 96.71
All Students 1594 100.00 2039 100.00

VirginiaWestern Black Students 4:17 7.31 503 8.11
All Minority Students 460 8.07 629 10.14
WhiteStudents 5243 91.93 5572 89.86
All Students 5703 100.00 6201 100.00

Wytheville BlackStudents 32 2.02 B6 3.44
All Minority Students 38 2.40 97 3.88
WhiteStudents 1546 97.60 2403 96.12
All Students 1584 100.00 2500 100.00

Richard Bland BlackStudents 148 15.85 198 16.71
All Minority Students 172 18.42 254 21.43
WhiteStudents 762 81.58 931 78.57
All Students 934 100.00 1185 100.00
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Table 1
(Continued)

Comparison of Enrollment Changes at Virginia Public Colleges and Universities 1984to 1993

Percentage of Percentage of
Fall 1984 1984 Total Fa1l1993 1993 Total

Headcount Student Headcount Student
Colleae or University Student CI888Iftcation Enrollment PODulation Enronment PODulation

Black Students 18726 13.82 23323 14.76
All MinorityStudents 22940 16.93 34849 22.06
White Students 112538 83.07 123135 77.94
All Students 135478 100.00 157984 100.00

Black Students 12839 12.13 19184 14.71
All MinorityStudents 17572 16.60 28722 22.02
White Students 88268 83.40 101691 77.98
All Students 105840 100.00 130413 100.00

BlackStudents 8997 7.22 12615 8.67
All MinorityStudents 13152 10.56 23937 16.45
White Students 111412 89.44 121534 83.55
All students 124564 100.00 145471 100.00

BlackStudents 9729 89.14 10708 85.58
All Minority,Students 9788 89.68 10912 87.21
WhiteStudents 1126 10.32 1601 12.79
All Other-Race Students 1185 10.86 1805 14.42
All Students 10914 100.00 12513 100.00

fiJI:JmiijijU..itufj'(.W:::::IJ/:::,:,}:}}ttf:::::ttr::rr:fI:f:tr::::)::\\11::::::: :':: "::;:. :':::: ':"t,::::" ::;:::;:;:,:::::,:::,:::,:,:.:::::::::::.:::::::::::i:::{::\\:::::::::'::::::::::::::'::;:::'{:}::;:::::':::':':':::}::}':}:::=:;::;::{?fl/trrr
Black Students 31565 13.08 42507 11.89
All Minority Students 40512 16.79 63576 17.79
White Students 200806 83.21 293810 82.21
All Students 241318 100.00 357386 100.00

Source: -FallHeadcount Enrollment atVirginia's State-Supported Colleges and Universities 1983-1993,· StateCouncil of
HigherEducation for Virginia.
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Table 2

First-Time Freshmen College Entrance by Race 88 a Percentage
of Previous Spring High School Graduation Rates

1984 -1993

This table contains data to support trends in the entrance rates of first-time college
freshmen. Specifically, the number of African-American first time college entrants
has increased since 1978. However, the disparity in the entrance rates of African­
American and white students as reflected as a percentage of highschool graduation
rates has aJso increased since that time. The term African-American refers to black
students.

1978 13,688 51,n4 4,292 20,749 31.40% 40.08% 8.68%
1979 13,885 52,042 4,571 21,376 32.92 41.07 _ 8.15
1980 13,962 51,568 4,547 21,281 32.57 41.27 8.70
1981 13,740 52,330 4,384 21,916 31.91 41.88 9.97
1982 14,598 51,722 4,509 21,438 30.89 41.45 10.56
1983 14,782 49,066 4,594 21,147 31.08 43.10 12.02
1984 13,835 46,615 4,621 22,724 33.40 48.75 15.35
1985 13A31 45,681 4,112 23,439 30.62 51.31 20.69
1986 13,362 47,564 4,127 24,079 30.89 50.62 19.73
1987 13,501 49,763 4,409 24,970 32.66 50.18 17.52
1988 13,575 50,467 4.284 23,615 31.56 46.79 15.23
1989 13,697 49.074 4,279 22,506 31.24 45.86 14.62
1990 12,925 45,207 4,379 21,124 33.88 46.73 12.85
1991 12,634 43,108 4,526 20,n5 35.82 48.19 12.37
1992 11,934 42,873 4,489 20,188 37.62 47.09 9.47
1993 12,381 41,903 4,565 20,601 36.87 49.16 12.29

Source: -The Virginia Higher Education Desegregation Plan Factual Report,· amended by the
Commonwealth of Virginia, June 8, 1987; and SCHEY 88 and Department of Education data
provided by the State Council of Higher Education September 21. 1994.
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Table 3

Graduation Rates for First-Time Freshmen Entering College in 1983 and 1985

This table contains data to support trends in the retention of African-American and other minority undergraduate students, as measured
by graduation rates. Specifically, the retention of African-American and other minority undergraduate students are considerably lower
than that of their white counterparts. For first-time freshmen entering public four-year institutions in 1985, 11 percent of the African­
American students graduated in four years or less compared to 30 percent of other race minority students and 40 percent of white
students. The term African-American refers to black students.

GRADUATION RATES FOR TOTAL FIRST· TIME FRESHMEN ENTERING IN NOTED YEAR

Cohort Grad in < =: 4 year. Grad in < =: 6 veer. Giad in < = 6 yur. O,ad in < = 7 yurt
1983 1986 1983 1986 1983 199& 1983 1996 1983 1986

DOCTORAL II % /I % # % /I % # % II % , % II %
College of Williem &M 1.117 1,146 721 64.6% 90& 70.2°A, 876 78.4% 946 82.6% 901 80.7% 976 86.2% 907 81.2°A, 981 96.6%
George Muon Uililfer.i 1.660 1,484 178 11.6% 144 9.7% 440 28.4% 453 30.6% 663 36.7% 681 39.2% 612 39.6% 631 42.6%
Old Domstion UnivllIrtit 1.733 1.776 241 13.9% 290 16.3°A, 693 34.2% 664 37.4% 717 41.4% 776 43.7°A, 762 44.0% 829 46.7%
Univereity of Virgillie 2.614 2.723 1,961 78.0% 2.112 77.6% 2.190 87.1% 2,426 89.1% 2.226 88.6% 2,476 90.9°A, 2,238 89.0% 2,491 91.6%
V. Ccmmonweatth Uni 1.668 1,796 248 16.0% 293 16.3°A, 636 32.3% 698 33.3% 644 38.8% 720 40.1% 679 41.0% 786 43.7%
VPI & SU 3,866 4,168 1.244 32.3% 1.300 31.2% 2.443 63.4% 2.697 62.3% 2.110 70.3% 2,906 69.7% 2.770 71.8% 2.987 11.1%
TOTAL 12.428 13,092 4.693 31.0% 4.944 37.8°A, 7,077 66.9% 7,683 68.7% 7,761 62.4% 8,433 64.4% 1,968 64.1% 8.704 86.6%

COMPREHENSIVE
Chrietopher Newport U 410 289 44 10.7% 29 10.0% 106 26.6% 74 26.6% 126 30.6% 94 32.6°A, 136 32.9°~ 106 36.7%
Clinch Velley College 194 234 36 18.0% 42 17.9% 67 29.4% 73 31.2% 61 31.4% 80 34.2% 66 33.6% 81 34.6°~
Jamllli Medieon Univ 1,671 1.769 774 46.3% 901 60.9% 1,204 72.1% 1,339 76.6% 1,266 76.9% 1,417 80.1°,4 1,284 76.8% 1,439 91.3%
Longwood Collega 662 766 201 30.8% 293 37.4% 272 41.7% 360 47.6% 291 44.6% 370 49.9% 292 44.8% 371 49.1%Mery W..hingtoll Cota 636 707 310 48.7% 366 60.2% 366 67.6% 419 69.3% 371 68.3% 441 62.4% 376 69.0% 447 83.2%Norfolk Stetlll Univ· 1.424 1,464 108 7.6% 41 2.8% 196 13.1% 142 9.8% 249 17.4% 214 14.1% 274 19.2% 261 18.0%Redford Univerlity 1,493 1.703 406 27.1% 408 24.0% 667 44.7% 194 46.6% 761 61.0% 881 51.7% 798 63.4% 910 63.4%Ve Military lnet 331 310 178 63.8% 170 64.8% 222 67.1% 209 67.4°~ 231 69.8% 217 70.0% 234 70.7% 222 71.6%Virginia State Univ 793 931 49 6.1% 49 6.3% 166 20.9% 168 17.0% 223 28.1% 213 22.9% 236 29.6% 236 26.3%TOTAL 7.604 8.163 2.103 27.7% 2,278 27.9% 3,246 42.7% 3,667 43.8% 3,677 47.0% 3,927 48.2% 3,692 49.8% 4.073 60.0%
TOTAL FOUR· YEAR 20,032 21,246 6,896 33.4% 7,222 34.0% 10,322 51.6°A, 11,260 63.0% 11.328 66.6% 12,360 69.2% 11,660 68.2% 12,777 60.1~

"Norfolk State oouldnot fumilh 1986 oohort inform.tion; eubttituted 1984 oohort

Source: The State Council of Higher Education for Virginia, Research Section, SCHEV J1 Report.
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Graduation Rates for First-Time Freshmen Entering College in 1983 and 1985 (Continued)

GRADUATION RATES FOR OTHER RACE FIRST·TlME FRESHMEN ENTERINGIN NOTED YEAR+

COHORT O,.d in < ... 4 v..,a Grad in < '" 6 v..,. G,ad in < >: 6 y..,a Grad in <. 1 VlNre

1983 1985 1983 1996 1983 1986 1983 1986 1993 1986

DOCTORAL
,

~
, % , % , % , % ,

"
, % , %

College of William &I N 22 38 16 68.2% 26 69.4% 20 90.9% 31 86.1% 21 96.6% 31 88.1% 21 96.6" 31 86.1%

George Mlton Univerti 138 206 12 8.7% 20 9.1% 41 29.7% 71 34.6% 66 39.9% 101 49.0% 84 48.4% 108 62.4%

Old Dominion Univerejt, 82 98 10 18.1" 14 14.3% 30 48.4% 40 ~.8" 33 63.2%. 49 60.0% 36 68.6% 62 63.1%

Univer.ity of Vi,ginia 81 128 68 71.8% 102 81.0% 68 81.6% 112 88.'''' 87 82.7% 116 91.3% 87 82.7% 118 92.1'1'

Va CommonwlNlth UI1I 79 88 11 13.8% 13 16.1% 23 29.1" 33 38."" 29 36.7% 44 61.2'" 29 36.7% 48 66.8%

VPI & SU 111 207 27 24.3'" 43 20.8% 83 68.8'" 117 68.6'" 74 88.7% 131 86.2'" 76 89.6'" 142 88.8%

TOTAL 493 769 133 27.0% 217 28.8" 243 49.3% 404 63.2% 219 68.8'" 477 82.8'" 292 69.2'" 497 86.6"

COMPREHENSIVE
Chr.tophe, Newport U 6 7 1 20.0" 1 14.3% 1 20.0'" 1 14.3" 1 20.0% 1 14.3" 1 20.0" 1 14.3"

Clinoh Valley College 8 3 1 18.7" 0 0.0'" 2 33.3'" 0 0.0" 2 33.3'14 0 0.0'" '2 33.3'" 0 0.0"

Jamea Mad.on Univel 28 39 10 38.6'" 21 63.8% 18 89.2% 30 78.'" 19 73.1% 31 79.6" 19 13.1% 31 79.5"

longwood College 6 23 2 33.3% 3 13.0% 2 33.3'" 8 34.8% 2 33.3% 8 34.8" 2 33.3% 8 34.8'16

Mary W••hington Cou. 20 17 16 76.0% 10 68.8% 18 90.0% 1~ 70.e" 11 86.0% 12 70.8'16 17 86.0% 12 70.6'16

Norfolk St.te Univ' 3 8 0 0.0'" 0 0.0" 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0" 0 0.0%

R.dfo,d Univeraity 28 36 8 23.1% 8 17.1" 12 48.2% 16 42.''16 13 60.0'1' 18 46.7% 14 63.8" 18 46.7%

V. Milit.ry Inathute 16 18 11 73.3% 10 82.6% 12 80.0% 11 88.8')6 12 80.0"" 13 81.3% 12 80.0'16 13 81.3%

V. State Univeraity 3 3 a 0.0" 1 33.3'" 0 0.0% 1 33.3" a 0.0'16 2 68.7% 0 0.0% 2 86.7'16

TQTAl 110 149 46 41.8% 62 34.9'16 83 67.3% 78 62.3% 68 80.0% 83 66.7'16 87 80.9% 83 66.7 "If>

TOTAL FOUR·YEAR 603 lOB 179 29.7% 289 29.8% 308 60.7% 482 63.1" 346 67.2" 680 81.7')6 369 69.6'" 680 83.9%

+ Inoludea Ame,io.n hdian. A.lan, and Hiapanlo .tudenta

GRADUATION RATES FOR BlACK ARST·TIME FRESHMEN ENTERING IN NOTED YEAR

COHORT G,.d in < = ..ye.... Gr.d in < .. 6 v..... Grad in < = 6 y.a,. O,.d in < .. 1 V••r.
1993 1986 1983 1986 1983 1986 1883 1986 1993 1986

DOCTORAL , % , % ,
'"

,
"

, % ,
"

,
"

, %
College of William & N 37 83 1 18.9% 28 44.4% 16 43.2% 41 86.1% 18 48.8'16 46 71.4% 19 61.4" 47 74.6%
George Muon Univeni 106 100 6 6.1'" 2 2.0% 14 13.2'16 16 16.0" 17 16.0% 20 20.0% 22 20.8" 22 22.0%
Old Dominion Univer.' 186 246 16 8.6'16 26 10.2" 49 28.6% 73 29.8'" 62 33.6% 86 36.1% 68 36.7% 94 38.4%
Unive,aity of Virginia 271 207 164 66.8" 122 68.9% 189 89.7% 143 89.1'16 201 74.2% 148 71.6% 204 76.3% 160 72.6%
V. Commonwealth U~i 348 338 41 11.8')6 42 12.4% 93 26.7% 98 28.4% 113 32.6'16 114 33.7% 120 34.6% 124 38.1~
VPI & SU 264 183 32 12.1" 14 7.7% 77 29.2% 47 26.7% 109 41.3% 88 37.2% 113 42.8'lCt 18 41.6%
TOTAL 1,211 1,136 268 21.1"lCt 233 20.6% 438 38.2% 416 38.6% 620 42.9% 481 42.3% 644 44.9% 613 4&.2%

COMPREHENSIVE
Chrittophe, Newport U 41 34 6 12.2% 2 6.9% 12 29.3'16 6 14.7" 14 34.1% 11 32.4" 14 34.1% 14 41.2%
Clinoh Valley College e 7 0 0.0'" 0 0.0% 0 0.0'" 1 14.3% , 18.7% 2 28.8% , 18.'''' 2 28.8%
Jamll. M.dilon Univ... 188 180 44 23.4'14 46 28.1% 103 54.8% 96 51t.•" 118 82.8'" 109 88.1" 123 86."" 113 70.8%
longwood College 68 78 14 24.1% 23 30.3% 22 37.9% 29 39.2% 26 43.1% 30 39.6" 26 43.1" 30 39.6%
Mary Wa.hington Colle 18 14 3 18.7% 4 28.8% 6 27.9'16 8 42.''16 Ii 21.8'" 1 60.0" 6 27.8% 7 60.0'16
Norfolk State Unh,· 1,316 1,383 86 6.0% 36 2.6'M> 141 10.7" 132 '.&" 203 1&."" 201 14.6% 229 17.4" 247 17.9'M>
Rldford Univllr.ity 48 63 3 8.&% 13 24.6% 11 23.9% 22 41.6" 12 28.1" 22 41.6" 13 28.3% 24 46.3%
Va Mllhllry Inathut. 22 21 9 40.9'16 9 42 .•" 11 60.0" 11 62.4% 13 61.1" 11 62.4" 13 69.1'J(, 11 &2.4%
Virginia St.te Univ 784 909 48 8.3'16 41 6.2% 188 21.7% 164 18.•" 223 29.2'" 207 22.8" 236 30.8% 230 26.3%
TOTAL 2,468 2,8&7 192 7.8'16 178 8.7% 411 19.2% 4&6 17.1" 814 26.0% 800 22.8" 868 28.8% 879 26.6%

TOTAL FOUR·YEAR 3,689 3,793 448 12.2" 411 10.8'16 909 24.8% 870 22.9'" 1,134 30.'" 1,081 29.6')6 1.202 32.8" 1.191 31.4%
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Graduation Rates for First-Time Freshmen Entering College in 1983 and 1985 (Continued)

GRADUATION RATES FOR WHITE FIRST·TIME FRESHMEN ENTERING IN NOTED YEARS

COHORT Grid... < = 4 vaara Grad... < = 6 vear. Grad in < .. 6 vear. afld in < '" 7 v.ar.
1983 1986 1983 1985 1983 1995 1983 1985 1983 1996

DOCTORAL II % /I % II % II % II % II 0A, II D,(, , 0,(,

College of WiII~m & M 1.038 1,031 688 66.3'" 747 72.6% 826 79.6% 864 83.8% 846 81.4% 990 96.3% 849 81.8% 893 96.6%
George Muon Univerli 1,263 1,114 160 12.0% 111 10.0°A, 370 29.6% 348 31.2% 466 37.1% 433 38.9% 606 40.4% 472 42.4%
Old Dominion Univer.it 1,460 1,409 213 14.6% 246 17.6°,(, 609 34.9% 643 38.6% 617 42.3% 631 44.8% 666 44.9% 671 47.6%
Univer.ity a. Virginia 2,144 2,366 1,138 91.1% 1,869 79.0% 1,921 99.6% 2,160 90.9% 1,944 90.7% 2,191 92.6°A, 1,962 91.0% 2,204 93.2%
V. Commonwealth Uni 1,230 1,363 196 16.9% 234 17.3% 419 34.0% 461 34.1% 601 40.7% 663 40.9% 629 43.0% 604 44.6%
VPI & SU 3,468 3,769 1,180 34.0% 1,233 32.9% 2,296 66.2% 2,420 64. 4 "A, 2,619 72.6% 2,686 71.6% 2.672 74.2% 2.762 13.2%
TOTAL 10,693 11,030 4,166 39.3% 4,440 40.3% 6.~38 69.9% 6,186 61.6°A, 6,890 66.0% 7,384 66.9% 7,064 66.7% 7,696 68.9%

COMPflEHENSIVE
Chrilltopher Newport U 363 246 38 10.6% 26 10.6% 92 26.3% 69 27.8% 110 30.3% 92 33.6% 120 33.1% 91 37.1%
Clinoh Vallev Colloge 181 224 34 18.8% 42 18.8% 66 30.4% 72 32.1% 58 32.0% 78 34.8% 62 34.3% 79 36.3%
Jame. Madi.on Univor 1,466 1,564 719 49.4°4 633 63.3% 1,082 74.4% 1,211 77.4% 1,128 77.6'" 1.276 81.6% 1,141 78.4% 1.293 82.7%
longwood College 688 657 186 31.6% 261 39.1% 248 42.2% 323 49.2°A, 284 44.9% 332 60.6% 266 46.1% 333 60.7%
Mal)l W..hington Collo 696 674 292 49.0% 340 60.4% 344 67.7% 400 69.3°A> 348 68.4% 421 82.6% 362 69.1% 421 83.4%
Norfolk Stato Univ· 66 49 2 3.6% 4 8.3% 3 5.5°A> 6 10.4% 3 6.6% 7 14.6% 3 6.6% 8 18.7%
R.dford Univertity 1,409 1,693 390 27.7% 387 24.3% 836 45.1% 760 47.1% 727 61.6% 835 62.4% 782 64.1% 862 64.1%
Va Milit.'V Inltitute 299 267 164 63.3% 148 66.4% 196 87.6°,(, 184 68.9% 202 69.9% 190 71.2% 206 70.9% 195 73.0%
Va Stlto Univeraity 16 16 0 0.0% 1 6.3% 0 0.0% 2 12.6% 0 0.0% 3 18.8% 0 0.0% 3 18.8%
TOTAL 4,952 6,288 1,814 36.6% 2,039 38.6% 2,666 63.6% 3.016 67.0% 2,840 67.4% 3,223 80.9% 2,910 68.8% 3,291 62.2%

TOTAL FOUR·YEAR 16,645 16,318 6,979 38.6% 6,478 39.7% 8,993 67.9% 9,801 60.1% 9,730 62.6% 10,807 86.0% 9,914 64.2% 10,887 66.7%

GRADUATION RATES FOR NON·RESIDENT ALIEN FIRST·TIME FRESHMEN ENTERING IN NOTED VEAR+ +

COHORT Grad in < .. 4 ve.r. Grad in < = 6 ye.r. Gr.d in < .. 6 v••,.. Grad in < = 1 yea,.
1983 1986 1983 1986 1983 1986 1993 1986 1983 1996.

DOCTORAL , % II % , % , % , % , % , % #I %
Collago of William & M 20 18 11 66.0% 6 31.3% 16 76.0% 10 62.6% 17 96.0% 10 62.6% 18 90.0% 10 62.6%
Georg. Ma.on Univer.i 63 64 10 19.9% 11 17.2% 16 28.3% 19 29.7% 16 30.2% 27 42.2% 20 37.7'l6 29 46.3%
Old Dominion Univer.it 26 23 2 7.7% 6 21.7% 6 19.2°,(, 8 34.8% 6 19.2% 9 39.1% 6 19.2% 12 62.2%
Univllraity of Virginia 19 26 11 61.1°,(, 19 76.0% 14 71.8°A, 20 80.0% 14 77.8% 21 84.0% 16 83.3% 21 84.0%
Va Commonwe.lth Uni 1 19 0 0.0% 4 21.1% 1 100.0% 8 42.1% 1 100.0% 9 47.4% , 100.0% 9 41.4%
VPI .. SU 13 20 6 38.6% 10 60.0% 8 61.6% 13 86.0% 9 69.2% 16 76.0% 9 89.2% 17 86.0""
TOTAL 131 161 39 29.8% 64 32.3% 68 44.3% 78 46.7% 62 47.3% 91 64.6% 89 61.9% 98 68.7%

COMPREHENSIVE
Oniatopher Newport 1 3 0 0.0% 0 o.0 "A> 0 0.0% 0 0.0'll! 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%
Clinoh V.lley Colloge 1 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 0 0 0.0% 0
J.m.. Madi,on Univer 2 8 1 60.0% 2 33.3°4 1 60.0% 2 33.3% 1 60.0% 2 33.3% 1 60.0% 2 33.3%
Longwood College 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
M.ry Wuhington Colle 2 2 0 0.0% 1 60.0% 1 60.0% 1 60.0% 1 60.0% 1 60.0% 1 60.0% 1 60.0""Norfolk State Univ· 61 17 40 19.4% 2 l1.a DAt 42 82.4% 6 29.4% 42 82.4% 6 36.3% 42 82,4% 6 36.3%
R.dford Univer.ity 12 22 6 60.0% 2 9.1% 9 68.7% 7 31.8% 9 76.0% 8 36.4% 9 76.0% 8 36.4'"V. Milit.ry In.titute 6 6 4 80.0% 3 60.0% 4 80.0% 3 60.0% 4 80.0% 3 60.0% 4 9O.0'l6 3 60.0%V. St.te Univor.itv 10 3 0 O.O°A> 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 33.3% 0 0.0% 1 33.3% 0 0.0% 1 33.3%TOTAL 84 69 61 6O.7°A, 10 16.9% 66 66.7% 19 32.2% 67 67.9% 21 36.6% 67 67.9% 21 36.6%

TOTAL fOUR·YEAR 216 226 90 41.9% 64 29.3% 114 63.0% 97 42.9% 119 66.3% 112 49.6% 126 68.1% 119 62.7%

+ + Non-U.S. oitizen. "Norfolk State Univer.ity could not fumiah 1996 cohort information; .ub.tituted 1984 oooort.



Table 4

Number and Percentage of First-time Graduate and
First Professional Students at Virginia Public Institutions

1988-1993

This table (page H·12 through H..17) contains data to support trends in the number of
students enrolled as graduate or first professional students in Virginia public
institutions. (First professional students refers to students enrolled in professional
programs such as medical school, law school, dental school, etc.). Specifically, the
proportion of students enrolled in 1993 as graduate or first professional students who
are African..American has increased only marginally over the past few years and is not
reflective of the overall population. The term African-American refers to black students.

In this table, traditionally white public institutions include Christopher Newport
College, Clinch Valley College, College of William and Mary, George Mason University,
James Madison University, Longwood College. Mary Washington College, Old
Dominion University, Radford University, University of Virginia, Virginia Commonwealth
University, and Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University. Traditionally black
public institutions include Norfolk State University and Virginia State University.

Percentages may not total 100 percent due to rounding.

H-ll
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Table 4

Number and Percentage of First-Time Graduate and Professional Students ofVirginia Public Institutions by Race
1988-1993

1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993

Institution Race # % #I % , % , % #I % 41 %

Cl'irlstopher Black NtA NtA NtA NIA NIA NtA 0 0 1 5.88% 0 0.00%
Newport American Indian NtA NtA NtA NtA NtA NtA 0 0 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
Uriverslty Asian NtA NtA NtA NtA NtA NtA 0 0 2 11.76% 0 0.00%

Hispanic NtA NtA NtA NtA N/A NtA 0 0 0 0.00% ° 0,00%
White N/A NtA NtA NtA N/A NtA 11 100.00% 14 82.35% 4 100.00%
Non-Resident Alien NtA NIA NtA NIA NIA NtA 0 0 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
TOTAL N/A NtA NtA NtA N/A N/A 11 100.00% 17 100.00% 4 HX1OO%

It: ~

CClilegeof Black 39 5.96% 29 4.41% 33 4.69% 43 6,20% 51 7.30% 4S 6.66%
William and American Indian 2 0.31% 2 0.30% 0 0.00% 2 0.29% 4 0.57% 1 0.15%
Mary Asian 14 2.14% 12 1.83% 9 1.28% 16 2,31% 14 2.00% 18 2.66%

Hispanic 4 0.61% 10 1.52% 5 0.71% 5 0.72% 9 1.29% 7 1.04%
White 574 87.77% 573 87.21% 630 89.62% 589 84.87% 599 85.69% 575 85.06%
Non-Resident Allen 21 3.21% 31 4.72% 26 3.70% 39 5.62% 22 3.15% 30 4.44%
TOTAL 654 100.00% 657 l00.(Xl% 703 100.00% 694 lCX100% 699 100.00% 676 HX1OO%

::::<::::. -_2tlliI".1IBB__ 0Gt ~
GEorge Mason Black 60 4.12% 51 3.40% 83 4.56% 82 4.54% 81 4.29% 94 4.81%
University American Indian 6 0.41% 4 0.27% 2 0.11% 8 0.44% 2 0,11% 4 0.20%

Asian 50 3.43% 61 4.06% 72 3.96% 76 4.20% 107 5.66% 133 6.81%
Hispanic 20 1.37% 31 2.06% 45 2.47% 58 3.21% 49 2.59% 51 2.61%
White 1242 85.30% 1264 84.15% 1506 82.79% 1472 81.42% 1526 80.74% 1555 79.58%
Non-Resident Allen 78 5.36% 91 6.06% 111 6.10% 112 6,19% 125 6.61% 117 5.99%
TOTAL 1456 100.00% 1502 HX1OO% 1819 100.00% 1808 100.00% 1890 100.00% 1954 100.00%



Table 4 (continued)

Nunber and Percentage of First-Time Graduate and Professional Students ofVirginia Public Institutions by Race
1988-1993

Instltutton Race "

1988

% "

1989

% "

1990

% #I

1991

% II

1992

% "

1993

%

";:d.
I

I-'
W

James Madison Black 5 2.65% 1 0.58% 4.32% 9 3.26% 9 3.14% 4
University American Indian 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 2 0.7'ZYo 3 1.05% 0

Asian 0 0.00% 2 1.17% 0.36% 0 0.00% 2 O.7f1N, 1
Hispanic 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.36% 4 1.45% 1 0.35% 3
White 181 95.77% 168 98.25% 89.93% 249 90.22% 264 91.99% 266
Non-Resident Allen 3 1.59% 0 0.00% 5.04% 12 4.35% 8 2.79%
TOTAL 189 100.00% 171 UX1(X)% 100.00% 276 100.00% 287 100.00%

Fi:::·:.:-nwm···:··.::.:·:·::·::::·:·':'·:·:·:?··:·m:u··:.
Longwood Black 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 3 10.00% 3.85%
College American Indian 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00%

Asian 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00%
Hispanic 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0.00% 1 3.33% 0.00%
White 1 100.00% 4 100.00% 80.00% 26 86.67% 94.23%
Non-Resident Allen 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 2 20.00% 0 0.00% 1 1.92%
TOTAL 1 l()(100% 4 100.00% 10 100.00% 30 100.00% 52 10100%

Mary waShlngt:::={o"::n:·:::
rB2

•

iaTI
Ck 1 20.00% 1ilim;~= [@1f, 7.69%!@@@~@¥= 0 0.00% 0 M1~~~

College American Indian 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
Asian 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
Hispanic 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
White 3 60.00% 9 90.00% 11 84.62% 16 100.00% 10 lCXlOO% 17 HX1OO%
Non-Resident Allen 1 20.00% 0 0.00% 1 7.69% o· 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
TOTAL 5 100.00% 10 100.00% 13 HXlOO% 16 100.00% 10 lOO.Qf1N, 17 HXlOO%
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Table 4 (continued)

Number and Percentage of First-Time Graduate and Professional Students ofVirginia Public Institutions by Race
1988-1993

1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993

Insltullon Race # % .# % II % 1# % # % 1# %

Norfolk Slate Black 55 50.93% 38 47.50% 46 46.00% 40 39.22% 77 47.53% 103 54.79%
Unwersly American Indian 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 1 1.00% a 0.00% 1 0.62% 0 0.00%

Asian 0 0.00% 3 3.75% 2 2.00% 4 3.92% 2 1.23% 2 1.06%
Hispanic 1 0.93% 1 1.25% 1 1.00% 0 0.00% 3 1.85% 1 0.53%
White 52 48.15% 36 45.00% 4S 45.00% 58 56.86% 79 48.77% 81 43.09%
Non-Resident Alien 0 0.00% 2 2.50% 5 5.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 1 0.53%
TOTAL 108 1(X),OO% 80 100.00% 100 1(X),OO% 102 100.00% 162 ltX100% 188 lCX1OO%

!@:{::: <:>•...:..... ..••.••.. Itlli _gr Iill.Illi _
Old Dominion Black 33 8.66% 26 7.26% 32 7.57% 25 6.98% 33 7.62% 44 9.19%
University American Indian 2 0.52% 1 0.28% 0 0.00% 3 0.84% 2 0.46% 2 0.42%

Asian 7 1.84% 6 1.68% 5 1.18% 8 2.23% 8 1.85% 10 2.09%
Hispanic 1 0.26% 5 1.40% 12 2.84% 3 0.84% 4 0.92% 2 0.42%
White 272 71.39% 257 71.79% 317 74.94% 250 69.83% 329 75.98% 359 74.95%
Non·ResldentAlien 66 17.32% 63 17.60% 57 13.48% 69 19.27% 57 13.16% 62 12.94%

I;::;.::.;.:.: TOTAL 381 1(X1OO% 358 100.00% 423 1CX),00% 358 UX1OO% 433 ltX),OO% 479 100.00%
;>;.:.,.: •.• ::.:::.: ...:........;• .;..... :... : •. :..... .:.::: iliiliit;·::::::··:· • ~-~.lli dill
Radford Black 11 5.19% 12 6.98% 13 4.89% 4 2.05% 9 4.71% 13 4.66%
University American Indian 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 1 0.51% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%

Asian 0 0.00% 3 1.74% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 4 2.09% 4 1.43%
Hispanic 0 0.00% 1 0.58% 1 0.38% 0 0.00% 1 0.52% 2 0.72%
White 189 89.15% 142 82.56% 235 88.35% 181 92.82% 164 85.86% 246 88.17%
Non·Resident Allen 12 5.66% 14 8.14% 17 6.39% 9 4.62% 13 6.81% 14 5.02%
TOTAL 212 lCX100% 172 100.00% 266 100.00% 195 100.00% 191 100.00% 279 HX),OO%



Table 4 (continued)

Number and Percentage of First-Time Graduate and Professional Students ofVirginia Public Institutions by Race
1988-1993

Institution Race "

1988

% "
1989

% "
1990

% "
1991

% "
1992

% "
1993

%

:J::
I......

l...n

Unlversltt of
Virginia

Black
American Indian
Asian
Hispanic
White
Non·Resident Allen

_TOTAL

1281 6.16%1 1261 5.70%1 1221 5.64%1 1211 5.73%1 1071 5.41%1 1281 6.44%
11 0.05%1 11 0.05%1 01 0.00%1 31 0.14%1 51 0.25%1 31 0.15%

381 1.83%1 531 2.40%1 541 2.49%1 731 3.46%1 841 4.24%1 771 3.88%
151 0.72%1 101 0.45%1 161 0.74%1 211 1.00%1 181 0.91%1 241 1.21%

17431 83.92%1 18761 84.85%1 18221 84.16%1 17391 82.42%1 16251 82.11%/ 1583/ 79.67%
1521 7.32%1 1451 6.56%1 1511 6.97%1 1531 7.25%1 1401 7.07%1 1721 8.66%



Table 4 (continued)

Number and Percentage of First-Time Graduate and Professional Students ofVirginia Public Institutions by Race
1988-1993

Institution Race ,
1988

% ~

1989

% II

1990

% #I

1991

% ,
1992

% #I

1993

%

Virginia
State
Unlvenlly

Black
American Indian
Asian

5.38%1 621 71 .26%1 961 71 .64%
),00%1 01 0.00%1 01 0.00%
100%1 01 0.00%1 41 2.99%

Hispanic 100%\ 01 0.00%\ 4\ 2.99%

White 3.08%1 201 22.99%1 301 22.39%

:::r::
I

......
0\

Traditionally
White
Institu~ons

Non-Resident Allen
TOTAL

Black
American Indian
Asian

1.54%1 51'5.75%1 01 0.00%

. 0.00%1 871 10),00%1 1341 100.00%
~

tt~)

5.30%1 4311 4.99%1 4731 5.55%

0.06%1 221 0.25%1 211 0.25%

2.QB%1 2991 3.46%1 3391 3.97%
Hispanic 1.2A%1 1381 1.60%1 1201 1.41%
White

Rn::\%1 7881 Q.l2%1 7251 8.50%

mrYH-1 AAMI lmml 85301 100.00%

~ 2.03%
7 2.36%

01 0.00%
2961 100.00%

1091 36.82%

17~ 58.45%
1 0.34%

61 3.64%1 51 2.65%
Nli 36.36%1 781 41.27%

16,.'11 100.00%1 1891 1CXlOO%

I 7! 1 71~! _ ~l _2.12%
II I J.O I k11 01 0.00%

--t----t----+.__Q-I~! ~7 !l~ 1021 53.97%
II u.o 1% 0 0.00%

White
Non-Resident Allen
TOTAL

Non-Resident Allen
TOTAL

Tradlnonally Black I __ I _ _ _ _ ._,

Black American Indian . ... ,. ,.,....." ...... .....

Institutions Asian _, _ __._,
Hispanic · I f I ........ I • , .. ,. --.... ,
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Table 4 (continued)

Number and Percentage of First-Time Graduate and Professional Students ofVirginia Public Institutions by Race
1988-1993

1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993

Indltutlon Race II % , % II % " % , % II %

All Institutions Black 487 6.44% 432 5.45% 554 6.28% 533 6.03% 646 7.32% 665 7.54%
Amertcan Indian 17 0.22% 14 0.18% 6 0.07% 22 0.25% 22 0.25% 17 0.19%
Asian 183 2.42% 215 2.71% 260 2.95% 303 3.43% 345 3.91% 352 3.99%
Hispanic 67 0.89% 84 1.06% 108 1.22% 138 1.56% 127 1.44% 125 1.42%
White 6125 80.99% 6444 81.30% 7143 80,95% 7044 79.75 6961 78.87% 6893 78.19%
Non-Resident Allen 684 9.04% 737 9.30% 753 8.53% 793 8.98% 725 8.21% 764 8.67%
TOTAL 7.563 1CX1OO% 7,926 100.00% 8.824 100.00% 8.833 100.00% 8.826 10),00% 8,816 HXl.OO%

Source: The StateCouncilof Higher Education for Virginia, SCHEVB8 Historical Dataset. Research Section- ECO OCtober 25. 1994.



Table 5

Percentage of Doctoral Degrees Awarded by Race
by Virginia Public Institutions

1985-1993

This table (pages H-19 through H-24) contains data to support trends in the number of
minority students awarded doctoral degrees by Virginia public institutions. Specificallyr

the number of minority students awarded doctoral degrees has increased over the past
several years although the racial composition of doctoral degree recipients has not
changed significantly during this time.

This table does not include data on degrees earned by students enrolled in
professional programs such as juris doctorates earned by law school graduates and
medical degrees.

Percentages may not total 100 percent due to rounding.
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Table 6

Percentage of Doctoral Degrees Awarded by Race by Virginia Public Institutions, 1985-1993

InltttutIon Race 19'5 1986 "'7 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993

, .,. • .,. • 'I, , 'I, • ... • 'I, • " • .,. , '10

CoIegf 01 WIIkJm Non-Resident 2 5.00'J, A 9.:nw. 3 7.32'1. 6 17.14'1. 1 3.23'1. 7 18.9'2"K. A 10.53'1. 3 5.26% 7 12.96%
a~ Allen

Black, Non- 2 5.00% 2 4.65% 0 O.ll»'. 0 O.~ 2 6.45% 1 2.70% 1 2.63% 3 5.26% 2 3.70'1
HIIponIc

AmerIcan 0 O.OO'J, a a.cm a OlD'l. 0 aOOl 0 a.roN. 0 a.em. 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 1 l.~

InelonlAlaskan
Nattv.

Allan Of Pactftc 0 0.00'1 1 2.33% 0 O,OOJ, 0 o.em 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0,00% 0 0.00% 2 3.10%
IIIander

HIIpanlc, Non· 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 O.oor. 0 O,OOJ, 0 0.00% 0 o.em; 1 2,63% 0 0.00% 0 01D'l.
8bck

White 36 9O.00r. 36 83.72'1. 38 92.681. ~ 82.86'1 28 W.32'I '8 78.38'1 32 84.21% 51 89A7'I 42 11.1ffl.

Total 41 l0000'J, 43 loo.flR 41 loo.flR 35 loo.mr. 31 loo.00r. 37 100.oot 38 l00.cm-. 51 100.00% 54 loo.a:J%

~~~~~t?~~;~~~~;i~ig~~~i~f?tt?~~~~; :)~tit~~~~ttIj~~~~~~~~~/~~~~~t~ ~~}Jt~~~~t~~ ~t~~~~~~~~I~t~t?~ ~~t~t~~~~tt~ l~t~~~~~~tt~~t? ~~~~tt~t~~~~~~~ r~;~~~~t~tf~~~~~~ ~~t~~~i~~t~~~~ ~~~~~t~~~~~~~t~~~~~~~~ t~~~~~~t~~t~~~~ ~~~{~;~~~~~;~t~t~~~~ ~~~~tt~~t~~) ~~~~~t~t~~titt~ ~~~r~~t;~~~~~t~ ~~t~~}~~~~ttI~ ~~~~~~tt~~~~{~~ ~~~t~~~~~~t~~t~~~~~~ :}~;~:~:}~{;~:~ t~{~~~~~~it~~~~?·
Geofgt~ Non·ReIkIent 0 0.001 0 O.oot 0 OJm 0 Ooor. 1 3.67'l. 2 6.67'l. 4 11.761, 8 2O.oor. 10 14,m,
UnlYenty AJIen

Ilack.Non- 0 O~ 0 0.aR. 0 Ooor. 1 456'1 0 O.ooJ. 0 O.mcr. 4 11.16'1 2 5.ooJ. 2 2.86'1
HIIpmIc



Table 5
(Continued)

Percentage of Doctoral Degrees Awarded by Race by Virginia Public Institutions, 1985-1993

1993199219911990198919l1819871911619115Race
-~~-

~nsttutlon

a eLla~. <r;11t %1# %~' ~~" '1.1" '1.1' '1.
VI v.vu"" VI v.vu"" vI v.\JV"" vI 0.00% 01 0.00% rna.em. 11 2.94% 01 0.00% II 1.43%

AsJanOf PacttIc
Islandef

01 0,llJ% 01 0.00% 01 0.00% II 4.55% 31 10.71% 11 3,33% 11 2,94% 31 7.fffl> 01 0.00%

21 2.86%

551 78.57%

01 0.00%

271 67.ffR

01 0.00%

241 70.59%

21 6.67%

251 83.33%

1\ 3.57%

231 82.14%

11 4.55%

191 86.36%

01 0.00%

141 100.00%

01 0.00%

61 HllOO%

01 0,00%

21 100.00%

HispaniC,Non­
Bbck

~.. I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I

Wh"e

::c
I

N
o

Total 21 100.00% 61 100.00% 141 100.00% Z?I 100.00% 281 100.00% ~ 311 100.00% 341 100.00% «)1 100.00% 701 100.00%

Old Doflllnion
Unlverlly

Non-Resident
Allen

4 26.67%1 3 16.75%1 51 26.32%1 81 20.51%1 141 31.82% 211 38.18%/ 11 23.91%1 28 38.~ 25 33.76%

BJfJck, Non­
t:.spanlc

31 2O,l))'{, 0) 0.00% 01 0.00% 21 5.13% 21 4.55% 3[ 5.45% 21 4.35% 11 1.39% 51 6.76%

Amer1eon
Indian/AJoskan
Nattve

01 0.00% 01 0.00% 01 0.00% 01 0.00% 11 2.27% II 1.62% 01 0.00% 01 0.00% 01 0.00%



Table 5
(Continued)

Percentage of Doctoral Degrees Awarded by Race by Virginia Public Institutions, 1986-1993

::t:
I

'"f-'

InstIfutI«\

Old DomInkn
University
(ConHnued)

Roce

AsIm 01 PodfIc
ItImdef

HbpanIc, Non­
Black

White

Total

1985 1986 1987 1918 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993

• -x. • -x. • 'r, , 'l'> , % , % • 'I. • "- • ,.
0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 O.OOJ, 0 Otm. 0 O.OO'X, 1 1.m, 0 0.00% 1 1.39% 0 O.OOJ,

I
2 13.33% 3 18.76% 3 15.79'1, 6 12.8:8. 1 2.27% 3 5.45% I 2.1]'1, 1 1.39'1, 1 1.35%

61 «1.00% to 62.~ 11 57.~ 24 61.54'K, ~ f:NJNI, ~ 47.27% 32 tn.57% 41 56.94% 4S3 58.11%

I
161 100.00% 16 loo.00'f, 19 1OO~ 39 100.00% 44 loo.em 56 teXlOR ~ 100.00% 72 '00.00% 74 100.00%

}~(r{{}I?f???I?lf:t:Ift:ltf:{IIIII{I:t:~trlt~ttt?::~:::~:
Unlve~!t,.01 1:__ I 141 6.33%1 Z31 1O.lOJ.l 271 12.39'l.1 241 10.48%1 331 13.6ft1 291 11.46%1 321 11.00r.1 311 10.65%1 471 14.92%
VIrgInia

3.44%1 41 12n.'Black, Non- 1 71 3.17%1 31 1·38%1 31 1·38%1 51 2.18%1 21 O.&RI 41 1.56%1 131 4A7%1 101
HIIponIc

AmerIcan 1 01 O·OOJ,I °1 0,00'.\;1 01 O~I 01 O.oor.I 01 0Lm.1 01 O.oor.I 01 atm.1 01 OLm.1 01 o.rm
IncIan/Alaskan
Nattve

Alb'! or PoctlIc 1 31 1.36%1 21 0·92'f.1 21 0·92'f.1 '1 0..44'l.1 21 0·83'-'1 21 0.79'l,1 6/ 2.06%1 61 2.06%1 21 0.63%
IIIander
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Table 5
(Continued)

Percentage of Doctoral Degrees Awarded by Race by Virginia Public Institutions, 1985~1993
f--

Instttutkn Race 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 .992 1993

,
" # % , % # % # % , % , % , % It %_.__.

0,44% 1.03% 2 O.t:m:. 3 0,95%University of Hispanic, Non- D 0.00% 1 0.46% 2 0.92% 1 1 0.41% 5 1.98% 3
VlrglnkJ Black
(Con"nued)

White 197 89.14% 188 86.64% 184 64.40% 198 86.46% ~ 64.30% 213 84.19% 237 81.44% 242 83.16% m 82,m,

Totol 221 100.00% 217 100.00% 218 100.00% 229 l00.a:ns 242 100.00% 253 100.00% 291 100.00% 291 100.00% 315 HIJ.OO%

~.,:"{.,:"::::-:":-:::: . .:.:.. :-. .::.':' ::::::.< 1.··:::-:",::: ::-';; ....
::::::::=:: :.;.:«.:.:-:-:.:.;.; :::::::::: .......:--.:.>: <~\>:.::;. ~ (\<)~ ~<{: >. :::: :;;:>:.;. ............. .; ::\:::::::::{ I\:/·:'::{· 1:«:::; 1:::·;:;':'::::<::-,::: ::;:::;::>::-: ::- :.:::.:::::::::::::::::....: .

Virginia Non-Resident 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 5 6.25% <1 3.81% 10 11.~4% 7 6,67% 15 14.29% ~ 16.69% 14 12.39%
Commonwealth Allen
UnlvlKs!ty

Black, Non· 1 1.32% 5 5.56% <1 5.00% 5 4.76% 6 6.74% 5 4.76% 5 4.76% 5 4.67% 6 5.31%
Hispanic

AmlKlcon a 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 000% 0 000% 0 o.oor, 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 0 0.00%
IndlanlAlaskan
NatIve

AsJonOf Pacltlc 11 5.26% 3 3.33% 0 0.00% 3 2.86% 0 0.00% 1 0.95% 2 1.~ 3 2.00% 0 O.llJ%Winder

Hispanic, Non- a a.llJ% 0 0.00% 1 1.25% 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 3 2.86% 0 0.llJ% 0 0.00% I 0.88%
Block
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Table 5
(Continued)

Percentage of Doctoral Degrees Awarded by Race by Virginia Public Institutions, 1985-1993

Instftutlor Race 1985 1986 19'7 1981 1919 1990 1991 1992 1993

, ... , ... , % , 'r. • % • 'r. • ... • ... • ...
VIrginia White 71 93A2'J. 82 91.11% 70 87.m 93 68.Sn. 73 82.02'J. 89 84.76% 83 79JXj'r. 79 73.83% 92 81.0.

Commonwedth
Unlvenlty
(Conttnued)

Total 76 loo.ClR co 100.IDl, eo 100.em!. 105 loo.ClR 89 100.ClR 105 100.00% 105 100.00'1> 107 100.00% 113 IOO.IDf,

f~I~~t~r~~~r(
VIrginia Non-R_dent 70 26.92% fR 25.18% 68 23.05'r. 75 26.13'l. 99 32.6]'1, 83 24.27% 119 35.84% 134 36.61% 120 32.52'1
Porytechnlc AJIen
Instttute and 9ate
Unlvel'ltty

BIacIc,Non· 10 3.85% 7 2.55'r. 11 3.7J'K, 7 2.4ft. 9 2.9]'1, 13 3.M'l. 15 4.52'1 6 2.19'K. 13 3.52'X.
Hllpanlc

Amedcon 0 O.ClR 0 O.OO'J. 0 O.OO'K. 0 OOO'l. 0 O.OO'l. 0 OOO'l. 1 O.:m 0 0.00% 0 OOO'l.
IndIan/Aialkan
NattY.

Allan orPacIlIc 2 0.77% 7 2.55% 1 0.36, 5 1.78 7 2.31% 6 1.75'J. 7 2.11'" 7 1.9J'r. 8 2.1lt.
IIIarMSef

HIIpmIc, Non· 1 O.38'K. 3 1.D9'K. 0 O.OOJ. 3 1.oor. 0 O.<m. 3 O.~ 3 O.~ 1 0.2]'1, 0 O.ro.l
Black

Whtte 177 68.oecr. 168 68.619. 215 72.689. 197 68.64'1 168 62.oor. 237 fR.:m 187 56.33'f, 216 rnJ:ta 228 61.M



Table 5
(Continued)

Percentage of Doctoral Degrees Awarded by Race by Virginia Public Institutions, 1985-1993

199319921991199019891988198719861985Race
I i ----- I

Instttutiol

, '" I' % , % 1/1 % 1# % , % I' % I' % , '"
3421 1(l),(X1.tI 3321 100.00%1 366\ 100,00%

.-.- •....'1.;_.-:-:-:-:-:.:-: ...:.

3691 lCXHXR

19,77%:m18.13%1 1651 21.87%1 2241 24.01%1491081 16.19%1 1171 16.32%1 1581 21.44%

2%1 HX},(XRI 2871 1CXJ.OO%I 3331 100.00%

rol 14.66%1 991 15.33%

2Wl 100.00%1 2741 100.00%Total

Non· Retldent
Allen

AllDoctorol
Instltutlons

Virginia
Polytechnic
Instttute ood ltate
Unlverstty

I~~n~~~}:

::r:
I

N
~

BkIck, Non·
Hispanic

American
InclanlAJatkon
Nottve

231 3,75%

01 0.00%

171 2.63%

01 0.00%

181 2.7fR

01 0.00%

201 2.79%

01 0.00%

211 2.85%

11 0.14%

261 3.16%

11 0.12%

4:)1 4.73%

21 0.24%

29/ 3.11%

01 0.00%

331 3,23%

21 0,20%

AsIanor Pacfftc
Islander

91 1.47%1 131 2.01%1 31 0.45%1 10( 1.39% 121 1.63'1>1 111 1.34% 161 1.69%1 an 2.14% 121 1,17%

Hispanic, Non·
Bbck

31 0.49%1 71 1.08%1 61 0.90%1 101 1.39% 31 0.41%1 161 1.95% 81 0.95%1 41 0.43% 81 0.78%

White 4891 79.64%1 5101 78.95%1 5321 79.76%1 5(£)1 78.10% 5421 73.54%1 6191 75.30% 5951 70.33%1 6561 70.31% 7651 74.85%

Totat 6141 100.00%1 6461 100.00%1 6671 100.00% 7171 100,00% 7371 100.00%1 8221 100.00% B461 100.00%1 9331 100.00%1 10721 100,00%

Source: The SateCouncilof Hi~rEducationfor Virginia,Degrees ConfelT8d Histortcal File, Research Section· ECO November 3, 1994.



Table 6

Admjnistrative and Instructional Faculty, and Tenured and Non­
tenured Faculty Employment at Virginia Institutions by Race

FY 1990 - FY 1994

This table (pages H·26 through H-29) contains data to support trends in the number of
minority faculty employed by Virginia higher education institutions. Specifically, the
percentage of minority instructional. and administrative faculty employed by Virginia
higher education institutions has remained largely unchanged since 1990. In addition,
the percentage of tenured minority faculty has remained unchanged since 1990. All
numbers represent full-time faculty.

Administrative faculty includes those individuals holding faculty rank whose major
assignment (50 percent or more of the individual's time) is administration or
management. These individuals hold titles such as dean of instruction; dean of faculty;
dean of students; vice president of Business, Academic Affairs, Student Affairs, or
Institution Research; directors of Computer Centers, etc. Such individuals may devote
part of their time to classroom instruction; the distinguishing factor is that no more than
49 percent of such individual's time may be devoted to instruction.

Instructional faculty includes those individuals holding faculty rank whose major
assignment (50 percent or more of the individual's time) is instruction including those
with release time for research.

Tenured faculty are those faculty holding positions that are deemed to have a certain
personnel position status with respect to permanency of the position, and who have
been deemed to hold tenure status through personnel decisions.

Non-tenured faculty are those faCUlty holding positions that are deemed to have
tenure status but who have not yet been awarded tenure status through the personnel
system.

In this table, traditionally white public institutions include Christopher Newport
College, Clinch Valley College, College of William and Mary, George Mason University,
James Madison University, Longwood College, Mary Washington College, Old
Dominion University, Radford University, University of Virginia, Virginia Commonwealth
University, Virginia Military Institute, and Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State
University. Traditionally black public institutions include Norfolk State University and
Virginia State University.

Percentages may not total 100 percent due to rounding.
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Table 6

Institutional Administrative Faculty Employment by Race, FY 1990 . FY 1994

AdmlnlslraUve FY 1990 FY 1991 FY 1992 FY 1993 FY 1994

Colfe;J& or University Faculty Race II % 1# % II % 1# % 1# %

All Sellor Institutions White 1544 84,42% 1637 84.12% 1667 84.06% 1811 84.04% 1906 83.49%

Black 262 14.32% 280 14.39% 282 14,22% 305 14,15% 321 14.06%
Other 23 1.26% 29 1.49% 34 1.71% 39 1.81% 56 2.45%-

100,00% 100.00%Total 1829 1(XlOO% 1946 lCXHXl% 1983 100,00% 2155 2283
.....

....• ) -, -: .. 1 •• ::<», ..-:.... :.::: 1'::::::.•..•.::::::: :::,.c:

vccs Be Richard White 498 82.18% 505 82.11% 486 82.37% 007 82.31% 546 82.98%
BlandCollege Black 97 16.01% 100 16.26% 95 16.10% 100 16.23% 103 15.65%

Other 11 1.82% 10 1.63% 9 1.53% 9 1,46% 9 1.37%
Total, tJJ6 100.00% 615 100.00% "5<,0 100.00% 616 1(X),00% 658 100.00%

.••::::: ...:;>:::'.:::.:;.....:.c .•:.: •..••..•::.::: ....':': .•. .c.. ::;:; :';:':::":::::":>: I:':::: i2J .;.:.: -:.:.: Wi .:.:.:
}.:-:.:::::\:::: ..c.:·:•..•.• I:.:::

All Trcdmonallv White 1535 89.24% 1625 88.80% 1655 88.55% 1798 88.83% 1890 87.87%
WhiteInstUuUof's Black 163 9.48% 177 9.67% 181 9.68% 189 9.34% 2fJ7 9.6~

Other 22 1.28% 28 1.53% 33 1.77% 37 1.83% 54 2.51%
Total 1720 1(Xl00% 1830 1(0.00% 1869 1(X),00% 2024 100.00% 2151 100.00%

••.::=••..? :::;;. -:...:
~ ::::':

All Trcdillonally White 9 8.26% 12 10.34% 12 10.53% 13 9.92% 16 12.12%
BlackInsmultons Black 99 90.83% 103 88.79% 101 88.60% 116 88,55% 114 86.36%

Other 1 0.92:N, 1 0.86% 1 0.68% 2 1.53% 2 1.52%

"'::':'::»;,,:::;::::>.::
Total 109 unoos 116 100.00% 114 100.00% 131 100,00% 132 1CX),00%

,:::::::::: .. :...:.::? ::.:::::.:::..::::: ±I ill- ltlli ~~~~~All ImtltutIons White 2042 83.86% 2142 83.64% 2153 83.68% 2318 83.65% 2452 83.37%
Black 359 14.74% 380 14.84% 377 14.65% 405 14.62% 424 14.42%
Other 34 1.40% 39 1.52% 43 1.67% 48 1.73% 65 2.21%
Total 2435 100.00% 2561 100.00% 2573 100.00% 2771 100.00% 2941 100.00%
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Table 6
(Continued)

Institutional Instructional Faculty Employment by Race, FY 1990 • FY 1994

Instructional FY 1990 FY 1991 FY 1992 FY 1993 fY 1994
College or University Faculty Race " % , % , % , % , %

AII5e1lor Instttutions White 7142 86.7~ 7093 86.53% 6957 86.20% 7031 85.8~ 7207 85.59%
Black 614 7.46% 621 7.58% 627 7.77% 649 7.m 652 7.74%
Other 480 5.83~ 483 5.89% 487 6.03% 513 6.26~ 561 6.66%
Total 8236 1oo.~ 8197 100.00% 8071 HXl.OO% 8193 1oo.~ 8420 100.00%

fm~~::·::\~::~:::::::m:·?[%\:\;:\\\tm:':mE\~\·mij:~t~~H._~ }:1~}}f:t::t~\11~qtf~\@ttrrKcMtt\I\tj11Jtt \1\1t:f\\\@t\\WL/@jfffff?t>t{1flttflttl}f\b\IWJt\d\ftr\jI1t:Kt:(tfI}\J1t\r;tn:mft\t{;f\M~11
vccs a Richard White 1774 91.44% 1773 91.06«); 1723 91.50% 1760 90.58~ 1800 90.45%
BlancCollege Black 124 6.39<1 129 6.63~ 119 6.32% 135 6.95~ 140 7.04%

Other, 42 2.16% 45 2:31% 41 2.18% 48 2.47% 50 2.51%
Total 1940 100.00% 1947 100.em 1883 100.00% 1943 100.00% 1990 100.00%

All TreJdlHonal1y White 7013 91.41% f:lJ67 91.16% 6821 90.70% 6882 90.18% 7057 89.14%
WhiteIns"fu"ons Black 230 3.00% 242 3.11% 264 3.51% 295 3.87% 305 3.88%

Other 429 5~59CX 434 5.68% 435 5.78' 454 5.95% 602 6.38~
Total 7612 1oo.t:ml 7643 1oo.em 152fJ 1CXlOO% 7631 1oo.())% 7864 100.£111

BlacklnstttuHons Black 384 68.09% 319 68.41'; 363 65.88~ 354 62.WI 347 62.411i
Other 51 9.04% 49 8.84ll 52 9.44~ 59 10.5mi 59 10.6f~

I::n@I\I:~f:~t\I?r}::::f)
Alllns"tutions White 8916 87.62% 8866 87.40% 8680 87.~ 8791 86.73% 9C07 86.52'i

Black 738 1.25% 750 1.3f1Jl 746 7.4iii 784 7.73% 192 7.611i
other 522 5.13~ 528 5.21% 528 5.30% 561 5.53% 611 5.87%
Total 10176 100.00% 10144 100.em 9954 100.em 10136 100.00% 10410 1oo.00i



Table 6
(Continued)

Institutional Tenured Faculty Employment by Race, FY 1990 • FY 1994

Tenured
CollEge or University 1 Faculty Race

FY 1990
If %

FY 1991
If %

FY 1992
If %

FY 1993
If %

FY 1994
If %

Other I 51 2.02%1 41 1.70%1 51 2.26%1 51 2.66~

Black I 81 3.24%1 81 3.40%1 61 2.71%1 61 3.1~

Total

51 2.75%

1721 94.51%
51 2.75%

2521 5.02%
50181 100.00%

~ 89.78%1
261 5.20%

...

2381 4.81%'

~ 89.97%1
258 5.22%

49321 100.00%
2251 4.56%

44401 90.02%
267 5.41%

L • I~~~.OO.OO%
Other

.ns I White
Black

All Stillor Instltutk .-

::r=
I

N
00

__ ._ . ._ . . .__ 1821 100.00%

All fr,:Jdlflonally
Whit. Insfitufie'ns Black I 811 1.53%1 881 1.88%1 901 1.91%1 1031 2.22%1 1101 2.30%1

Other I 1961 4.22%1 2031 4.33%1 2141 4.55%1 2121 4.56%1 2271 4.74%

.....:-..:.:..-....:': "':"::""::::I'?

All T~dl"onally
Blact Instftu!ions

All Irstttuflons 46531 90.35%1 90.19%
2741 5.13%
2231 4.33%

>41 5.11%
4.7rJ%1

51501 10),00%' 100.00%1



Table 6
(Continued)

Institutional Non-Tenured Faculty Employment by Race, FY 1990 • FY 1994

1381 7.7CR
2021 11.27%!

1793/ 100.00%1

1453i 81.04%

1211 7.25%
1911 11.45%

16681 100.00%

13561 81.29%

6.85%
11.08%
82.06%

100.00%
1351 7.34%
1941 10.54%

18401 1ooJJJ%

15111 82.12%

6.38%
9.97%

83.65%

100.00%

All Tradl"onally
~Jnlt. 'nsHfu"ons

Non-Tenured FY 1990 FY 1991 FY 1992 FYl993 FY 1994

College or University Faculty Race , % , % , % , % , %

All Stnlor InsHtutions White 1621 83.69% 1505 82.15% 1372 82.11% 1351 81.34% 1450 81.01%
Black 192 9.91% 192 10.48% 184 11.01% 189 11.38% 202 11.28%
Other 124 6.40% 135 7.37% 115 6.88% 121 7.28% 138 7.71%
Total 1937 100.00% 1832 10J.OO% 1671 1(1),00% 1661 TCXHIR 1790 1£}).00%

vccs a Richard
::c I81amlCollegeI
N
\D

Sourm: The StateCouncil of HigherEducation, Resealdl 8ection, November 1994.





Appendix I

Agency Responses

As part of JLARC's data validation process, the Governor's Secretaries and
State agencies involved in this study were given the opportunity to comment on an
exposure draft of the report. Appropriate technical corrections resulting from the
comments have been made in this version of the report. This appendix contains the
following responses:

• Secretary of Education

• Director of the State Council of Higher Education

• Chancellor of the Virginia Community College System

• Superintendent of Public Instruciton
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George Allen
Governor

COMMON·WEALTH of VIRGINIA
Office of the Governor

December 2, 1994

Beverly H. Sgro
Secretary of Education

Mr. Philip A. Leone
Director
Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission
Suite 1100, General Assembly Building
Capitol Square
Richmond, Virginia 23219

Dear Mr. Leone:

Thank you for sharing with me the JLARC Exposure Draft of the Review of the
State Council of Higher Education for Virginia. The report was very comprehensive.
It provided an excellent overview of the operation and your recommendations were
very insightful.

Thank you for your hard work.

Sincerely,

Beverly H. Sgro

BHS/jbh

P.o. Box 1475 • Richmond, Virgil 1-2 (804) 786--1151 • roo (804) 786-7765



Gordon K. Davies
Director

COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA
COUNCIL OF lDGHER EDUCATION

James Monroe Building, 101 North Fourteenth Street, Richmond, Va. 23219

December 8, 1994

(804) 225--2137
FAX (804) 225-2604
TDD (804) 371-8017

Mr. Phillip A Leone
Director
Joint Legislative Audit and

Review Commission
Suite 100
General Assembly Building
Richmond, VA 23219

Dear Phil:

Thank you for asking the Council staff to review the exposure draft of the Joint
Legislative Audit and Review Commissions report on the Council of Higher Education.
We value the thoroughness of the review and the positive recommendations to improve
how the Council meets its responsibilities.

The exposure draft makes 15 recommendations: one on projection of student
enrollments; five on academic program productivity; three on assessment of student
learning; three on student transfer from one college to another; and three on equal
educational opportunity. Two of the three recommendations on equal educational
opportunity are made to the Secretary of Education and General Assembly respectively.

We agree with the recommendations to improve, in cooperation with the
Department of Education, the data we obtain on high school graduates. We have began
to obtain student specific data from institutions and this will allow us to analyze many
issues, including trends in the enrollment of non-traditional students. .

The effect of implementing all five recommendations on academic program
productivity would significantly change the way we discharge this responsibility. I do not
have comments on these recommendations at this time. If the Commission agrees, I'd
like to work with vou and your staff and report back to the C..omml!i:!i:lnn within the next
year. We need time to consider what the report suggests, as well as some ideas we have
on changing the process. For example, the suggestio1: to include quality evaluation is
something we need to carefully work through with the institutions. There are also
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implications for the Council's staffing and budget if the five recommendations are
implemented. Most importantly, however, we think that the results of the current
productivity review process is reflected in a major way in the institutions' restructuring
plans. We plan to document this between now and next October when a progress report
on restructuring will be sent to the Governor and General Assembly.

We agree with the three recommendations on assessment of student learning.
The most significant of these is to collect and disseminate a common set of institutional
performance statistics. We have been working to develop these indicators since last
March. This work has involved members of the General Assembly, staff, faculty,
students, college administrators, parents, business leaders, and high school counselors.
We plan to complete the development of the indicators and begin to publish in 1995.
The report also recommends that the Council change its requirements to minimize the
paperwork burden on institutions. This has been done. Rather than site visits,
institutions will give oral reports on this assessment activities and results, submitting only
a short summary and supporting documentation.

The three recommendations on student transfer are good ones. We have made a
lot of progress since 1990. We also recognize that there is much still to do. This will
continue to be an area where the Council's oversight and influence will be needed for
the foreseeable future.

The exposure draft correctly notes the division of responsibility between the
Secretary of Education and the Council of Higher Education in the area of equal
educational opportunity. As the draft notes, the Secretary has the lead role, but the
Council has a key and continuing role from one administration to another. We welcome
your suggestions on improving our work and are proceeding to improve our ability to
better measure the results of statewide Equal Educational Opportunity (EEO) Programs.

Gordon K. Davies

GKDfphl
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VIRGINIA COMMUNITY COLLEGE SYSTEM
James Monroe Building • 101 North Fourteenth Street • Richmond,Virginia 23219

December 8, 1994

Mr. Philip A. Leone, Director
Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission
Suite 1100, General Assembly Bldg., Capitol Square
Richmond, VA 23219

Dear Phil:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the section on student transfer from the
draft Review ofthe State Council ofHigher Education for Virginia. The VCCS concurs with the
summary conclusions found on page 86 ofthe draft. There is no doubt that the State Council's
leadership in this arena over the past several years has moved transfer from a statewide problem
with few state-level efforts to resolve them to a process whereby an active statewide committee
has authority to act upon long-standing problems, guided by a solid state policy document. We
are convinced that the stage is set for a significant shift in the way student transfer is viewed and
operates in the Commonwealth.

All that said, we have a few additional reactions. First, our only significant disagreement
with the conclusions reached in the study are that "articulation agreements are important
documents used on an institutional level to define the extent to which credits earned from a
community college are transferable to a particular senior institution." Much ofthe State Policy on
Transfer is predicated on the notion that because articulation agreements are unwieldy, non­
uniform, and static documents, it is more important that the higher education community agree to
the greatest extent possible on the rules for transfer. The sections ofthe Policy that grants
general-education equivalency for two-year college graduates and the transfer module, for
instance, eliminate the need for practically any articulation agreements that address general­
education credits. (Some professional schools would be a notable exception). In effect, the State
Policy is intended to supersede the need for most articulation agreements.

This is not to say that some kinds of articulation agreements will not continue to be useful
and important. The State Policy acknowledges that institutions should negotiate articulation
agreements for Associate in Applied Science programs locally. Agreements that guarantee
admission for community-college graduates who meet certain conditions also are welcome by the
VCCS. We are currently workinz with our collezes on ft-:-. status of p.xl~ting articulation
agreements in hopes that this will result in a determination ofwhat kinds of agreements are useful
for and needed by students. We will share the results of this survey with the State Council and

804-225-2117, FAX 804-786-3785, TDD 804-371-8504
An Equal Employment 0PP01 maiioe Action Employer
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page 2
Mr. Philip A. Leone

the SIR 182 committee.

You might consider strengthening the section on The Transferability ofVCCS Courses
Remains a Concern by honing in on the issue of transferability of credits as they apply toward
baccalaureate-degree requirements. The greatest problem our students encounter is not whether
credits will transfer, but whether transfer courses apply toward fulfilling degree requirements.
This is a problem we would like to see the Standing Committee on Transfer tackle, particularly in
identified problem areas such as mathematics and psychology.

Finally, it is not clear why the report concludes that in regard to the issue of tracking
transfer students "the availability of usable data remains a problem" (p. 94). In fact, with the
establishment of SCHEY's new student data base, very specific follow-up information on transfer
students is available. This data base, should SCHEY be willing to share it with us for research
purposes, can be highly useful to the VCCS over time in determining problems and successes with
transfer students from our colleges.

These comments speak more to the narrative and not to the recommendations of the
report, which we support. My staff also has notated some factual corrections on the attached
document.

Again, we are grateful for the opportunity to comment on the report and are pleased that
JLARC has chosen to focus on this vitally important higher-education policy issue.

Please call me or Dr. Anne-Marie McCartan ifyou or your staffwish to clarify any of
these comments.

Sincerely,
; \

=--1
I i ....... ~-'--

Arnold R. Oliver
Chancellor
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WILLIAM C. BOSHER, JR.
Superintendent ofPublic Instruction

COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

P.O. Box 2120
Richmond, Virginia 23216-2120

Office: (804) 225-2023
Fax: (804) 371-2099

December 7, 1994

Mr. Philip A. Leone, Director
Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission
Suite 1100
General Assembly Building
capitol Square
Richmond, VA 23219

Dear Mr. Leone:

Thank you for the opportunity to review those sections of the
exposure draft of the Commission's report, Review of the State
Council of Higher Education for Virginia, that reference the
Department of Education. As in the past, we are prepared to
collaborate with SCHEV staff as they estimate future enrollment
for planning and bUdgetary purposes.

In the past, the Department's role has been to provide SCHEV
staff with data relative to students currently enrolled in
Virginia public schools as well as high school graduates. These
data are provided in aggregated and desegregated form. For
example, the data can be desegregated by school, ethnicity, and
gender.

The data are "flawed" in the sense that they cannot be
expected to provide error-free predictions of students going on to
college, in Virginia or elsewhere. Also, some of the data,
particularly those dealing with post-secondary plans, are self
report: currently enrolled high school students do not always
graduate; and an increasing number of students seek employment
upon high school graduation and delay their college enrollment.

Ano-t;.he;a; ,",avcat w.i..t.h L~yaLu Lv Lh~ u'al..a l.~ LhaL 3ClIEV

considers both two- and four-year institutions of higher
education. It would be helpful, and discourage confusion about
the status of graduates, if reports presented information for
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Mr. Philip A. Leone
December 7, 1994

Page 2

students in two- versus four-year colleges separately as well as
in combined form. For example, in addressing remediation issues,
the recent "freshman report" considers freshmen as first year
students in either two- or four-year institutions. students
enrolling in community colleges may, in fact, have very different
goals and needs than students entering four-year colleges directly
from high school.

We found the information about equal educational
opportunities for all Virginians particularly noteworthy. Indeed,
in addition to attending to the needs of African-American
students, in particular, it seems equally important to carefully
examine the college going rate for ,other "minorities" such as
students, regardless of race or ethnicity, who are raised in
poverty.

Currently, SCHEV and the DOE have several initiatives in
place which center on promoting minority matriculation to, and
retention in, higher education programs. The De~artment fully
supports the concept of persistent and continuous review of the
status of traditionally under-represented students as they move
through the educational system.

Finally, I support the Commission's recommendations as stated
in the pages of the report that you sent for review. My staff and
I look forward to working with SCHEV in developing and using
information bases which can clarify the status of our programs and
students as well as inform program improvements.

ly,
\

.j-/
wi . am c. Bosher, Jr.
Superinten ent of Public Instruction

WCBjr/DO/ba
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Recent JLA.RC Reports

Technical Report: Statewide Staffing Standards for the Funding ofSheriffs, February 1990
Technical Report: Statewide Staffing Standards for the Funding ofCommonwealth's Attorneys, March 1990
Technical Report: Statewide Staffing Standards for the Funding ofClerks ofCourt, March 1990
Technical Report: Statewide Staffing Standards for the Funding ofFinancial Officers, April 1990
Funding ofConstitutional Officers, May 1990
Special Report: The Lonesome Pine Regional Library System, September 1990
Review ofthe Virginia Community College System, September 1990
Review of the Funding Formula for the Older Americans Act, November 1990
Follow-Up Review ofHomes for Adults in Virginia, November 1990
Publication Practices ofVirginia State Agencies, November 1990
Review ofEconomic Development in Virginia, January 1991
State Funding of the Regional Vocational Educational Centers in Virginia, January 1991
Interim Report: State and Federal Mandates on Local Governments and Their Fiscal Impact, January 1991
Revenue Forecasting in the Executive Branch: Process and Models, January 1991
Proposal for a Revenue Stabilization Fund in Virginia, February 1991
Catalog ofVirginia's Economic Development Organizations and Programs, February 1991
Review ofVirginia 's Parole Process, July 1991
Compensation ofGeneral Registrars, July 1991
The Reorganization ofthe Department ofEducation, September 1991
1991 Report to the General Assembly, September 1991
Substance Abuse and Sex Offender Treatment Services for Parole Eligible Inmates, September 1991
Review ofVirginia's Executive Budget Process, December 1991
Special Report: Evaluation ofa Health Insuring Organization for the Administration ofMedicaid in

Virginia. January 1992
Interim Report: Review ofVirginia's Administrative Process Act, January 1992
Review ofthe Department ofTaxation, January 1992
Interim Report: Review of the Virginia Medicaid Program, February 1992
Catalog ofState and Federal Mandates on Local Governments, February 1992
Intergovernmental Mandates and Financial Aid to Local Governments, March 1992
Medicaid Asset Transfers and Estate Recovery. November 1992
Medicaid-Financed Hospital Services in Virginia. November 1992
Medicaid-Financed Long-Term Care Services in Virginia, December 1992
Medicaid-Financed Physician and Pharmacy Services in Virginia, January 1993
Review Committee Report on the Performance and Potential of the Center for Innovative Technology,

December 1992
Review ofVirginia's Administrative Process Act, January 1993
Interim Report: Review ofInmate Dental Care, January 1993
Review ofthe Virginia Medicaid Program: Final Summary Report, February 1993
Funding ofIndigent Hospital Care in Virginia, March 1993 -
State ILocal Relations and Service Responsibilities: A Framework for Change, March 1993
1993 Update: Catalog ofState and Federal Mandates on Local Governments, June 1993
Evaluation ofInmate Mental Health Care, October 1993
Review ofInmate Medical Care and DOC Management ofHealth Services, October 1993
Local Taxation ofPublic Service Corporation Property, November 1993
Review ofthe Department ofPersonnel and Training, December 1993
Review ofthe Virginia Retirement System, January 1994
The Virginia Retirement System's Investment in the RF&P Corporation, January 1994
Review of the State's Group Life Insurance Program for Public Employees, January 1994
Interim Report: Review of the Involuntary Civil Commitment Process, January 1994
Special Report: Review of the 900 East Main Street Building Renovation Project, March 1994
neuteu: or auue-oumea nea: rroperty, oeeoeer1~~4
Review ofRegional Planning District Commissions in Virginia. November 1994
Review of the Involuntary Commitment Process. December 1994
Oversight ofHealth and Safety Conditions in Local Jails, December 1994
Solid Waste Facility Management in Virginia: Impact on Minority Communities, January 1995
Review ofthe State Council ofHigher Education for Virginia, January 1995


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



