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Members:  Linda Allen, Arianna Avendano, Stephen Heath, Steven Lehigh, Micaela Ochoa and Andreas 
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MEETING AGENDA

Item 
# 

Item Lead(s) Time  Documents Action 

1. Welcome, Introductions and Review Agenda Micaela Ochoa 
& Steven Lehigh 

3 Minutes  None Action 

2. Review and Approve Minutes from March 10, 
2022 

Micaela Ochoa 3 Minutes Attached Action 

3. Announcements 

▪ Rise in Revolution Conference, April 25-29
▪ Lyft Services and Shuttle Service RFP

Micaela Ochoa 5 Minutes Attached Information 

4. Dual Enrollment and Middle College 
Presentation 

Tiffany Zammit 60 Minutes Attached Information 

5. Resource Requests:  Budget Augmentations Micaela Ochoa 10 Minutes None Information 

6. Year-end Review of Bylaws 

▪ Do we want to make any adjustments
related to resource request process?

▪ Do we want to consider a local policy
related to minimum college reserves?

Micaela Ochoa 15 Minutes Attached Discussion 

7. Review Items for May 12, 2022 Meeting: Micaela Ochoa 
& Steven Lehigh 

2 Minutes None Information 

Discussion 

8. Adjourn Micaela Ochoa 2 Minutes None Action 



 

 

College of San Mateo 
Finance Committee Meeting Minutes 

Thursday, March 10, 2022 
2:30 PM – 4:00 PM 

Via Zoom 
 
Members Present: Linda Allen, Jia Chung, Stephen Heath, Steven Lehigh, Micaela Ochoa and Andreas 
Wolf 
 
Staff: Jia Chung and Luz Román-Amaro 
 
Micaela called the meeting to order at 2:04PM.  
 
The following members, support staff, and guests were present: 
 

Andreas Wolf Patrice Reed-Fort 

Krystal Duncan Perla Rumayor 

Jia Chung Stephen Heath 

Linda Allen Steven Lehigh 

Luz Román-Amaro   
Micaela Ochoa   

 
Welcome and Review Agenda 
Micaela welcomed committee members and presented the March 10, 2022 agenda for review and 
approval. The March 10, 2022 agenda was approved as presented.  
 
Review and Approval of February 10, 2022 Minutes 
The group reviewed the minutes from the February 10, 2022 meeting.  
After review, the February 10, 2022 minutes were approved as presented. 
 
HEERF II and III Update 
 
May 2022 Deadline 
Micaela communicated that HEERF II and III funds had an expiration of May 22, 2022.  CSM was planning 
to submit a request for an extension, but CSM received a notification of an automatic extension until 
June 2023. In addition, there is going to be a 4th version of HEERF to which Colleges will need to apply. 
 
Direct Student Aid Update 
CSM is planning to continue with the direct student distribution similar to what was allocated in Fall 
2021. The funds will be distributed in the next few months to the students that registered in the Spring.  
 
HyFlex Project Update 
The timeline for completion of the Hyflex project is Summer 2022. 
 
No further comments, questions or feedback were given on this agenda item. 
 
Resource Request Budget Augmentation Update 



 

 

 
Micaela communicated that in the fall we received requests for positions, facilities and budget 
augmentations. The approved positions and facilities projects that were approved have been 
communicated.  Budget augmentations will be communicated in April. 
 
EOPS/CARE and CalWORKs Presentation 
 
Micaela welcome and introduced Patrice Reed-Fort and Krystal Duncan. 
 
Patrice Reed-Fort presented the overview for the EOPS/CARE and CalWorks presentation.  
 
Program History 
Patrice offered an overview of the three different programs: 
 

• The Extended Opportunities Program and Services (EOPS) was born out the social unrest of the 
civil rights movement. The College of San Mateo played an important role in the establishment 
of the EOPS program statewide when Julio Bortolazzo created the College Readiness program in 
1966 to provide access to higher education and support marginalized students. In 1969, Senate 
Bill 164, which was modeled after the College Readiness program, was approved. It allowed the 
establishment of the EOPS program statewide. The purpose of the program is to encourage 
enrollment, retention and transfer of students with language, social, economic and educational 
barriers. Some of the services provided are Individualized counseling, priority registration, EOPS 
Grant, textbook assistance, tutoring, transportation, etc. 

 

• The Cooperative Agencies Resources for Education program (CARE) was stablished in 1977 by 
Blanche Goldstein and supports eligible EOPS students who are single parents by offering 
support services to enhance persistence, retention, and graduation/transfer goals. The program 
offers meal vouchers, CARE Grant, Childcare referrals and Parenting & Life Skills workshops.  

 

• The California Work Opportunity and Responsibility to Kids program (CalWORKs) was stablished 
in 1997 to assist students who are receiving cash aid with a number of coordinated support 
services to enhance persistence, retention, graduation and transfer goals. Some of the services 
offered under this program are individualized counseling, Educational Plan Development, 
textbook, transportation and meal assistance, and assistance with job placement. 

 
EOPS/CARE Program Eligibility 

• Must be a California resident of eligible for California Dream Act/AB 540 

• Must eligible for CA College Promise Grant 

• Must be educationally disadvantaged 

• Must be enrolled in a minimum of 12 credits 

• Must not have completed more than 70 degree-applicable units 

• Must be an EOPS participant and meet additional care requirements 
 

Andreas Wolf shared the article: “From College Readiness to Ready for a Revolution” by Jason Ferreira. 
 
Students Served 
Patrice communicated that the number of students served had increased from 415 in Academic Year 



 

 

2018-2019 to 466 in 2019-2020. Unfortunately, due to the pandemic and the decline in enrollment, the 
number of students served went down to 339 in 2020-2021 and 223 in 2021-2022. The staff is actively 
doing outreach. 
 
Success, Challenges and Opportunities 
Patrice shared the program’s successes, challenges and opportunities: 

A. Successes: 

• Hybrid of virtual and in-person support offerings 

• Re-envisioned methods of engaging students 
▪ Updated website 
▪ Partnered with DGME to assist with re-branding 
▪ Created online application 
▪ Established Canvas site 

• Extensive Collaboration with Campus Partners 
▪ Promise, MCCDC, Learning Communities 

• Cohorted Math Sequence 
▪ Math 120 (Fall) 
▪ Math 200 (Spring) 

B. Challenges and Opportunities: 

• Decreased budget allocation coupled with increasing: 
▪ Student need 
▪ Resources to expand outreach and recruitment effort 

• Challenges in Outreach/Connection 

• Streamline connection to marginalized community groups 

• Re-build Connection to Community Resources 
▪ Employment Development Department (EDD) 
▪ Human Services Agency (HSA 

Micaela thanked Patrice and Krystal for an excellent and comprehensive presentation about their 
programs. She suggested Patrice to share this presentation with so much history at one of the 
Centennial events.  
 
Andreas asked if the presentation was educational only or if there was also a request for funding. 
 
Micaela communicated that at last year’s FC committee meetings they did an in-depth examination of 
Fund 1 and decided to also do in-depth examination of Fund 3 programs.  At each Finance Committee, 
there will be a presentation from a Fund 3 program (and or programs targeted to address DEI).  
 
Andreas recommended to share the EOPS/CARE/CalWORKs presentation at the ICP meeting.  
 
Steven Lehigh commented that he was alarmed that the economic criteria of the program is not indexed 
to the cost of living. 
 
Krystal commented that EOPS/CARE/CalWORKs really wants to focus on the students that are struggling 
to live due to poverty.   
 
Steven Lehigh asked about the possibility of adding an EOPS/CARE/CalWORKs budget augmentation at 
the local level.  



 

 

 
Stephen Heath offered his services as tutor. He also offered to present a lecture on financial literacy to 
EOPS students and free copies of the Personal Financial Literacy handbook that he wrote for community 
college students. 
 
Patrice gladly accepted Stephen’s offers. 
 
Micaela thanked Patrice and Krystal for their presentation. 
 
No more comments, questions or feedback were offered on this topic. 
 
22-23 Finance Committee Meeting Schedule 
 
Micaela presented the 22-23 Finance Committee meeting schedule for action. 
The 22-23 Finance Committee schedule was approved as presented without any changes or 
modifications.  
 
Review Items for April 14, 2022 Meeting 

 
• Middle College and Dual Enrollment Presentation 

 
 
No additional items were added by the members of the committee. 
 
Micaela adjourned the meeting at 3:22PM 
Next meeting date: April 14, 2022 



EOPS/CARE & 

CalWORKs

Finance Committee Presentation

March 10, 2022



Presentation Agenda

• Program History

• Program Overview

• Students Served

• Staffing Overview

• Program Successes

• Program Challenges and Opportunities



EOPS
Extended Opportunity Programs & Services

Program History

EOPS Origins…
➢ Origins in the social unrest of  the Civil Rights Movement 

Brown v. Board of Education 

1954

SFSU Student Strike

1968Poor People’s March

1968

United Farm Workers Movement

1965



Program History

EOPS Origins…
➢ Origins in the social unrest of  the Civil Rights Movement… 

CSM 

College Readiness Program

1966

… and rooted in student activism



Program History

EOPS Origins…

➢ Garnered attention of  lawmakers

➢ Access and Equity in Higher Education

Senator Al Alquist

➢ 1969 – Senate Bill 164 

written & introduced by 

Senator Al Alquist

➢ Signed into California State 

Law September 4, 1969 

establishing the EOPS 

Program throughout the 

California Community 

Colleges 

Introduced into California State Education Code: 

Article 8, Section 69640

Program Intent and Purpose
• For California Community Colleges to "recognize the need and accept 

responsibility for extending the opportunities for community college 

education to all who may profit there from regardless of  economic, 

social, and educational status.”

• Encourage enrollment, retention and transfer of  students 

disadvantaged by language, social, economic, and educational barriers

• To assist community colleges in increasing diversity for both students 

and employees

• To support these students in the successful completion of  their goals 

and objectives in college

• By providing services which are OVER, ABOVE and IN 

ADDITION TO the services provided to the general college 

population



Program History

CARE
(Cooperative Agencies Resources for Education)

• Established in 1977 by Blanche Goldstein 

• Assembly Bill 3103 authored by State Senator Teresa P. 

Hughes in 1982

CalWORKs
(California Work Opportunity & Responsibility to Kids)

• Established through Welfare to Work Act of  1997

• AB 1542 – eliminated Aid to Families with Dependent 

Children (AFDC) and established CalWORKs

Program Intent and Purpose:

Blanche Goldstein Teresa P. Hughes

Program Intent and Purpose:

• to support eligible EOPS students 

who are single parents by offering 

support services to enhance 

persistence, retention, and 

graduation/transfer goals. 

• to help them transition from public 

assistance to economic self-sufficiency

• to assist students working towards completion of  

a degree, certificate or transfer program to 

improve employment opportunities that lead to 

self-sufficiency



Program Overview

EOPS CARE CalWORKs

EXTENDED OPPORTUNITY 

PROGRAMS & SERVICES 

Provides holistic support to students who are 

educationally, academically and economically 

disadvantaged. Our services exist to enhance 

the academic, career, and life goals of our 

students and to create pathways for student 

success. 

SERVICES:

• Individualized Counseling

• Priority Registration 

• EOPS Grant

• Textbook Assistance

• Tutoring

• Transportation Support

• Assistance with completion of financial 

aid and scholarship applications

• Transfer Support

• University Application Fee Waivers

• University Tours

• Study Skills Workshops

COOPERATIVE AGENCIES 

RESOURCES FOR EDUCATION 

Provides services to EOPS students who 

are single parents and receiving county 

assistance. Our services provide 

educational, vocational, and parental 

support to our students and allow for the 

building of community among 

participants

EOPS SERVICES, PLUS: 

• Meal Vouchers

• CARE Grant

• Childcare Referrals

• Parenting & Life Skills Workshops

CALIFORNIA WORK 

OPPORTUNITY & 

RESPONSIBILITY TO KIDS

Provides wrap-around support services 

and skill building to increase 

employability and provide a pathway to 

self-sufficiency.

SERVICES:

• Individualized Counseling

• Educational Plan Development

• Textbook, Transportation & Meal 

Assistance

• Assistance with job placement -

CalWORKs Work-Study 

• Assistance with Monthly Enrollment 

Verification

• Parenting & Life Skills Workshops



EOPS/CARE Program Eligibility

• Must be a California resident or eligible for 
California Dream Act/AB 540 

• Must be eligible for a CA College Promise Grant 
(A, B, or C with zero EFC) 

• Must be educationally disadvantaged as defined by 
Title 5, section 56220 and Chancellor's Office 

• Must be enrolled in minimum of  12 credit 
units(full-time status) at time of  acceptance into 
EOPS 

• Must not have completed more than 70 degree-
applicable units (excluding basic skills, remedial 
education and ESL units) 

• Must be an EOPS participant and meet additional 
CARE requirements: 

• Single head of  household 

• Parent or child must be current CalWORKs, TANF or 
Tribal TANF cash aid recipient 

• At least 18 years old 

• Safety net provided to students who no longer 
receive CalWORKs/TANF/Tribal TANF cash 
aid, but whose dependent children still do





EOPS/CARE 

Students Served

Transition to remote 

support

Additional Data



EOPS Scholarship Recipients

EOPS Summer College 

Readiness Graduates

2019

EOPS University Tour (SFSU)

2019



EOPS/CARE Staffing Overview

Dean of Counseling 
(Director of EOPS)

Counselor/Coordinator
Counselor

(Full-Time)

Counselor

(67% EOPS)

Program Services 
Coordinator #1 

Program Services 
Coordinator #2

Retention Specialist

(New for Fall 2022)
Office Assistant



EOPS/CARE & CalWORKs

Program Successes

• Hybrid of  virtual and in-person support offerings

• Re-envisioned methods of  engaging students

• Updated website

• Partnered with DGME to assist with re-branding

• Created online application

• Established Canvas site

• Extensive Collaboration with Campus Partners

• Promise, MCCDC, Learning Communities

• Cohorted Math Sequence 

• Math 120 (Fall)

• Math 200 (Spring)

• Safe Student Communal Space (Bldg. 10, Rm. 110)

• Studying, Tutoring, Social Gatherings, Computer/Printing Access



EOPS/CARE & CalWORKs

Program Challenges & Opportunities

• Decreased budget allocation coupled with increasing:

• Salary and Benefits 

• Student need

• Need for resources to expand outreach and recruitment efforts

• Challenges in Outreach/Connection to marginalized community groups

• Streamline connection to multiple support services

• Re-build Connection to Community Resources 

• EDD

• HSA

• CORA





FEAtURE ARtICLES

From college readiness  
to ready for revolution!
Third World Student Activism at a Northern California 
Community College, 1965–1969

Jason Ferreira

There is talk of revolution in our land today, and it is not idle talk.
— robert ewigLeben, President, College of San Mateo, 

June 12, 19691

Every black mother, every black father, every Mexican mother, 
every Mexican father, every father and every mother in every 
group, white, Puerto Rican, Indian, Eskimo, Arab, Jew, Chinese, 
Japanese . . . need to be made to understand, that if they have no 
child or teenager involved in the educational process today because 
they were not able to afford to send them to college or something of 
that nature, that in itself is a criticism of the structure of education 
in the United States. [W]e’re not reformists, we’re not in the 
movement to reform the curriculum of a given university or a 
given college or to have a Black Students Union recognized at a 
given high school. We are revolutionaries, and as revolutionaries, 
our goal is the transformation of the American social order.

— eLdridge cLeaver, Minister of Information,  
Black Panther Party, November 19692

  

as many campuses across the country celebrated the fortieth anniversary of 
the various disciplines contained within ethnic studies—from the founding 
of the first Black Studies Department and the nation’s only College of Eth-

nic Studies at San Francisco State University to El Plan de Santa Bárbara at the  
University of California, Santa Barbara, which led to an explosion of Chicana/o 
studies programs around the nation—it was often forgotten that these academic 

Jason Ferreira is an associate professor and the director of race and resistance studies in the College 
of Ethnic Studies at San Francisco State University. His teaching and scholarship focus on the 
history of radicalism within and across communities of color. Ferreira is a co-founder of the Institute 
for MultiRacial Justice—a resource center dedicated to building alliances between communities of 
color—and the Center for Political Education in San Francisco’s Mission District.

Kalfou, Volume 1, Issue 1 (Spring 2014). © 2014 by the Regents of the University of California. ISSN 2151-4712 (print). 
ISSN 2372-0751 (online). http://dx.doi.org/10.15367/kf.v1i1.12. All rights reserved.
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fields did not just emerge out of the social movements of the 1960s, but that, at 
one point, these programs were designed and directed to serve working-class 
constituencies beyond the campus. Ironically, these programs that arose out of a 
revolutionary movement and moment have been watered down in popular mem-
ory to stand for a series of liberal reforms directed at college curricula, faculty 
hiring, and admission policies. Diversifying the institution, in other words, has 
replaced the notion of revolutionizing higher education and developing a praxis 
that would speed the “transformation of the American social order.”

The push for liberal reforms, however, did constitute an important part of 
the story, and a diverse curriculum, faculty, and student body did arise as key 
demands in Latina/o, Black, Asian American, and American Indian student 
struggles. As Joseph White, a former dean of undergraduate studies at San Fran-
cisco State University, recently stated in regard to that campus’s 1968–1969 stu-
dent strike, “We were invisible on the faculty, in the curriculum and on the staff. 
And we were almost invisible in the student body.”3 To address this situation in 
California, many individuals on campus and in the community made coura-
geous sacrifices—facing physical beatings, arrests, and job loss—in a political 
confrontation with a powerful conservative “law and order” bloc, led by Gover-
nor Ronald Reagan, who would occupy the White House a dozen years later. It is 
perhaps due to the conservatism of the Reagan Revolution of the 1980s, which 
included as part of its platform the reversal of 1960s liberalism—with its demon-
ization of “political correctness” and tenured radicals, and the waging of culture 
wars—that the social movements for Latina/o studies (and others under the ru-
bric of ethnic studies) are understood as principally a battle between conserva-
tism and liberalism. But in truth, the movements of the late 1960s often emerged 
out of a conflict with postwar liberalism—not over visibility on the campus and 
in the canon, but over power in the realization of self-determination.

One factor contributing to this ahistorical understanding of the period  
is the lack of sustained historical research, from the ground up, into Chicana/o-
Latina/o student movements. To date, there are no in-depth social histories in-
vestigating specific Chicana/o-Latina/o student struggles, as exist for the Black 
and white student movements at universities like Cornell, Columbia, or Berke-
ley. While there are books by veterans of the era, such as Carlos Muñoz Jr.’s 
important overview, Youth, Identity, and Power: The Chicano Movement, and 
others that touch on student activism, like Laura Pulido’s Black, Brown, Yellow, 
and Left: Radical Activism in Los Angeles or George Mariscal’s Brown-Eyed 
Children of the Sun: Lessons from the Chicano Movement, 1965–1975, no mono-
graph yet exists that investigates in detail the unfolding of the Chicana/o move-
ment on a specific campus. Without grounded historical studies, it becomes 
difficult to generalize about the nature of the Chicana/o movement or the ob-
jective of Chicana/o studies–Latina/o studies.

This article, therefore, seeks to contribute to this endeavor. It carefully ex-
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cavates a student struggle on a Bay Area campus (the College of San Mateo) 
and explores the dialectic of reform and revolution as it unfolded. It demon-
strates how postwar liberalism created opportunity and offered promise, open-
ing a new space for Latinas/os and other students of color, while also laying the 
groundwork for frustration as these actors came up against both structural and 
ideological limitations. This experience with Cold War liberalism would ulti-
mately lead to a greater embrace of revolutionary politics.

Secondly, this article makes a critical intervention in scholarship regarding 
the Chicana/o movement. Much attention has been paid to Southern California 
in the historiography of the Chicana/o movement. Yet, in contrast to Southern 
California, cultural nationalism never became the ideological touchstone for 
Latina/o radicalism in the Bay Area. On the one hand, Chicanas/os in Northern 
California often lived, worked, and organized alongside Latinas/os from Cen-
tral America, thereby contributing to a more expansive political identification. 
La Raza Unida Party in Northern California, for instance, defined ‘Raza’ as 
anyone with roots in Latin America, while San Francisco State University im-
plemented a Department of Raza Studies instead of Chicana/o Studies. At the 
same time, a distinctly Third Worldist discourse shaped Latina/o politics, born 
of the interconnections that existed between various communities of color in 
the region. The story of the College of San Mateo reveals these relationships and 
challenges scholars (and activists) to think about how historical narratives and 
collective lives may be more intertwined then previously imagined.

Lastly, sharing the story of the College of San Mateo is important to the pro-
cess of reclaiming the richness and diversity of Latina/o social struggle during 
the 1960s because community colleges were the public institutions of higher edu-
cation that enrolled (and still enroll) the greatest number of working-class stu-
dents (of color). There are more than one hundred community colleges across 
California, and they serve as the primary entry point to higher education for La-
tinas/os. In the historiography of the 1960s, scholars tend to focus on elite insti-
tutions, such as Berkeley and Columbia; rarely are community colleges and their 
students the subject of this defining era. Thus, while a regional movement of 
Third World students existed in the Bay Area that included Berkeley, San Fran-
cisco State, San Jose State, Laney Community College, and a host of inner-city 
high schools, this article places the College of San Mateo at the center of the story.

The california higher education system  
and the college of san Mateo

The Donahoe Education Act of 1960, which reorganized higher education in 
California into its current three-tier system, assigned community colleges the 
role of providing technical or vocational education. The “Master Plan,” as it 
came to be called, reflected an attempt to accommodate the growing public 
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demand for mass higher education while also serving the interests of industry. 
Community colleges remained open to all who applied, while admission into 
the University of California (UC) and California State College (now CSU) sys-
tems became increasingly restrictive. The UC and State College systems em-
phasized research and a liberal arts education, respectively, as community 
colleges assumed primary responsibility for vocational training.

Located midway down the San Francisco peninsula, the College of San Ma-
teo (CSM) is situated in a suburban area; during the mid-1960s, the student 
body was predominantly white and from the middle- and upper-income brack-
ets. Roughly 8,000 students went to CSM during the day, while another 11,000 
attended classes at night. Not surprisingly, in an effort to develop their future 
workforce, local corporations, such as United and American airlines, funneled 
funds into various academic departments at CSM. A local police department 
even sponsored the campus’s Criminology Department, otherwise known at 
CSM as “Police Science.” By the mid-1960s, less than 5 percent of CSM students 
ever transferred to a four-year institution.4

Prior to 1968, CSM remained relatively tranquil, as most student activism 
occurred in San Francisco/Berkeley or further south at San Jose State College. 
On the CSM campus, administrators had effectively silenced all protest activity. 
In 1964, for instance, they suspended students who campaigned to defeat Propo-
sition 14, a state initiative crafted to reverse the 1963 Rumford Fair Housing Act. 

If any one individual can be credited with bringing political radicalism to 
the CSM campus, however, it was Aaron Manganiello, a young Chicano origi-
nally from South Texas. After a stint organizing with the Student Nonviolent 
Coordinating Committee (SNCC), he and his family moved to the Bay Area. 
While working the San Francisco jazz circuit as a trumpet player in John 
Handy and Monk’s Big Band in 1964, Manganiello continued his activism, 
participating in the historic Sheraton Palace Hotel “sit-ins” in downtown San 
Francisco. In 1965, after Manganiello enrolled as a student, CSM suspended 
him for distributing antiwar literature. By 1966, his individual activism turned 
more confrontational when he conducted a one-man hunger strike at a Red-
wood City napalm plant. In the middle of the night, every night for six nights, 
workers hosed Manganiello down with cold water, leading him to eventually 
develop pneumonia. With the hunger strike seemingly broken, Manganiello 
responded by laying his body in front of napalm-loaded trucks. He was ar-
rested for this—again—individual act of protest, but within a short time, Man-
ganiello sat at the center of a broader social movement at CSM. In 1968, after 
visiting with the leadership of the Brown Berets in Los Angeles, Aaron Man-
ganiello and Manuel Gomez, a Chicano activist at California State University, 
Hayward, started a Northern California chapter of the Brown Berets. Manga-
niello subsequently became the Minister of Education.5

By 1968, however, the mood on the CSM campus had changed significantly. 
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The escalating war in Vietnam generated heated discussions and an occasional 
antiwar protest, but the issue of race and racism occupied center stage. At CSM, 
this debate revolved specifically around the College Readiness Program, an ini-
tiative originally intended to improve Black students’ access to higher educa-
tion, primarily by providing tutoring and financial assistance. Following the 
example of the tutorial program at San Francisco State College (SFSC), student 
activists at CSM began working within—and politicizing—the College Readi-
ness Program. This early program, born of mid-1960s Cold War liberalism, 
eventually became a focal point for a developing Third World radicalism.6

origins of the college readiness Program

In the wake of the 1965 racial rebellion in Watts, a concerned CSM President 
Julio Bortolazzo called for the immediate development and implementation of 
a recruitment and retention program for students of color. At the time, the 
dropout rate for students of color at CSM amounted to an astonishing 90 per-
cent. In the summer of 1966, thirty-nine Black students from a variety of local 
high schools enrolled in the newly created College Readiness Program (CRP). 
Throughout the summer, students started their day by taking a subsidized bus 
ride to the San Mateo campus, then attended regular classes in the morning, 
and labored at work-study jobs in the afternoon. After returning home by bus 
in the evening, they were visited by college tutors. Starting in the fall of that 
year, an on-campus tutoring center was opened in a bomb shelter located in the 
basement of the administration building. In the 1966–1967 academic year, 
nearly 100 Black students participated in the program. At this early stage, the 
majority of tutors were sympathetic white CSM students, while Jean Wirth, a 
white English instructor, served as the sole counselor for the entire program. 
Over the next few years, however, the CRP grew exponentially in size, diversity, 
and pedagogical approach. Students of color who had enrolled in the CRP one 
year played a vital role in recruiting students for the following year. In the 
1967–1968 academic year, the number of students participating in the CRP 
mushroomed to 256, with 87 tutors working with them. Significantly, in this 
year, CRP expanded to recruit Latinos, Native Americans, and Asian Ameri-
cans into the program. By the fall semester of 1968, the CRP was bursting at 
the seams with nearly 500 students relying upon the program in some fashion.7

In 1967, key figures, such as Aaron Manganiello, began getting involved in 
the CRP, and would ultimately push the program in a more radical direction. 
Manganiello, the Minister of Information for the Brown Berets and a former 
organizer for the SNCC, already had a long record of activism and civil disobe-
dience. As the program grew in size, an increasingly militant cadre of Third 
World students graduated from and then actively worked within the program 
as tutors. These included such figures as Warren Furutani, Pat Sumi, Ralph 
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Ruiz, John Brandon, Tony and Mario Martinez, and Nelson Rodriguez. Signif-
icantly, many of these CRP tutors went on to become key members of the de-
veloping Black, Brown, and Yellow Power movements. Ruiz, Rodriguez, and 
the Martinez brothers eventually became central actors in the legal defense 
campaign on behalf of “Los Siete de La Raza” (seven young Latino men charged 
with murdering a police officer) in San Francisco.8

a radical Pedagogy

The hiring of Robert Hoover in 1967 proved the most momentous development 
for the CRP. An African American from East Palo Alto with deep community 
ties, Hoover was initially brought into the program to serve as a second counselor; 
ultimately, he became co-director of the program with Jean Wirth. In the early 
years, the program had principally provided routine academic tutoring with a 
small financial aid package (generally work-study employment). With the arrival 
of Hoover, however, this recruitment strategy changed. Rather than targeting only 
those high school students who might already be predisposed to attend college, 
CRP also began to focus on those most alienated from the educational establish-
ment: the so-called “brothers and sisters on the block.” Thus, in addition to re-
cruiting at inner-city high schools, CRP members worked within a diverse array 
of social spaces, such as pool halls and public parks, or simply with youth hanging 
out on their front stoop. These new recruitment strategies resulted in an increas-
ingly diverse student body in both racial and class terms.9

At the same time, the CRP began to embrace a pedagogy that emphasized 
the “whole student.” This new approach recognized that simply parachuting 
students from poor, inner-city communities of color onto white college cam-
puses to take traditional vocational courses was woefully insufficient. In a Jan-
uary 1969 interview, Manganiello explained in greater detail the pedagogical 
transformation that took place within the CRP:

They started to develop the concept that you had to take care of the en-
tire student, in everything he did. Because it wasn’t a matter of his just 
needing academic tutoring, but also that he didn’t have the type of en-
vironment that was conducive to study. [Take] an orientation class. . . . 
[T]hey tell you that you should have two or three hours every night in 
complete silence so that you can read and study, with no radios or tele-
vision going, that you should have the perfect type of studying envi-
ronment and conditions. Well, most of the time that’s impossible. You 
have five or six kids, you have the radio and television going on, you’re 
taking care of the kids, and you’re trying to study in between. . . . And 
then you don’t have money for books, you don’t have money for food, 
for clothes; if you want to get out of that environment, you don’t have 
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money for housing; you want to get out to school, you don’t have any 
money for transportation. The College Readiness Program sought at 
least in part to [address] some of the needs in all these areas.10

The decision to adopt an approach that sensitively squared the specifics of col-
lege recruitment and retention with the racial and class realities of the larger 
society proved enormously successful. In 1967, just two years after the pro-
gram’s founding, CSM officials conducted a study of the CRP and found that 
the dropout rate for students of color had fallen to 15 percent. Moreover, among 
those who did leave school, financial—not academic—issues emerged as the 
primary reason for their decision. Of those CRP students able to stay, roughly 
90 percent transferred to a four-year college.11

Central to CRP pedagogy was the development of a multicultural curricu-
lum. Hoover explained the underlying rationale behind such programming:

We recruit these students, bring them to college, and then begin an in-
tensive de-brainwashing . . . to convince the student that he does have a 
brain. Because he has been pretty well convinced through the twelve 
years of “education” he has just received that he does not have a brain. 
In order to convince the student that he is a human being with a func-
tioning brain, you must have a program that relates to the student, that 
speaks to him about his culture, his heritage, his contributions to soci-
ety, and about the possible solutions to the problems and frustrations he 
faces in this society.12

Thus, as it evolved, the CRP became increasingly radical, shifting from a liberal 
social service program, which charitably assisted students in the acquisition of 
academic skills, to one with a more activist-oriented agenda, which placed 
those skills in the service of social change. Rather than produce loyal citizen-
workers for a Cold War political economy, CRP members sought to nurture 
activist-intellectuals capable of returning to their respective communities to 
fight for social justice. “It isn’t like anything I’ve ever known in an institution of 
learning,” Hoover later observed:

We run the program like it is a family. People think that it’s just a tuto-
rial thing, that we help people to participate in the college and go on to 
a 4-year program and that’s that. But what it really is is leadership train-
ing. We try to help people to see themselves as good, for the first time. 
We say that first you have to get your head in the right place. We try to 
change the students’ whole value system towards themselves and their 
communities, so they can help themselves and bring the help back to 
their people.13
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Mario Martinez, a young Salvadoran from San Francisco’s Mission District who 
entered the program in 1967, recalled, “This program was teaching us what the 
system had been hiding from us. We started learning the truth about the sys-
tem, and about our people. We started learning about our identity.”14 John Bran-
don, an African American counselor in the program, captured this spirit in his 
poem, “Birth of Black Power,” published in the program’s newsletter, CRP News:

Standing in the middle of life’s pool
I had the comfort of my blindfold snatched.
Tears raced from my paining eyes
at the startling light of my reflection.
But through the same strength
that survived the darkness
I regained my composure and
raised a determined Black Fist.15

unity and isolation

By the summer of 1968, in both ideological and spatial terms, CRP students re-
mained distinct and largely autonomous from the rest of the campus. The isola-
tion on the margins of the campus, along with the shared experience of arriving at 
the well-manicured CSM campus from different inner-city communities, facili-
tated a profound sense of unity among Black, Latino, and Asian students. Describ-
ing the feeling that was in the air at the Readiness Center, Manganiello explained:

The Program is so beautiful, at the beginning of this semester, at any 
time of the day, when there were classes going on, you could go into the 
Readiness Center and there would be four, five children being baby-sat 
while their parents were [in] class. So the program really reached out 
and said, in a sense, that you were a member of a family. In a very real 
sense, the program was with you 24 hours a day. We all became friends 
[and] there were social gatherings together. We pretty much depended 
upon one another and on the program for the survival of our academic 
careers. . . . The college just simply is not prepared to help anyone; it’s 
this sink or swim type of rationale that they’re very proud of.16

For the first time, Black, Asian, and Latino students, previously isolated from 
one another in their respective neighborhoods, now came together, worked 
within a new social space, and discovered—in the process—their common ex-
periences of poverty, racial discrimination, poor educational facilities, and po-
lice brutality. At an earlier point, these phenomena might have been interpreted 
simply through the lens of one’s own historical or cultural experience; yet, as 
students participated in the CRP and its fledgling ethnic studies courses, they 
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began to learn and link their histories together. In describing his evolving 
worldview, Tony Martinez (Mario’s younger brother) explained, “Before, I was 
never that close to black kids. Relating their problems to mine. Not only theirs, 
but also yellow people, Indians, poor whites. This [program] gave me a further 
understanding.”17 As they collectively struggled to craft a “relevant” education 
out of their college experience, CRP students articulated a distinctly Third 
Worldist politics that stressed the principles of revolution, self-determination, 
and Third World unity. Hanging on the walls of the Readiness Center, for in-
stance, were posters of Ernesto “Che” Guevara, Huey Newton, Mao Tse-tung, 
and other Third World revolutionaries.18

The College Readiness Program nurtured a culture of resistance that was 
contagious. “I could see how good the education was,” Mario Martinez remem-
bered, 

and I wanted my friends to get hip to this. With Ralph [Ruiz] I learned 
about the struggle of our people, and he got me hip to some books and 
literature. First we went to the library and we listened to some speeches 
by Malcolm X and H. Rap Brown. I liked what they were saying. Then 
Ralph started telling me about some books. I read some by John Ger-
assi and Frantz Fanon. And I started reading about Che. I got more in-
terested in this than in the [actual] classes.19 

Seeking to spread the knowledge, Mario then recruited family and friends from 
the Mission District, such as Nelson Rodriguez and his own younger brother, 
Tony. Soon thereafter, Rodriguez and Tony Martinez also began working with 
Latino youth from the neighborhood. “The philosophy of the College Readiness 
Program . . . spoke to self-determination which is something our people lack,” 
Tony Martinez later recalled. 

It’s been forgotten for a long time—not necessarily forgotten—it’s just 
been that our people have been brainwashed for so long that they just 
forgot how to act. We were training people to go back into the commu-
nity and help our people. We take the Program into the community 
and talk to the brothers and the sisters in the community and try to 
recruit them so they can see that it’s necessary to be educated.20

By 1968, the CRP had become an empowering and radicalizing space, suffused 
with the same revolutionary values that animated Third World struggles across 
the country and globe.

conflict with college administrators

Ironically, the remarkable success of the College Readiness Program led to a 
clash with the campus administration. Administrators supported the program 
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in principle; yet, as CRP members recruited larger groups of nonwhite students 
to CSM, racial tensions began to rise on campus. Moreover, the objective of re-
cruiting distinctly working-class youth from regional inner-city communities 
of color—such as East Palo Alto and San Francisco’s Chinatown and Fillmore 
and Mission districts—complicated these tensions even further. For a campus 
that had been predominantly white and upper class prior to 1965, the process 
of racial integration raised one set of issues; with the introduction of so-called 
brothers and sisters off the block, however, local residents and middle-class 
white students faced an even more difficult time adjusting. In response, cam-
pus administrators moved the College Readiness Center progressively further 
from the center of campus. In its second year, for instance, it was moved from 
the basement of the administration building to a special section of the cafeteria 
in the student union. One year later, in the summer of 1968, it was relocated 
once again: this time to the margins of campus in the horticulture center.21

Of most concern to administrators was the evolving political character of 
the program. As the CRP began to focus on the entire student, linking aca-
demic success to the larger societal context s/he fit within, students became in-
creasingly politicized. The organizational philosophy rested on the assumption 
that academic success or failure was tied to an entire range of external factors, 
such as institutional racism and/or the systemic poverty produced by a capital-
ist economy, rather than some set of internal, often culturally determined, defi-
ciencies. The political/pedagogical vision embodied in the CRP dialectically 
bound the issue of educational achievement to the level of structural trans- 
formation occurring in society, simultaneously recognizing that educational 
achievement itself formed a necessary component in that process of social 
change. CRP members consequently connected their academic work to com-
munity activism. Students integrated, for instance, an elementary and high 
school tutorial program with their on-campus activities. As with the student 
movement at San Francisco State, CRP programming emphasized a “relevant” 
and transformative education. This notion, however, directly conflicted with 
the central mission of California’s Master Plan, which relegated to community 
colleges the task of producing skilled workers. To the disappointment of CSM 
administrators, less than 3 percent of CRP students followed the vocational 
track; instead, most focused their efforts on obtaining a liberal arts education 
in order to eventually transfer to a four-year institution.22

Predictably, campus administrators had become progressively troubled by 
the program’s combination of academic—rather than vocational—orientation, 
dramatic growth, and radical political direction. The expansion of the CRP in a 
few short years from a small tutorial program serving fewer than 100 Black 
students, to one with a radical agenda working with nearly 600 students from a 
variety of racial and ethnic backgrounds, translated to greater fiscal demands 
on the larger institution.23 At the heart of their growing concern was the ques-
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tion of power: who controlled the program? By 1968, students essentially ran 
the CRP. Though Hoover still functioned as the program director, he willingly 
served at the pleasure of the students. Students in the CRP did the actual hiring 
of tutors, developed the program’s curriculum, and coordinated recruitment 
efforts. For their part, Hoover and Wirth spent most of their time traveling 
across the country soliciting the private donations and federal funding neces-
sary to support student initiatives. Therefore, as the program grew in size and 
scope, administrators increasingly came into conflict with the CRP over tradi-
tional bureaucratic issues such as academic standards and fiscal oversight. Due 
to the movement politics of the program and its undeniable academic suc-
cesses, administrators were unable to openly attack or dissolve the program. 
Instead, a less explicit strategy was developed to reassert institutional control: 
administrators focused on the program’s budget. In the fall of 1968, this con-
flict came to a head.24

Financial crisis in the crP

In its origins, the College Readiness Program reflected the same liberal princi-
ples underlying other Great Society programs. In time, promises of access and 
equality ran up against structural and financial limitations. At first, funding for 
the CRP had been limited, dependent on the financial generosity of supportive 
white faculty. After Time magazine published a complimentary story on the 
CRP, federal funds gradually rolled in. In the end, the majority of the program’s 
funding came from a combination of private donations and matching funds re-
ceived from the federal government. Only 5 percent of the CRP budget actually 
came from the college. Yet despite the CRP’s ability to secure federal funding, 
the budget could not keep pace with the growing demands placed upon the pro-
gram. In light of its expanding enrollment, the CRP remained chronically un-
derstaffed and underfunded. In the 1966–1967 academic year, although $10,000 
had originally been budgeted for the program, expenditures ultimately totaled 
$30,000. In 1967–1968, the CRP budget increased to $104,000. For the following 
year, to meet its projected needs, it requested $180,000. In the summer of 1968, a 
serious fiscal crisis arose when the financial aid office spent crucial funds ear-
marked for the CRP in the fall. With a heavy recruitment effort having been 
made in the spring, the CRP now faced the responsibility of supporting 650 new 
students in the fall with only $2,500. In August, Hoover and Wirth secured a 
$150,000 grant from the federal government; it rested, however, on the CRP’s 
ability to raise matching funds from the local district.25

CRP officials, therefore, appealed to college administrators to raise funds for 
the program. College officials voiced public support for the program, yet they did 
little to generate funds. With a local bond initiative on the November ballot pro-
posing the construction of two new campuses in the district, college administra-
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tors did not want to alienate voters with additional fundraising appeals.26 From 
the vantage point of CRP members, both the Board of Trustees and the new CSM 
president, Robert Ewigleben, appeared as if they were stonewalling, using the fis-
cal crisis to undermine the program. It was well known that the movement ori-
entation of the Readiness Program concerned administrators. At the end of the 
summer, for instance, the administration flatly refused to hire volunteer-tutor 
Aaron Manganiello as a paid counselor. Ironically, the fiscal crisis did not seri-
ously impact the leadership of the program (many volunteered their time any-
way). Instead, the budget crunch would directly jeopardize the academic careers 
of hundreds of new students arriving in the fall from East Palo Alto, East San 
Jose, and San Francisco’s Hunter’s Point, Chinatown, and Mission District.27

CRP members initiated an emergency fundraising drive themselves. Rep-
resentatives from student government immediately stood behind the program. 
In recognition of the vital role CRP programming played in relation to the re-
cruitment and retention of students of color, the Student Council cut $28,000 
from its own budget and transferred it directly to the program at the beginning 
of the semester. Liberal faculty likewise showed their support for the program. 
On October 2, for instance, one professor circulated a fundraising letter among 
his colleagues in—of all places—the Business Department. His letter reveals a 
deeper rationale for supporting the CRP in its moment of crisis:

To say that the Readiness Program faces a crisis is an understatement. 
. . . From a middle class, white point of view, the program appears to be 
nothing but a series of crises. But need I remind you that:

1.  We have had none of the disorder and rioting experienced at other 
Bay Area campuses in spite of substantial enrollment of minority 
students and activists;

2.  The activist element of our student body is constructively engaged in 
tutoring Readiness students at no pay [and] on the average of 15 hours 
per week. At other campuses these activists are marching on admin-
istrations, engaging in sit-ins, burning police cars, and the like.28

Demonstrating a deep anxiety about racial rebellion, which informed many 
liberal Great Society programs, this faculty member self-consciously connected 
the CRP to the emergent radicalism within communities of color, especially 
among African Americans. He viewed support for the CRP as a necessary pre-
ventive measure. To underscore this point, he concluded his funding appeal 
with this condescending question: “Aren’t we engaged in teaching minorities 
about their freedoms and how to use them constructively? Isn’t this the right 
way to overcome our fear of black power?”29
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crP issues new demands

Despite the efforts of sympathetic faculty and a supportive student government, 
the crisis continued into the first week of October. In response, CRP students 
and staff generated a series of non-negotiable “crisis demands” and submitted 
them to the office of the college president. In general, CRP students called for 
the hiring of new counselors and the retention of existing counselors (specifi-
cally Aaron Manganiello and Asian American volunteer Pat Sumi), the hiring 
of more Third World faculty, a reorganization of the financial aid office, and the 
establishment of a Third World Studies Division. One week later, at the monthly 
Board of Trustees meeting, supporters of the CRP pressed their case before 700 
students, teachers, and district residents gathered in the campus gymnasium. 
“Many of our people,” CRP co-director Hoover explained, “have immediate fi-
nancial needs. They need money to eat, money to pay rent. We’ve got to raise an 
estimated $40,000 . . . or we will lose perhaps 200 students.” Hoover argued that 
to recruit students of color from inner-city schools to the CSM campus, only to 
leave them hanging, would have disastrous implications for the future of the 
program. “If we lose them,” Hoover added, “it will be extremely difficult for us 
to go back into our communities to recruit students in the future. We will have a 
credibility gap [and] they will never believe us again. The students we lose will 
be saying, ‘You got us up there on that campus, and then we were sold out.’” 
“The heart of the problem,” he concluded, is that “the commitment of college 
resources has simply not kept pace with [the] growth [of the program].”30

In response, Ewigleben suggested a two-week timeline in order to study the 
underlying problems associated with the CRP. Francis W. Pearson, president of 
the Board of Trustees, meanwhile sought to reassure CRP supporters, stating, 
“We feel that providing educational opportunities to minority students points 
directly toward the ultimate solution of many of the serious problems that exist 
in our country today [and] you may be certain we trustees are wholeheartedly 
behind the Readiness Program and have been ever since we approved its estab-
lishment.” Yet while they declared their support for the CRP in principle, the 
trustees also expressed their disapproval of how students addressed them. 
Ewigleben put it most clearly: “We will not be intimidated or coerced.” Hoover 
counseled the administrators not to be offended by the word demands. Words 
such as that were, he argued, “just the student language of today, all over the 
country. What we are really talking about is needs.” At the same time, Hoover 
urged administrators not to “let this just lead to study after study after study, 
with no action; that would be the road to chaos.”31 After two weeks, however, 
the financial crisis continued, and nearly 150 students had already dropped 
out, unable to support themselves in their studies.

On October 15, Black and Brown students from the CRP upped the ante, 
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conducting a nonviolent sit-in at the administration building. After the building 
was evacuated, the students chained the doors shut and announced that the 
building was closed for business. Outside, police began arriving on campus. In 
one instance, a police officer reportedly drew a gun on a protesting student. De-
spite episodes of police provocation, students maintained a peaceful protest. 
Later in the afternoon, chains were taken off the door and the “non-negotiable 
demands” were read to the assembled crowd of students, staff, faculty, and 
members of the media. “The life of our program,” counselor John Brandon im-
plored, “depends on this issue.” Eventually, Ewigleben himself appeared before 
the crowd and once again publicly pledged his support for the CRP, announcing 
that his administration would do everything they could for the program. Then, 
to defuse a potentially explosive situation, Ewigleben ordered the police off cam-
pus. It would not, however, be the last time they were called onto campus.32 

Though the sit-in was relatively short-lived, it marked a turning point. It 
revealed a widening polarization between the administration and students, as 
well as a growing distance between postwar liberalism and an emergent Third 
World radicalism. Though the administration once again responded favorably 
to the general ideas contained in the students’ demands, the level of student 
militancy—especially the notion of “non-negotiability”—deeply offended their 
liberal sensibilities. Process was vitally important to advocates of liberalism; 
CRP students and staff, meanwhile, demanded an immediate solution. They 
stressed the very real consequences arising out of the program’s crisis. “We 
don’t want to interfere with people’s lives,” Mario Martinez explained after the 
sit-in, “but we are not going to give up our goals. For most of us, this is a ques-
tion of survival.”33 Indeed, with a large percentage of CRP students arriving 
from (and after dropping out, returning to) poor, inner-city communities where 
opportunities were—at best—extremely limited, the notion of “survival” was 
not overblown rhetoric. The concept of “non-negotiability,” therefore, emerged 
organically out of a working-class, Third World sensibility. Rather than naïve 
militancy, the emphasis on non-negotiability instead reflected a principled po-
litical position born from an assessment of a community’s material needs. In an 
attempt to articulate the rationale behind this concept, Manganiello asserted:

One of the things that hangs the administration up is the whole idea of 
non-negotiable demands, when it’s obvious that what we could do is sit 
down and write another five demands: we want a swimming pool in 
every classroom, we want grass [marijuana] for our P.E. classes, and 
then we could say we were ready to negotiate with them and throw 
away those five extra demands after the first fifteen minutes. But we 
aren’t playing those kinds of games; these are our basic needs and we 
can’t play those kinds of games with respect to them. And they don’t 
understand that.34



From College Readiness to Ready for Revolution!  | 131

FEAtURE ARtICLES

The concept of non-negotiability, which infused many Third World political 
struggles of the 1960s, directly contradicted the principle of political pragma-
tism that underlies much of US political culture, whether conservative or lib-
eral. Where Third World students operated with the goal of obtaining the “basic 
needs” of their communities, administrators focused on how to best negotiate 
the “demands” on behalf of an institution. For their part, CSM administrators 
continued to respond with pleas for patience, rationality, and calm discussion.

On October 23, after weeks of lengthy meetings with his staff, President 
Ewigleben finally issued a set of formal recommendations to the Board of Trust-
ees. To the disappointment of CRP students and staff, it again contained more 
rhetoric than actual substance. In terms of the demand to reorganize the finan-
cial aid office, the president cited the need for further study, instructing his dean 
of student services to conduct “a thorough examination . . . to determine what 
reorganization . . . would be most appropriate for meeting the needs of all of our 
students.” Likewise, he suggested that the administration ought to “seek funds” 
for additional counselors, but he did not indicate how or when that activity 
might take place. He agreed to hire Pat Sumi, an Asian American tutor, but 
made no reference to Aaron Manganiello, whose hiring the CRP students had 
specifically demanded. And in relation to the student demand for a Third World 
Studies Division, he “referred” the matter to the Committee on Instruction “for 
further study and recommendation.” Hoover’s fear, voiced earlier, of “study af-
ter study after study, with no action” appeared to be coming true.35

Ewigleben’s official remarks to the Board of Trustees revealed a liberal de-
sire to chart a middle road between conservative and radical constituencies. 
First, speaking to those backing the CRP, Ewigleben conveyed—once again—
his support for the program, considering its recruitment and retention efforts as 
reflective of the best values embodied in postwar liberalism: “If our society is to 
overcome the most serious domestic problem that besets it, the doors of colleges 
such as this must be wide open, the energies we possess must be directed, in fair 
measure, toward helping the so-called disadvantaged become advantaged.” In 
response to those who charged the administration with pursuing “delaying tac-
tics,” he noted, “More man-hours of time has gone into seeking a solution to this 
problem than probably any other instance in the history of the college. . . . I 
would hate to try to add up the additional hundreds of hours that have been de-
voted by all of us—administrators, faculty, students, and board members 
alike—to various aspects of this situation.” CRP students and staff, by this point, 
were less interested in the number of “man-hours” devoted to discussions than 
they were in the number of actual dollars to be finally disbursed to fund the 
program, its students, and the development of a Third World Studies Division.36

Ewigleben’s speech also sought to reassure conservative elements at CSM 
and in the surrounding community by responding—in a direct and forceful 
manner—to the mounting militancy among Black, Latino, and Asian American 
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students. Though intermixed with idealistic appeals for “rationality,” the princi-
ples of “democracy,” and the goal of serving “everyone” on campus, he served a 
clear warning to those organizing on behalf of the program. He informed those 
assembled:

First, to let our students know, in no uncertain terms, that change here 
is not going to be affected by threats, intimidation or coercion. Change 
is only going to occur through orderly, democratic process. . . . Any 
other approach simply will not be tolerated. . . . I am not interested in 
trying to run a one-man show on this campus. I am interested in 
strengthening an institution where everyone contributes to educational 
gain, and everyone shares in the benefit of that gain.37

Though Ewigleben publicly denied wishing to “run a one-man show” on cam-
pus, in the end, his desire to avoid the political turmoil simmering on other 
Bay Area campuses led him exactly in that direction.

administration Takes action against crP

In the aftermath of Ewigleben’s recommendations, the CRP struggled to keep 
students of color in school. The administration, meanwhile, embarked on a 
new campaign to suppress activist elements within the program. Certain stu-
dents, such as Ralph Ruiz and Nelson Rodriguez, were suspended from CSM 
for their participation in the October sit-in. Offering insight into just how in-
terrelated Third World student radicalism had become in the Bay Area by late 
1968, Ruiz and Rodriguez simply enrolled at SFSC and continued organizing 
as members of that campus’s Third World Liberation Front, which was about to 
begin its own bitter, prolonged student strike for ethnic studies. For those re-
maining at CSM, a wave of firings hit the CRP, designed to purge politics from 
the program. After hiring Pat Sumi as a CRP counselor, the administration 
terminated her employment three weeks later after learning that she had par-
ticipated in a GI Peace March. Stunned by this turn of events, CRP students 
then suggested an alternative: Ben Lazzada, a recent recipient of a master’s de-
gree in Latin American history. After the administration discovered he had 
been active in supporting the grape boycott led by the United Farm Workers 
(UFW), he too was rejected. The most controversial move the administration 
made, however, related to the employment of Hoover and Manganiello.38

On October 24, after the administration’s refusal to hire him, CRP students 
and staff had asked Manganiello to continue his volunteer work for as long as 
he could afford to do so. Nevertheless, CSM officials were determined to re-
move him from campus politics once and for all. On October 30, Hoover re-
ceived a formal memo from Ewigleben requesting that Manganiello not be 
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allowed to “participate in any aspects of the College Readiness Program con-
ducted on this campus.”39 Hoover affirmed the student-administered nature of 
the program, replying with his own memo: “We have asked Mr. Manganiello to 
do volunteer work in the College Readiness Program as long as he can afford 
to. Until we receive some proof that [he] is damaging our program, the request 
that Mr. Manganiello be removed . . . is denied.” Then, indicating something of 
the spirit animating the CRP, he signed the memo: “Yours in Revolution, Rob-
ert Hoover.”40 The next day, the Board of Trustees angrily responded with its 
own memo; this time, instead of being asked, Hoover was ordered to prevent 
Manganiello’s participation “in any aspect of the College Readiness Program.” 
Again, Hoover refused to comply.41

In response, the CSM administration suspended Hoover for insubordina-
tion. Hoover distributed an open letter to the CSM community, in which he 
defiantly expressed a politics of Third World unity:

The involvement of Aaron Manganiello in the Readiness Program has 
become much more than just the hiring of another counselor or of an-
other volunteer offering his services to the program. Aaron Mangani-
ello is a person of color. I am a person of color. . . . As a person of color, I 
cannot stand by and watch another person of color not hired or removed 
from a voluntary position for no reason whatsoever. . . . In his two 
months of volunteer work, Aaron has more than demonstrated his abil-
ity to relate to students in the program and to do the kind of counseling 
required. I cannot be ordered to change my mind. I must be given a 
logical reason to change my mind. “No more shufflin’ and scratchin.’”42

Supporters of the CRP quickly rallied to the defense of Hoover and Mangani-
ello. Black faculty on campus, for instance, submitted a formal letter to Ewigle-
ben stating that “Hoover’s commitment has been exemplary and his integrity 
unassailable.” Furthermore, they alluded to the consequences such repressive 
actions might bring, warning that “if any single staff member is suspended and/
or dismissed for refusing to act blindly, then no person can be held responsible 
for either his actions or his reactions.” On November 4, Hoover’s suspension 
was lifted.43

Despite Hoover’s return to work, throughout November the administra-
tion continued its policy of silencing CRP activists. “In the time they were sup-
posed to be working to meet our demands,” Mario Martinez later recalled, 
“they had people in courts, they had people in jail, they were kicking all the 
student leaders out, they were dividing people, they were expelling people. 
Most of our meetings they had taped. The other ones, they had infiltrators and 
spies.”44 On November 24, a few days following a campus rally in support of the 
CRP and the UFW grape boycott, members of the San Mateo County Sheriff’s 
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Department arrested Manganiello at his home for violating a court order that 
had prohibited his entry onto campus.

Manganiello’s arrest generated little protest from CSM faculty and staff. “It 
seems as though on the night I was arrested,” he lamented, “I heard classroom 
doors slamming in unison and saw young liberal professors wiping the sweat 
off their brows saying to themselves: ‘Whew! They took him away. Good. Now I 
can get back to the orderly task of teaching again.’” From his jail cell, he deliv-
ered a blistering critique that tied their political apathy directly to the character 
and function of higher education in the United States—the same qualities that 
the CRP had been working to transform:

You have been academically trained. You know what that means? It 
means that as a sociologist or anthropologist you know how to walk 
around places where people are starving, where little babies have swol-
len bellies, and families die off at abnormally early ages, and then you’re 
trained to sit down and write about it and get awards for it and talk 
about it in class.45

Rather than adhere to the traditional principles of objectivity and detached 
scholarship, Manganiello suggested that faculty instead “Put controversy right 
in the middle of academia where it belongs.” Drawing upon the same peda-
gogical philosophy of the CRP, Manganiello encouraged an alternative model, 
one that stressed action as much as theory, social engagement in conjunction 
with philosophical reflection. He issued this challenge: 

All you guys who shed a tear when Martin Luther King was killed, all 
of you who talk about him with reverence and respect, I want to see the 
sores on your feet from walking picket lines. I want to hear your voices 
hoarse from singing freedom songs. I want to see the lumps on your 
heads from being beaten, your jail records. . . . There will come a day in 
this country when we will be judged by our arrest record. 

Predictably, he was ignored.46

Manganiello never again worked with CRP students at CSM; a permanent 
court injunction barred him from any further participation with the CRP. Re-
signing his position as Brown Berets Minister of Education in 1969, due largely 
to their hostility toward Marxism, Manganiello continued his political work by 
founding a community-based educational institution in Redwood City called 
Venceremos College, premised on the very same pedagogical principles pro-
moted by the CRP. Later, he became an influential advisor to the radical orga-
nization that emerged from the defense committee for Los Siete de La Raza, in 
San Francisco’s Mission District. Yet if CSM administrators anticipated that 
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removing key individuals from campus would somehow calm the tense situa-
tion at CSM, they were sorely mistaken.47

Third world liberation Front

In response to the campaign of repression waged by campus administrators, as 
well as the stalled progress on meeting the students’ initial demands, CRP 
members reissued their demands under the auspices of a new organization: the 
Third World Liberation Front (TWLF). On the one hand, they sought to divert 
attention from the CRP as the organizational locus of student activism and to-
ward a broader, less institutionally bound bloc of activists. More importantly, 
activists of color sought to link their local struggle to other simultaneous Third 
World student struggles, such as those at San Jose State College, Berkeley, and 
(most significantly) San Francisco State College. The College of San Mateo be-
came, in the process, another battleground, another political front in a larger 
Third World student movement rippling across the Bay Area. As Hoover had 
warned in his memo, there would be “no more shufflin’ and scratchin’” on the 
part of the TWLF.

In the reformulated—and still non-negotiable—demands, the TWLF ex-
pressed itself in a more articulate, less ad hoc fashion, providing a specific ra-
tionale for each demand. Taking direct aim at the CSM Office of Financial Aid, 
TWLF members now flatly declared:

The College of San Mateo is a racist institution. Within this institution 
there are approximately 1,300 Third World students. Serving these and 
other students is a racist financial aid office. Applicants for financial aid 
are primarily Third World students. For this reason we feel that the di-
rector of the financial aid office must be also of the Third World, both in 
color and philosophy.48

Significantly, the TWLF—not content with simply putting “a nonwhite face in 
a high place”—did not urge the recruitment of just any person of color; instead, 
members demanded campus staff who openly embraced the same radical Third 
World perspective and philosophy operating in the College Readiness Pro-
gram. The remaining demands, therefore, dealt specifically with the CRP and 
the future creation of a Third World Liberation Division. Within these two in-
stitutions, TWLF members hoped that a Third Worldist praxis might be fur-
ther nurtured and promoted on campus. The first four demands, they reasoned,

are all addressed to the self-determination of Third World people, which 
has historically been denied [to] people of color by white America. The 
first demand states that a Third World Liberation Division is necessary 
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at CSM. . . . In demand no. 2, the Third World Liberation Division must 
operate outside the realm of the white administration, as white institu-
tions and authority are the root of the problems and injustices involved.49

In contrast to the students at San Francisco State or Berkeley, members of the 
TWLF at CSM did not call for the creation of separate departments under the 
rubric of a Third World College (i.e., Black, Chicano, Asian American, and Na-
tive American studies). As mentioned earlier, intense experiences of solidarity 
within the CRP helped forge a strong Third World identity, thereby contribut-
ing to a demand for a single, inclusive Third World Liberation Division. More-
over, by calling for an explicitly named Third World Liberation Division, the 
San Mateo TWLF sought a formal integration of revolutionary politics into the 
curriculum. Again, informed by their previous experience in the radical space 
of the CRP, students differentiated (as Manganiello had in his critique of higher 
education) between a Third World Liberation Division, premised upon a revo-
lutionary praxis, and an ethnic studies program that mimicked the philosophy 
and pedagogy of traditional academic departments.

In addition to calling for the conferral of an official associate of arts degree 
in Third World Liberation, the TWLF at CSM envisioned a Third World Liber-
ation Division run exclusively by and for Third World communities. This 
fourth demand stipulated that the Third World Liberation Division (faculty, 
staff, students, and larger Third World community) would “have the sole power 
to hire faculty and control and determine the destiny of its division.” In light of 
the immediate struggle on campus, the TWLF extended this demand to in-
clude the College Readiness Program. Outlining the argument for Third World 
autonomy, they explained:

Since its conception, the College Readiness Program has had to undergo 
a constant struggle for survival. The Board of Trustees and the school 
administration have taken it upon themselves to steer the Program in 
any direction they see fit. For the Program to continue according to its 
philosophy it is necessary for Program people and the Third World 
community to have the sole power in controlling the Program’s destiny. 
. . . Again, it has been proven historically that white people cannot serve 
Third World people in their best interest. How is it possible that a racist 
power structure can relate to the people it is prejudiced against? They 
have not and they cannot. The way is clear and the CRP has proved it—
that the only way the white community can serve Third World people is 
by giving them the power and the right to control their own destiny. 
Until the Board of Trustees and this school administration is responsive 
to Third World people, the power must be taken out of their hands.50
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Since early October, however, when the first series of ad hoc emergency de-
mands had been formally submitted to CSM administrators, much had changed. 
Black, Brown, and Asian American students went from requesting greater re-
sources to fund a successful recruitment and retention program to now de-
manding power and self-determination. Likewise, the charged political climate 
of the Bay Area, in which authorities feared that student struggles might eventu-
ally spill over into surrounding communities and produce major racial unrest, 
gave shape to the administration’s official response.51

With racial tensions rising on campuses throughout the Bay Area, a once 
supportive liberal faculty abandoned those fighting for the CRP. On December 
12, the Governing Council of the Faculty Senate met to consider the demands 
issued by the TWLF. “With regard to the Third World Demands,” they stated 
afterwards,

the Governing Council views with dismay the essentially irrelevant, 
spurious, imitative, and shoddy nature of the demands as printed. It is 
our opinion that the demands have little or no validity in theory or fact 
at College of San Mateo.52

Two months prior, liberal faculty had lined up behind the CRP, its recruitment 
and retention efforts, and the wider goal of building a “minority curriculum”; 
by December, they had reversed themselves, concluding that the demands were 
now “irrelevant” with “no validity in theory or fact at College of San Mateo.” 
Surprisingly, despite a semester-long struggle at CSM around the same core is-
sues, they added:

We view these demands as transparent tissue fabricated to provide the 
weakest and most fragile support for a strike designed merely to copy 
abjectly the students’ strike at San Francisco State College. We see the 
“demands” as a phony attempt to copy the movement of minority stu-
dents at San Francisco State.53

Connections were, indeed, made between activists at CSM and SFSC. As previ-
ously mentioned, members of the TWLF understood themselves to be part of a 
larger community, a wider movement, which was rooted in a shared politics of 
Third World liberation and transcended any particular campus or geographic 
locale. Yet, contrary to the Faculty Senate’s view that the demands at CSM were 
facile imitations of events at SFSC, similarities between the two campuses re-
flected, instead, a growing recognition among students of color that racism 
permeated every institution of higher education, in terms of Eurocentric cur-
ricula, discriminatory admissions procedures, and inadequate funding for re-
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cruitment and retention efforts. In other words, the demands sounded similar 
because, at heart, the fundamental issues giving birth to them were identical. 
CSM faculty and staff, however, sought to minimize these deeper issues by fo-
cusing on superficial similarities:

The students who might join a Third World Liberation Front organiza-
tion on the campus have not yet taken the initiative to register as an 
official club or organization, nor have they submitted intention to oper-
ate as an Ad Hoc group on this campus. It seems doubtful, then, that 
these students have availed themselves of any of the avenues by which 
groups on campus may seek reforms or effect changes.54

After two months of heated debate about the CRP on campus, it seemed disin-
genuous for administrators and faculty now to claim that students had not 
“availed themselves” of all proper “avenues” to bring about reforms.

Meanwhile, with much of the student leadership (more than thirty indi-
viduals) threatened with arrest, suspension, or expulsion, and liberal support 
for the program waning, the CSM administration went on the offensive again—
this time, striking at the CRP itself. At their December 11 meeting, the Board 
of Trustees passed a series of measures with the intent to regain control of the 
College Readiness Program and undercut its social base. A radical revision was 
made to the college’s admissions requirement. Students from other junior col-
lege districts would no longer be able to enroll at CSM. Though the debate was 
couched in nonracial terms, the subtext clearly centered on all the working-
class youth of color arriving from East San Jose and the Fillmore and Mission 
districts. Hoover’s warning to the trustees that “those affected most by this 
policy will be students of color” fell on deaf ears. With the main constituency 
of the College Readiness Program now targeted for exclusion from CSM alto-
gether, the TWLF called for a student strike to support its demands and an-
nounced a rally to be held at the end of the week.55

On Friday, December 13, more than a thousand students gathered in front 
of the administration building to support the TWLF demands and protest the 
recent actions of the Board of Trustees. The rally started peacefully, but within 
a short period of time, events turned violent. Roughly three hundred right-
wing students wearing blue armbands, a symbol directly inspired by SFSC 
President S. I. Hayakawa’s “law-and-order” response to the student strike on 
his campus, gathered on campus to harass TWLF members and disrupt the 
rally. In the end, physical clashes broke out between white and nonwhite stu-
dents. Having grown up in tough inner-city communities, CSM students of 
color had little patience for racial epithets coming from white suburbanites. As 
Mario Martinez later recalled events:
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Some white dudes were screaming while somebody was trying to speak, 
saying “Fuck you, nigger,” and all this. As soon as they called out that 
word, they got downed. Somebody beat ’em up. Then my brother Tony 
was trying to speak and this other dude comes up and starts cussing 
my brother out. So this black brother that was next to him just downed 
him, too. . . . We went into Building 19 and the white dudes started 
screaming, “You rotten niggers,” and all this. One girl had a disagree-
ment with this white dude about the strike and he kicked her. As soon 
as he kicked her, about five black dudes jumped on him and really 
messed him up. All these incidents got everybody in a bad mood. Then 
somebody broke a window. Soon everybody started breaking windows 
and turning things over.56

Shocked at the day’s events, administrators went on the offensive in the local 
media, characterizing the TWLF as “a mob of shrieking militants, armed with 
metal pipes and wooden canes” who were determined to go on a “wild ram-
page” across campus. “I don’t know whether [the rioters] wanted to kill or de-
stroy,” Ewigleben gravely declared, “but the last thing they wanted today was 
to open up communication.” In reporting on the day’s events, neither the me-
dia nor campus administrators ever referred to the racist hecklers at the 
TWLF rally. Instead, as if to impress on the public’s mind the real source of 
the problem, the administration took members of the media on a tour of the 
Readiness Center, paying particular attention to the posters of Che, Mao, and 
Malcolm.57

administration Takes a hard line

The following Monday, Ewigleben and the CSM administration kept the school 
open but implemented a new hard-line policy. At an emergency meeting of the 
Faculty Senate, “overwhelming” support was given to “use whatever force is 
necessary” to maintain order. “We have to demonstrate to everyone,” Ewigle-
ben announced, “to colleges across the nation, that a firm stand must be taken.” 
Conservative students, wearing Hayakawa’s symbolic blue armbands, rallied 
behind the liberal Ewigleben by forming United Students for Order. Within 
this new context, Ewigleben went after CRP leadership again; this time, he ex-
perienced little opposition.58

On Monday, December 16, Hoover was transferred out of CRP and into 
another campus department, while the CRP was placed directly under admin-
istration control. In an interview in early 1969, Hoover offered his perspective 
on the underlying origins of the hostility of campus administrators toward 
Third World students in the CRP:
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They don’t understand or know anything about the program, the stu-
dents and their problems, or what is happening in communities of peo-
ple of color. The days are gone when college administrators can tell 
people of color to sit around and wait for the next government study or 
program before they can get an education. And the days are gone when 
administrators can dictate to students what is best for them. It threat-
ens them when people of color stand up and say that we can think for 
ourselves, we have imagination, and can deal with our own situation. 
CRP is a program where the students participate in the decisions that 
affect our lives by setting up their curriculum, and choosing tutors and 
staff. The insistence of people of color for self-determination threatens 
them, and students who have their minds on learning about their situa-
tion and how to relate to their society threaten them even more.59

Hoover, like Manganiello, never again worked in the CRP. Instead, he established 
an alternative, community-based educational institution in East Palo Alto called 
Nairobi College, a “sister school” to Manganiello’s Venceremos College.60

With the new hard-line policy at CSM, the campus became a virtual police 
state. Free speech was curtailed, as public rallies were banned and outside 
speakers were expressly prohibited from campus. Following the events of De-
cember 13, Ewigleben and others frequently made reference to mysterious au-
tomobiles bearing TWLF bumper stickers from San Francisco State. As a 
result, local police established checkpoints at every campus entrance, requiring 
everyone to show proper identification before admittance. Police were sta-
tioned across the entire campus, outside classrooms and in the student union, 
while helicopters hovered overhead.61 Though administrators rationalized 
these new policies as a specific means to contain campus violence, CRP/TWLF 
activists took a wider view of events, with an eye toward their underlying func-
tion. Echoing Hoover’s analysis, Warren Furutani commented:

Law and order have come to CSM. . . . The CSM administrators have 
learned from Hayakawa the value of getting rid of leaders. But people 
of color want to change an immobile institution. They want classes 
where each group—black, Mexican, Oriental, American Indian—can 
learn its own true history in this country, not the history of the white 
ruling class. CSM and SF State and all the campuses of the world have a 
common cause—self-determination. And the administrators of all 
these institutions have a common cause—to prevent self-determina-
tion, in order to prevent their authority and power from being threat-
ened. They do this by withholding funds to programs run by liberals 
who want students of color to learn to read and write but don’t care 
what they read and what they write.62
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With Hoover finally removed from the program, campus administrators ag-
gressively pursued individual students. In the end, eleven student activists 
faced criminal charges arising out of the December 13 rally.

The combined legal and police repression destroyed the TWLF and crip-
pled the CRP. While much of the leadership became entangled in legal pro-
ceedings or faced expulsion, nearly 200 students of color left the campus 
entirely, “disgusted with all the hassle over financial aid, the high school atti-
tudes of the administration, and the racism of students and faculty.” Furutani 
continued, “They are saying ‘fuck it,’ and have gone back to the streets, where 
they came from. They were promised financial aid and a chance for an educa-
tion and the promises were broken.” Others transferred to City College of San 
Francisco or became embroiled in the ongoing student strike at San Francisco 
State. A few managed, however, to stay on campus and attempted to rebuild a 
devastated CRP the following spring semester. Despite official changes in cam-
pus admission procedures, CRP, now under strict CSM supervision, still re-
cruited students from inner-city communities. But, as Furutani explained,

The students who remain in the program will apparently be function-
ing as usual. But don’t be mistaken by their smiles. What to you might 
be a look of satisfaction is to them a mask to hide their true feelings. If 
you look into their eyes, look deep, because equality is on the way, even 
though they know it’s going to be a long, long struggle.63

For many youth of color, that struggle continued elsewhere—most often back 
in their working-class communities—as the Black, Brown, Yellow, and Red 
Power movements flourished. They returned to the grassroots, however, armed 
with organizing experience and a Third Worldist orientation shaped by their 
struggle at CSM.

ethnic studies Then and now

Despite the tumultuous fall semester, the university implemented an Ethnic 
Studies Division at CSM the following academic year. While falling far short of 
the radical program imagined by the TWLF, it became an important space for 
students of color to learn about themselves and society. In his recommendation 
to the Board of Trustees, Ewigleben summarized the lesson that he had learned 
from the previous semester:

There is talk of revolution in our land today, and it is not idle talk. The 
glowing coals of the fire are there and clearly visible—in the rage of mi-
norities who have been too long oppressed, in the hunger and the de-
spair of the poor, in the disenchantment of men and women, young and 
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old, who believe America is betraying its destiny and its heritage. Per-
haps, in time, these coals could burst into flame through the process of 
self-combustion. Perhaps not. We think what we pose here is one mean-
ingful alternative to the growing misunderstanding that confronts all 
men in society. It is my intention in proposing the Ethnic Studies Divi-
sion to stimulate a form of ethnic awareness and consciousness, which 
will generate concern for the brotherhood of humanity.64

Today, public higher education in California—from the community colleges 
to the California State University and University of California systems—faces 
the most severe budget cutbacks in its history, placing a college degree further 
out of reach for working-class students. This occurs at the same moment that 
students of color (Latinas/os, in particular) have emerged as a demographic ma-
jority of the state’s college-age population. One is left to wonder if much stronger 
medicine than Ewigleben’s liberal, multicultural framework will be necessary to 
achieve social and racial justice. Instead, in this moment of crisis for both higher 
education and democracy in the state of California, we might consider what an 
ethnic or Latina/o studies program—developed along the radical praxis of the 
CRP/TWLF—could accomplish, if its students and faculty were organically tied 
to working-class communities and grassroots social movements.
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Definitions

HS students that come to

CSM on their own,

register and enroll in

classes that are already

scheduled for enrichment

or advancement. They

may or may not receive

dual credit.

HS students that take CSM

specific courses within their

high school day ON the high

school campus for access

reasons and they recieve

dual credit for the courses

and a grade bump for the

courses if they are UC/CSU

transferable 

HS students from San

Mateo Union that take

social studies & English

with high school faculty &

earn the rest of their high

school grad requirements

via CSM classes, in Bldg

12 on our campus 

Concurrent Enrollment
Dual Enrollment

Middle College 



Who: Target Population
First-generation college-bound students
First in their family to earn a high school diploma
Member of an identified minority group
English language learner including those who have been reclassified
Socioeconomically disadvantaged students 
Students not identified to participate in Guided Studies, Academic Support or AVID
Homeless or Foster Youth
On track to meet graduation requirements (not credit deficient), and may or not be on
track to complete A-G requirements
Second semester 10th Grade GPA range of 1.75 - 3.0 GPA
AB540, nonAB50, and dreamers in our K12 
Special Education students (IEP/504) (DRC eligible)



WHY for Dual Enrollment



WHY for Dual Enrollment



WHY for Dual Enrollment

Students who may not already be college bound or who are
underrepresented in higher education
Our vision for dual enrollment at CSM is to work with all of our
high school partners to connect, provide direction and
momentum for all of our communicty college bound high school
students. We seek to connect in a meaningful way with students
by building intentional  pretransfer and workforce preparation
pathways. We believe it is our moral imperative to create
college bound pathways for all of our students.



Approach for Dual Enrollment

Approaches to offering our dual enrollment courses with our
highs school partners:

1. Offer courses via CSM faculty embedded in the high school
day and instructing on the high school campus 
2. Where high school faculty meet minimum qualifications
and our course outlines align with theirs, offer courses via
the high school faculty instructing appropriately aligned
courses



Ashley Milton

Hillsdale HS
Lorenzo Hockaday

Peninsula HS

San Mateo Union High School Partners

Brian Simmons

SMUHSD

Lisa Laux

SMUHSD

Nicole Elenz-Martin

Aragon HS

Joshua Knudson

Burlingame HS

Mike Holtz

San Mateo HS



Andy Boysen

Asst. Principal 

Half Moon Bay HS

Deanna Tower

Asst. Principal 

Half Moon Bay HS

Meet the High School Partners, Cabrillo Unified School District 

Lizeth Bendana

Lead Teacher

Pilarcitos HS

Jason Owens

CUSD

John Nazar

Principal 

Half Moon Bay HS
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Fall 2021 Offerings
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Spring 2022 Offerings



Fall 2022 Growth Projections



Spring 2023 Growth Projections



2022 - 2023 Projections:



Example Pathway



Example Pathway



Questions?



Finance Committee 
 

Purpose The purpose of the Finance Committee is to ensure that the College 
maintains fiscal stability and that financial resources are allocated in 
accordance with the College’s Mission, Vision, Strategic Priorities, Educational 
Master Plan goals, Program Review, and other plans. The Finance Committee 
recognizes its stewardship role with respect to financial resources and is 
committed to maintaining the fiscal health of the College. Also, the Finance 
Committee is committed to fiscal transparency; the committee is responsible 
for providing accurate, timely and accessible financial information to College 
stakeholders. 

Functions ▪ Developing long-term and short-term financial plans that are aligned with the 
College’s strategic priorities, educational master plan goals, program review 
and other plans. 

 
▪ Monitoring the overall fiscal condition of the College on a periodic basis and 

recommending corrective actions if necessary. 
 
▪ Ensuring that long-term and short-term financial plans are integrated with 

college planning processes. 

 
▪ Establishing regular communications with College stakeholders regarding 

College financial matters. 
 
▪ Assessing the effectiveness of the Finance Committee on an annual basis and 

implementing recommended changes to committee processes and 
procedures. 

Recommends to IPC 

Chair Selection Committee election among members 

Membership ▪ 1 at-large member from IPC 
▪ 2 faculty members, 1 at-large selected by the Academic Senate, and 1 

Executive Committee Member selected by the Academic Senate  
▪ 2 classified staff member selected by Classified Senate (approved 

by CSEA)  
▪ 1 student selected by the Associated Students 
▪ 1 administrator selected by Management Council  
▪ Vice President of Administrative Services 
▪ Ex-Officio: College President, College Business Officer 

Term Limits 2 years staggered 

Staff Administrative Assistant to Vice President of Administrative Services 

Quorum Same as IPC 

Brown Act Same as IPC 

Type of Decision Making Consensus 

Accreditation 
Standards/Institutional 
Priorities 

Standards I, III, and IV 
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