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2004 Annual Town Gown Report

Institution Name: Cambridge College
Report for Time Period (e. g., Spring '04 semester or 2003-2004 term): ___ Fall 2004
Date Submitted: November 23, 2004

. EXISTING CONDITIONS

Please providethe following information about the current conditions and population at your
Cambridge campus. Add clarifying comments as needed.

A. FACULTY & STAFF

Cambridge-based Staff 2002 2003 2004 2010 (projected)
Head Count: _ 154 109 115

FTES' (if available): L 150 104 110
Cambridge-based Faculty

Head Count: _ 325* 212 223

FTES' (if available): L 27 17 18

Number of Cambridge Residents

Employed at Cambridge Facilities: 53 55

*Included instructor swho taught only at the summer residential program located at Curry
Collegein Milton. Although Cambridge based for most purposes they have been excluded in
thisyearstotal because they do not physically cometo Cambridge.

I"FTE" refersto Full Time Equivalent employees, which treats part-time workers as a fraction of afull time position
based on the number of hours worked per week.
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B. STUDENT BODY? 2002 2003 2004 2010 (projected)
Please provide the following statistics about your Cambridge-based student body:
Total Undergraduate Students: _ 490 644 _
Day: _ 60 44
Evening: L 430 600
Full Time: _ 265 138
Part Time: _ 225 462
Tota Graduate Students: L 1277 1204 L
Day: - 0 0
Evening: _ 1268 1204
Full Time: _ 578 578
Part Time: _ 690 626
Non-Degree Students: L 109 70 L
Day: _ 0 42
Evening: _ 109 28

Total Students Attending Classes
in Cambridge (inclusive of al

categories below) 1876 1918

2Include all non-degree students enrolled in day or evening classes, such as persons taking Harvard Extension classes.
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C. STUDENT RESIDENCES 2002 2003 2004 2010 (projected)
Number of Undergraduate Students residing in Cambridge:
In dormitories: 0 0 0 0
Number with cars garaged
in Cambridge: _ _ _
In off campus affiliate housing®: 0 0 0 0
In off campus non-affiliate housing: 0 0 0
Number of Graduate Students residing in Cambridge:
In dormitories: 0 0 0 0
Number with cars garaged
in Cambridge: _ _ _
In off campus affiliate housing*: 0 0 0 0
In off campus non-affiliate housing: 0 0 0

3 For the purpose of this report, affiliate housing is defined as other housing owned by the institution that is available
only to members of the academic community. Affiliate housing does not include either dormitories or housing available
for rent to persons who are not affiliated with the institution.

* For the purpose of this report, affiliate housing is defined as other housing owned by the institution that is available

only to members of the academic community. Affiliate housing does not include either dormitories or housing available
for rent to persons who are not affiliated with the institution.
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D. FACILITIES& LAND OWNED

The following facilities and land information should be provided for the campus as a whole as well
as for sub-areas/precincts of the campus. For example:

= Harvard University for the North Campus, Law School, Radcliffe Quad, Harvard Yard, etc.
=  MIT for the East Campus, West Campus, Soan School, etc.
= Lesley University for the Main Campus and Porter Square Campus

Acres: 2002 2003 2004 2010 (projected)
Tax Exempt N/A N/A N/A N/A
Taxable N/A N/A N/A N/A

Number of Buildings: 1 1 1 1

Dormitories:

Number of Buildings: N/A N/A N/A N/A
Number of Beds: N/A N/A N/A N/A
Size of Buildings (grossfloor area): 110,000 110,000 110,000 110,000

I nstitutional/Academic 57,731 57,731 57,731 57,731

Student Activities/Athletic N/A N/A N/A N/A
Dormitory/Nontaxable Residential  N/A N/A N/A N/A
Commercia 52,269 52,269 52,269 52,269
Taxable Residential N/A N/A N/A N/A
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This section refers to parking spaces maintained in Cambridge only. Provide figures for the Campus
as a whole and for each sub-area/precinct. Attach additional information as necessary.

Parking Facilities Campus Sub-Areal Sub-Area 2
Sub-AreaName N/A N/A N/A
Number of parking spaces maintained for
students (include resident and commuter parking): 5 5 N/A
Number of parking spaces maintained
for faculty, staff and visitors: 56 41 15
Housing (Do not include any information about dormitoriesin this table.)
Tax Exempt - Taxable - Tax Exempt - Taxable -
2002 Affiliate Housing® | Affiliate Housing® | Other Housing | Other Housing
Number 0 0 0 0
of Units:
Number of 0 0 0 0
Buildings:
Tax Exempt - Taxable - Tax Exempt - Taxable -
2003 Affiliate Housing® | Affiliate Housing® | Other Housing | Other Housing
Number 0 0 0 0
of Units:
Number of 0 0 0 0
Buildings:
Tax Exempt - Taxable - Tax Exempt - Taxable -
2004 Affiliate Housing® | Affiliate Housing® | Other Housing | Other Housing
Number 0 0 0 0
of Units:
Number of 0 0 0 0
Buildings:
2010 Tax Exempt - Taxable - Tax Exempt - Taxable -
Projected | Affiliate Housing® | Affiliate Housing®| Other Housing | Other Housing
Number 0 0 0 0
of Units:
Number of 0 0 0 0
Buildings:
Property Transfers:

Please list Cambridge properties purchased since filing your previous Town Gown Report:
N/A
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Please list Cambridge properties sold since filing your previous Town Gown Report:
N/A

Please describe any planned dispositions or acquisitions:

N/A

E. REAL ESTATE LEASED

Please attach to the report atable listing of all real estate leased by your educational institution
within the City of Cambridge. Include the following for each lease:

= Street address

= approximate area of property leased (e. g., 20,000 SF, two floors, entire building, etc.)

= use(e. g., ingtitutional/academic, student activities/athletic, housing, etc.)
If your institution does not lease any real estate within the City of Cambridge, you may omit this
section.

F. PAYMENTSTO CITY OF CAMBRIDGE: °

FY 01 FY 02 FY 03 FY 04
Real Estate Taxes Paid: $259,183 $240,654 $246,043 $334,409
Payment in Lieu of Taxes
(PILOT): N/A $2,627 N/A N/A
Water & Sewer FeesPaid:  $14,874 $26,064 $21,476 $23,776
Other Fees & Permits Paid: N/A N/A N/A N/A

®Fiscal Years for the City of Cambridge begin on July 1 and end on June 30 of the following year. For example, FY 02
for the City of Cambridge includes the period from July 1, 2001 through June 30, 2002.
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[I. FUTURE PLANSNARRATIVE

On page 12 of the 1991 Report of the Mayor’s Committee on University-Community Relationships,
the members of the Town-Gown Committee agreed that “ Universities should offer statements of
their future needs to the city and plans responding to those needs. These plans should include
specific statements about known development projects and their status; forecasts of faculty, staff or
student population growth; and identified needs that do yet have solutions.. . . These plans should
address known concerns of the community, such as parking and/or tax base erosion.”

Describe your institution’s current and future physical plans:
e Employ aplanning horizon of ten years,

e How do you see your campus evolving to address your institution’s strategic goals and
objectives;

e Describe the goals and needs that you address through your plans

e |dentify and describe plans for future development of the sub-areas/precincts of your campus,
being certain to address the institution specific information requests and questions found in
Section VI (coordinate with Map 4 in Section IV);

e |dentify future development sites on your campus (coordinate with Map 4 in Section V).

e Includein your discussion the relationship of planned and projected institutional
development to adjacent residential districts within Cambridge and any impacts that might
result;

e Includein your discussion the relationship of planned and projected institutional
development to adjacent retail and commercial districts within Cambridge and significant
impacts that might result (e. g., loss or relocation of retail space, etc.).

[11.LIST OF PROJECTS

List al development and public improvement/infrastructure projects completed within the past year,
currently in construction or which will require City permits or approvals during the next three years
(coordinate with Map 3 in Section 1V);

e Indicate how each project meets the programmatic goals of your institution discussed in
Section I1;

e Indicate how each project fits into the physical plans for the immediate campus areg;
e Indicate identified future development sites on your campus (coordinate with Map 4 in
Section V).
V. MAPPING REQUIREMENTS
Please attach to the report maps of the following (these may be combined as appropriate):

1. Map of al real estate owned in the City of Cambridge. Categorize properties by use as
appropriate (e. g., institutional/academic, student activities/athletic, dormitory/nontaxable
residential, investment, etc.).
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2. Map of red estate leased. Categorize properties by use as appropriate (e. g.,
institutional/academic, student activities/athletic, housing). This map can be combined with
the one above.

3. Map of development projects completed within the past year, now underway, proposed or
planned within the next three years.

4. Map the sub-areas/precincts of your campus, indicating the location of future development
areas and projects. If appropriate, include detailed maps of sub-areas/precincts where
significant changes are anticipated to occur over the next five years.

V. TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT

Please provide the following information. 'Y ou may summarize the information below or attach
documents to this report, as appropriate. 1f your school has not updated information since
submitting the 2003 Annual Report, you may so indicate in the appropriate space below.

A. Results of surveys of commuting mode choice for faculty and/or staff and/or students.

B. Information on the point of origin of commuter trips to Cambridge for faculty and/or staff and/or
students.

C. Have there been any changesin your TDM plan or strategy since submitting your 2003 Town
Gown-report? If so, please describe briefly. (Your PTDM planison fileat CDD.) No.
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VI.INSTITUTION SPECIFIC INFORMATION REQUESTS

Harvard University

1.

Provide an update on planning and construction activities in the North Yard and Law School
areas.

Provide an update on plans for the three specia district areas created through the Riverside
Zoning, including plans for institutional housing at 888 Memorial Drive and Banks Street and
plans for the power plant and switch house on Blackstone Street.

Provide an update on planned construction and changes in program for property at the Radcliffe
Quadrangle and at the Observatory.

Provide an update on any anticipated change in the quantity of space leased to commercial
tenants (retail and office), with particular attention paid to any ground floor retail activity
currently accessible to the public.

Provide an update on planned construction and changes in program for property in the block
between Prescott and Ware Streets.

Provide an update of the plans for Allston as they affect the Cambridge campus.

Lesley University

1

Provide an update on the status of the university master plan process, the schedule for its release,
and outreach about this process to the City and the Agassiz and Porter Square neighborhoods.

Provide an update on planning and construction activities on the Main Campus and Porter
Square areas, particularly the Porter Exchange building and parking lots located across
Massachusetts Avenue. Include an update on any development discussions related MBTA Porter
Square air rights.

Provide an update on plans to move Art Institute of Boston facilities to Cambridge.

Describe plans for properties currently held by the University on or abutting Massachusetts
Avenue. Particular attention should be paid to a description of the uses intended on the ground
floor of these sites, as related to community concerns about maintaining an active retail
environment.

M assachusetts I nstitute of Technology

1.
2.

Provide an update on long term planning for the main campus, including the Sloan School area.

Provide information on any plans for additional housing and other uses under consideration for
MIT owned parcels in Cambridgeport.

Provide information on plans for MIT owned parcels |ocated along Massachusetts Avenue, with
particular attention to ground floor retail uses.

Provide information on plansfor MIT owned parcels located along Main Street and in the
Osborne Triangle (the area bounded by Massachusetts Avenue, Main Street and Osborne Street),
including parcels acquired from Polaroid, with particular attention to ground floor retail uses.
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Cambridge College Background

Over the past 30 years, Cambridge

College has grown from asmall, innovative
graduate program in Education into an
established institution with a national
presence that achieves its mission of
creating an inclusive society through
providing educational opportunity.

Thirty years ago, the higher
education system was failing most of
America sworking adults. The founder and
Chancellor of Cambridge College, Eileen
Moran Brown has said that Undergraduate
and graduate education was largely
accessible only to “the privileged and the
lucky.” Only 11% of America sworking
adults had 4 years of college or morein
1970.

Responding to this urgent need,
Cambridge College was founded in 1971 to
“provide academically excellent, time-
efficient, and cost-effective higher education
to adiverse population of working adults for
whom those opportunities may have been
limited or denied.” The College’ sinnovative
model sought to meet the needs of working
adult students from the start with such
elements as classes at nights and on
weekends, flexible locations and class sites,
alow-cost operating model, and practitioner
faculty focused on bringing the students
experiences into the classroom.

The College was affiliated at first
with Newton College, and later with
Antioch College, before becoming an
independent degree-granting and fully-
accredited institution in 1981. Its new status
as an independent institution enabled the

College to focus even more on the
traditionally underserved working adult
students that it had been founded to serve.

Cambridge College student growth over time

Total number of
enrolled students
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From just 100 studentsin itsfirst
year in Newton, Cambridge College has
grown at an average rate of approximately
20% per year to amost 5,500 studentsin
2003. Over thistime, the College has grown
more and more rapidly, as continued
innovations and refinements in its model led
more and more students to seek a
Cambridge College education.

A great deal remainsto be done.
Cambridge College has grown to serve a
significant number of working adults, but
the need continues to grow as well. While
the US high school graduation rate doubled
in the last 50 years, the college graduation
rate has remained constant at about 25%.
Academically excellent, time efficient, and
cost effective adult education are still not
widely available. The Cambridge College
vision of an inclusive society where
everyone has access to the educational
opportunities needed to reach their full
potential remains as urgent as ever.




Cambridge College campuses and programs

Cambridge College locations Boston
O Large campuses -Undergraduate (incl.
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The students are also geographically
diverse, even though most of the 20+ class
sites are located along the East Coast. This
geographical diversity has been drivenin
large part by the significant student interest
in the innovative National Institute for
Teaching Excellence (NITE) program, an
intensive residential summer program that
enables students to compl ete 30-40 credits
(the equivalent of that completed during a
full-time Master’ s program in Education).
As aresult, the College now serves students
from 40 of the 50 states, and its alumni
teach, lead, and counsel others all acrossthe
UsS.

In response to student needs and in
line with its mission to educate studentsin
professions where they can impact others,
the Cambridge College system has grown
from a single graduate program in Education
to four programs: three graduate programsin
Education (which includesthe NITE
program), Management, and Counseling
Psychology, and the Undergraduate
program. In addition, there are several
smaller programs for certificate degrees and
advanced graduate studies. Multiple
educational and business partnerships
further enrich the students’ professional and
academic experience.

The Cambridge College system and affiliations
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Vision 2010 Development Process

The College' s historic success
provides the college with awide range of
important opportunities in both existing core
programs and future growth alternatives.
Cambridge College intends to pursue these
growth aternatives outside City of
Cambridge and in new Geographical
locations. As aresult, the Board of Trustees
and Management decided to conduct a
systematic assessment of the college’s
strategic alternatives.

This strategy development processis
anatural next step in the history of strategic
planning at the College. In the last 20 years,
the College has successfully developed and
executed three strategic plans. The first was
developed for 1983-1988. Completing this
plan early, the College then outlined its
strategy for 1986-2001. By 2001, the
College already had a new strategic plan for
2001-2005.

The college successfully executed
the key initiativesin the last of these plans
in just one year. The college accomplished
its dual objectives of improving the
academic quality of the program while
managing significant growth. To do this, the
College gathered and reviewed data on
student learning and used this datato
improve the academic programs. Using the
funds raised in the last capital campaign, the
College aso completed payment on the
building mortgage, increased student
scholarships, and added to the endowment.
Given its success with this plan, the board
and management decided in 2002 to begin
development of the Vision 2010 strategy.

The Vision 2010 development
process had three distinct phases. The first
phase consisted of a strategic discussion on

socia impact and an analytical review of the
College’ s programs. In the second phase,
management and board used this
information to assess current programs,
evaluate strategic options, and identify key
initiatives —with this all coming together in
the Vision 2010 strategy. In the third phase,
this strategy was trandated into specific
products that will assist the Collegein the
implementation of Vision 2010 — a concrete
implementation plan and outline of
resources required, a strategic positioning
approach, and an external and interna
performance-monitoring system.

Vision 2010 Strategic Planning Process

Understand the history, mission, values & vision
of Cambridge College, as both a college & a cause

. Evaluate strategic options through analysis and tools
- Identify key initiatives to include in growth plan

= = =

’ Input to strategic ‘

’- Assessment of current programs ‘

Impact growth System for
strategy & plan monitoring trends

To develop Vision 2010, the College
used two key strategic frameworks. First, the
College mapped its academic programs —
developing a deep understanding of the
college’ s desired mission and the financial
contributions of each program. The mission
impact of various programs was attained
through extensive discussions with the
board, management, and staff about the
mission, the goals of the college, and the
ability of each program to contribute to
these goals. The programs’ financial impact
was determined through an in-depth analysis
of the College’ sfinancials. Using the
assessed mix in mission impact and financial
resources required or generated across




programs and extensive external analysis,
the College devel oped the Vision 2010
strategy and key core program initiatives for
the near-term. These initiatives will generate
additional financial resources, and several
academic and operational improvements
(See section entitled Vision 2010
Implementation Plan for more information.)

Key strategic frameworks

Program contribution Program expansion

portfolio opportunities
NEW
PROGRAMS

Positive Existing New
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Mission contribution
Programs
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FUNDING

NEW
MARKETS
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Negative [0}
Financial contribution Geographies

Once these initiatives with the
current programs are well underway and
adequately resourced, the College will
assess broader expansion opportunities. The
College has already identified a set of
potential geographic and program
opportunities for future expansion. While
growth through current programsis likely to
be lowest risk and lowest cost, the College
will aso continue to explore and refine
growth opportunities through new products
and markets within the Vision 2010 time
frame. (See section entitled Strategic
Expansion: Future Opportunities for more
information.)

Research, Analvsis, and Synthesis

T o assessits strategic options,
Cambridge College conducted an analytical
assessment of its costs, customers,
capabilities, competitors, and commitment
(what social impact the management and
Board were most passionate about creating).
This assessment demonstrated that the
College has many significant strengths. At
the same time, some important improvement
opportunities were identified.

Cambridge College has made great
strides towards realizing its mission of
creating an inclusive society through
providing educational opportunity. This
success is dependent on the College's strong
and consistent commitment to its mission
and a solid understanding of which
programs contribute most to this mission.

The College gained a deeper
understanding of the mission impact of its

programs through a two-step process. First,
the board and management identified the
key outcomes — personal, professional, and
societal — constituting the College's
intended social impact. Second, by assessing
the current ability of programsto create
personal, professional, and societal
outcomes, the board and management
identified the Master’s in Education and
Undergraduate programs as the programs
that contribute most to the College's
mission.

Cambridge College' s ability to create
these outcomes through its programs rests
on anumber of important strengths. One of
these isits unflagging commitment to a set
of core values.



Cambridge College’s core values

Examples of how those values are brought
to life

= High representation of = Open admissions (no “gate” at the beginning) — no
traditionally excluded test scores or prior GPA levels needed for admission
groups (?Qe- ethnicity, = Affordable tuition
gender, income) = High level of support for students

= Intended impacts of = Degrees that offer an immediate financial boost
professional skills and « Professions that allow graduates to “work through
transformational values others” and impart values, or that have

transformational values for the individual

= Focus on working adults = Flexible schedules

= Accessible class locations

Core values

« Professional/academic = Faculty who are practitioners in their field
content - Small class size
= Core teaching model = Faculty composition which parallels that of students
= Interactive adult teaching model
= Financial/operating model |« Commitment to keep costs as low as is practical

Another key strength isthe College's
well-devel oped model for executing its
mission. Demonstrating quality, diversity,
community, and value, this model consists
of afocus on adult students, the use of
faculty practitioners, acommitment to adult
learning, and an innovative financial and
operating model.

Cambridge College has a well-developed model
for creating impact

model
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adult students

Professional/
academic content
Core teaching

Financial/
operating model

Student key reasons for attending Cambridge
College
Percentage of respondents citing as one of top three reasons for attending CC
(all degree types; # citing that dimension/total # of surveys)
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Acceleraled
classes

Repu\atlon Dlverslty

Adult Iearnlng/ Location Price Credit for life
teaching model experience

The survey also demonstrates clearly
that the College is meeting student needs.
When comparing the College and its
competitors, students rate Cambridge
College much higher than competitors along
the key elements of the Cambridge College
model that they value most.

Student perceptions of competitors across key
attributes

Percentage of responses (all degree types)

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

100%
801
601 CCis
O better than
40- competitors
CC is equal to
competilors
207 CCis
B worse than
competitors
Flexible No standard Accelerated | Reputation Diversity
schedule admit tests classes
Adult learning/ Locauon Price Credit for life
teaching model experience

A review of the information on
students shows Cambridge College has
numerous strengths. A survey of current
students indicates that they are attracted to
the College’ s mission and values. In
particular, students value the adult
teaching/learning model and flexible
scheduling — two of the key pillars of the
College' s operating model.

High student pass rates of
standardized licensure exams after
graduation verify the academic impact the
Collegeis having on its students. Other
limited data on alumni suggests that alumni
are in fact achieving the career goals they
laid out as students. It is clear that the
Collegeis having a significant impact on its
students.




Cambridge College pass rates on the education
licensure exam

CC pass rate relative
to statewide average

100%

801 State

requirement
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The College’ s ahility to serve
students, particularly certain traditionally
underserved populations, is significantly
greater than that of its competitors. It isthe
market leader in awarding Master’ s of
Education degrees to minority candidates. In
fact, the College awarded more than double
the number of degrees awarded by its closest
competitor in Massachusetts to minority
candidates.

Cambridge College is the market leader in
conferring Master’s degrees in Education to
minority and African American candidates

2001 MA Minority Master's
of Education completions

2001 MA African American
Master’s of Education completions

366 Cambridge
College

Lesley

Harvard

0O 100 200 300 400 0 100 200 300 400

More specifically, the College
confers more Masters of Education degrees
to African Americans than any other higher
education institution in Massachusetts. In
2003, 3.5 times as many African American
M .Ed. candidates completed their degrees at
Cambridge College as the next closest
competitor. The data demonstrates the
College' s unyielding dedication and success
in providing higher education to certain
traditionally underserved populations.

In order to create thisimpact, the
College has developed a highly innovative
and successful operating model. Rather than
create significant fixed costs through
building new facilities, the College focuses
on flexibility. It rents a high percentage of
its classroom space and makes extensive use
of highly accomplished practitioners as part-
time faculty in each of the professional
academic programs. This operating model
has enabled the College to keep tuition
affordable. Asaresult, the Collegeisthe
lowest cost private institution in the greater
Boston area and has increased tuition
significantly less than the average US
private or public undergraduate institution.
The model also enables the College to
respond to student needs for flexibility,
offering courses only where and when they
are needed.

However, within this strong
programmatic and financial model for
creating impact, the programs do differ in
their ability to contribute mission impact and
financial resources to the College. In order
to expand its mission impact and maintain
its cost-effective model, the College needs
to be thoughtful about what types of changes
and level of growth are appropriate for each
program. While the high mission impact
Master’ sin Education program contributes
financial resourcesto the rest of the College
because of its scale, the similarly mission
critical Undergraduate program needs
significant resources to operate and grow.
On the other hand, the Management
program is close to financial break even and
could provide resources to grow the
Undergraduate program in the future, but
should make some programmeatic changes to
improve its mission impact.

At the same time, the College faces a
number of key emerging challenges and



improvement opportunities. Some of these
areinternal. Students want improved
administrative processes, particularly in
initial enrollment, ongoing registration, and
ongoing administrative problem-solving.

There are emerging threats

External
Competition Demographics Regulations

Broad concerns:

opportunistic vs.
strategic growth

Concerns:

Admin Processes 4 8
academic quality

Internal

Other challenges come from external
sources. Changing licensure requirements
will demand greater academic support if
Cambridge Collegeisto ensure the success

of its students while maintaining “no gate”
at the beginning. Furthermore, while
working adults are expected to shrink in
proportion to the total US population,
competition isincreasing as a wide range of
ingtitutions increasingly pursue the

College’ starget clients with flexible
programs, faculty practitioners, and other
hallmarks of the College's highly successful
approach. Unfortunately, many of these
competitors are hoping to tap this market for
financial reasons, with little interest in
creating the social impact that is Cambridge
College’ s objective.

Cambridge College has achieved a
tremendous amount over the last 30 years.
Going forward, the College will draw on its
strengths and face its challenges head on to
continue expanding its impact and achieve at
even higher levels.

Vision 2010 Strateqgy

The focus of the Vision 2010

strategy isto grow the College’ s impact with
quality through partnerships. Cambridge
College will implement this strategy by
pursuing three key imperatives while
continuing to enhance other programs.

o0 Enhancing capabilities and quality to
defend core programs

0 Maximizing the economic value of core
programs

0 Investing in the growth and quality of
the mission-critical Undergraduate
program

0 Pursuing important ongoing program
improvements

Cambridge College Vision 2010
Growing Impact with Quality through Strategic Partnerships

Aligned
Focus
“Give me a lever and a firm place to stand and
I shall move the world”

Archimedes, 250 BC

Enhance
capabilities and
quality to defend
the core programs

Strategic
Partnerships

Maximize Invest in
economic high
value of core mission BA

programs programs

| Address Quality Image and Strengthen Capabilitiesl




Enhancing capabilities and quality to defend
the core programs. As the College faces an
increasingly challenging competitive and
regulatory environment, it must strengthen
academic and administrative capabilities and
increase academic quality. Monitoring the
impact of these improvements and
communicating these results to key
stakeholders — students, funders, and the
board — will bolster the College’s
competitive position in its core programs.

M aximizing the economic value of core
programs. The second imperative has two
main thrusts:

0 Strengthen and grow the Master’sin
Management program: The Management
program has high-potential for
significant mission and financial impact,
but is sub-scale. The College will
strengthen and grow Management by
hiring more faculty practitioners,
increasing tuition, repositioning the
program, and reducing enrollment
expenses through educational
partnerships with leading local, regional
and national businesses. These changes
will enable the College to serve a
significant number of new students and
move the Management program from
breakeven to surplus—increasing
funding available for other mission-
critical programs.

0 Reduce academic and enrollment costs
for the Undergraduate program: Of the
College' s core programs, the
Undergraduate program is most mission-
critical, but consumes significant
financia resources today. Moreover,
these resources will likely increase
because the College needs to increase its
investment in student support and
scholarship to continue succeeding in

serving students with “no gate” at the
beginning.

As aresult, the College wants to
decrease the per student cost of running
the Undergraduate program. One of the
ways the College will do soisto
increase the average class size, which is
much smaller in the Undergraduate
program than in most other programsin
the College today. The College will
increase average class size by
eliminating most concentrations and
duplicate sections of low-enrollment
classes. In addition, increased
partnerships with businesses whose
employees want an Undergraduate
degree will lower enrollment costs.

The cost savings from these changes will
enable the College to serve more
students while offering what would il
be small class sizes relative to most
programs (<20 students per class). The
College will also be able to increase
academic support and financia
scholarships to ensure the success of
these students.
Enhancing the growth and quality of the
mission-critical Undergraduate program:
Any net financial resources generated by
these and other future initiatives will be
invested in growing the size and quality of
the high-impact Undergraduate program.

Pursuing important ongoing program
improvements: While implementing these
key initiatives, the College will continue to
enhance other programs. It will grow the
high mission impact Education program by
exploring and preparing for NCATE
certification and by expanding the new
Doctorate degree program. The College will
also enhance the Counseling Psychology
program by developing new centers of
expertise with available funding. The Vision
2010 strategy focuses on considerable




opportunities for greater impact that exist
today in Cambridge College's core
programs and locations. The College can
only pursue all of theseinitiativesif itis
successful in its current capital campaign.
To succeed in al its key initiatives, the
College will need philanthropic support to
complement the financial resources
generated by implementing the initiativesin
this phase.

When the College believes that these
core initiatives are adequately resourced and
leading to results, it will take additional
stepsin pursuing a set of even more
dramatic growth opportunities through new
geographies or degree categories.

Summary of Vision 2010 strategy

Vision 2010:
Vision 2010 Strategy Vision 2010 Impact Future Scenarios

Enhance capabilities and
defend core P Management

maximizi .
M I f iﬁﬁendld soc?r;l and Board will
laximize economic value of consider more

current programs impact of core dramatic gro

programs opportunities

At that time, management and board
will further assess these new growth
opportunities before taking action. (See
section entitled Srategic Expansion: Future
Opportunities for more information.)

Vision 2010 Implementation Plan

T o redlize Vision 2010, Cambridge
College has outlined the specific
implementation activities that support the
key strategic imperatives of the Vision 2010

strategy.

The College has prepared in several
important ways to ensure its success in these
implementation activities. First, the College
has defined clear roles and responsibilities
for each of the initiatives among the senior
team. For each activity, it has identified the
targeted date of completion aswell asa
detailed timeline with key activities and
milestones. Added to thisis a management
dashboard that will enable the board and
management to monitor the progress of the
implementation activities. Finally, the

College has determined the financial
resources that will be required to pursue
these implementation activities successfully.

The process used to develop this
implementation plan, not just its content,
will help to deliver its success. This
implementation plan was created with
significant input from the board, the
leadership, the full senior team, and several
of the staff of the College. The multiple
rounds of discussion to engage and gain
input from all key parties help to ensure that
all key partieswill agreein the plan’s
feasibility and coordinate in their pursuit of
the plan.
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Aligned with the key strategic
imperatives are seven key implementation
activities:

Key strategic imperatives and implementation

Enhance capabilities and Maximize economic Invest in high-mission

quality to defend the value of current impact Undergraduate
core programs programs program

Capabilities and quality: Undergraduate-specific: Resources generated:

- Address administrative - Minimize cost of BA - Invest resources
problems instruction delivery generated by other

- Ensure ic quality: through cost containment initiatives in expanding
how to maintain open size of and improving
admissions with licensure || Management-specific: support to mission-critical
& competitive challenges ||« Add faculty practitioners Undergraduate program

= Address questions around to reposition Management
brand & quality image and attract more students

Partnerships:

= Develop partnerships that = Develop partnerships to
strengthen image and grow students while
impact on graduates lowering enrollment costs

Counseling Psych-specific: Pricing:

- Continue to improve - Increase pricing of
program as funding Management; test in all
becomes available other programs

Education-specific:

« Continue to grow existing

Education programs in
existing sites

College-wide initiatives

o Capabilities and quality: Improve
academic quality by developing a
comprehensive academic infrastructure;
Respond to student feedback on
administrative processes, Communicate
quality along various key metricsto all
key stakeholders.

0 Partnerships: Develop additional
partnerships to lower marketing and
enrollment costs and increase the
College' s ahility to place graduates

o0 Pricing: Increase tuition in Management
program; test in other programsto
determine feasibility of implementing
elsewhere

Academic department-specific initiatives

0 Undergraduate: Eliminate most
concentrations and duplicate |ow-
enrollment classes to increase class size.
Invest resources generated from other
programs in high mission impact
Undergraduate program

0 Management: Hire more faculty
practitioners to reposition and grow the
program

0 Education: Explore and prepare for
NCATE certification and increase
Education program comprehensiveness

by growing new Doctorate degree
program

0 Counseling psychology: Make program
improvements (e.g., expand reach to
agencies, add multicultural counseling)
when funding is available

To pursue these initiatives successfully,
the College will need additional expertisein
information tracking, corporate and human
resources management, marketing, and
public relations. Key senior team members
will have responsibility for each of the
initiatives, while the Board will provide
support in specific areas, like the
development of additional Management
partnerships.

Building the capabilities required for
theseinitiatives iswell aligned with
Cambridge College’ s fundamental tenets of
quality, diversity, community and value.
Through these initiatives, the College will
both improve and better communicate
quality. The comprehensive academic
infrastructure will strengthen academic
quality, while administrative quality will
improve through the College' s response to
student feedback. Communication of quality
will be enhanced through better tracking of
overall college metrics and a new
communications office.

The key initiatives build significant and positive
capabilities that support the College’s core tenets
= Increased leadership capacity

-Overall college leadership

-Deans of academic programs and student services
-Director-level staff

Leadership

" = Stronger ability to track, improve, and communicate quality
Quality -Administrative processes
-Academic quality
-Overall college metrics

il

= Greater academic support to ensure the success of the College’s
diverse student body given evolving licensure requirements
N = Growing number and strength of local and national partnerships
Community -Student feeders for the College’s programs
-Placement opportunities for the College’s graduates

=« Refinements of the College’s highly successful financial model
-Tuition increases in Management program
-More focused Undergraduate class offerings
-Strengthened MM program with changed faculty mix & repositioning
-An increase in student scholarships of $100K per year

Value
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The College’ s ahility to serve a
diverse student body increases with the
comprehensive academic infrastructure. As
the College improves its ability to educate
and serve students with all types of past
academic experience and background, it
ensures that the College’ s student body will
remain diverse in the face of increasing
pressure to select for certain types of
students.

Through increased partnerships with
local, regional, and national businesses, the
College builds greater tiesto its community.
At the same time, these partnerships and
other activities like reducing duplicate low-
enrollment classes in the Undergraduate
program keeps the College' s cost structure
low, thus maximizing the value of core
programs to the College and its students.

Concurrently, the College will
strengthen its leadership capacity. These
capabilities enable the College not only to
pursue near-term initiatives, but also to keep
growing and evolving in the future.

Through the pricing increase and the
fundraising performed by academic deans,
these initiatives are expected to generate
enough resources to cover costsin later
years. However, the College must raise
$2.6M for the next two years to pursue these

initiatives and provide an additional $100K
annually for undergraduate and graduate
student scholarships. Therefore, as part of its
strategic implementation, the Collegeis
focusing parts of its current capital

campaign on raising these funds.

Vision 2010 incremental economics: Cambridge
College needs $2.6M in the next two years to
implement these initiatives

Resources generated and required
by Vision 2010 implementation plan

$1.3M Income from

& growth
O Annual costs
0O One-time costs

Funds that
-2.0 Shortfall: E‘y”i;;fajaised

$2.6M campaigns and
full academic
deans

-$3.9M

FY 2004-2005
(two years)

The College’ s management team has
identified key milestones and metrics that
enable the leadership to assess its progress
along key initiatives. The leadership will
work closely with the Board, updating it
regularly on the dashboard of key indicators,
and the strategic resources analysis to ensure
the Board both supports Vision 2010 and
monitors the success of implementation.
Going forward, the College |eadership will
involve the Board in any key decisions
regarding the College or its strategy.

Strateqic Expansion: Future Opportunities

Cambridge College has achieved
great success through its core programs.
Vision 2010 focuses on taking the impact of
this core to itsfull potential while bolstering
quality to defend against emerging threats.

Successful implementation of the Vision
2010 initiatives above will prepare the
College for the next phase of growth.
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There are many mission, financial,
and organizational benefits from growth.
Growth can increase the College' simpact,
generate additional resources, and provide
opportunities for leadership recruitment and
development. At the same time, when
existing programs are successful and the
risks of expansion are high, the decision to
grow in anew direction should not be taken
lightly.

Why should nonprofit organizations grow?

Incentives
for
growth

Financial Leadership

Mission impact opportunity development

= Unmet social - Utilize core - Opportunity to
need competencies recruit and

- New program and capabilities developv next
area or « Create generatu_)n of
geography incremental leadership

= Organization financial

believes it can
effectively < Will not decrease
address the need mission impact

contributions

significantly in line with its mission.
Many cities across the US have a
desperate need for the educational
offering that the College has so
successfully pioneered in Massachusetts.

For example, Atlanta has a greater
portion of its population below the
poverty line and a greater pay increase
for teachers with aMaster’ sdegreein
Education than Boston. On the other
hand, lower percentages of the teachers
in Tampa and Miami have Master’s
degrees than Boston teachers.

Option 2: Programmatic expansion

To determine where and how to
grow more broadly, the College has started
to evaluate a new set of opportunities by
applying the key strategic frameworks used
to develop Vision 2010. Asit continues
studying the new opportunities and reaches a
final decision on the best course for future
expansion, the College will need to
understand the implications of the new
growth opportunity. Is the new growth
opportunity a new product, market or
something broader? What are the
implications of each type of growth option?

The College has identified three
probable growth options that will be
considered once the core Vision 2010
strategy has been implemented.

Option 1: Geographic expansion

0 Adding existing programsin new cities.
Several new locations would give the
College the opportunity to grow

0 Adding a new BA focused on the
intersection of liberal arts and
technol ogy-driven undergraduate
preparation. The number of institutions
preparing students from poorer socio-
economic backgrounds for such fields
has dwindled over recent decades while
demand from the labor markets for these
skillsisincreasing. The jobs that offer a
living wage, are growing most quickly,
and require an Undergraduate degree,
areintechnical fields not currently
served by the College (e.g. computer
engineer, systems anayst, and financial
sales).

Option 3: Broader replication approach

0 Replicate the well-developed and
successful Cambridge College model
amongst other institutions of higher
education through policy or other tools.

The College needs to answer a
number of questions about each opportunity.
These answers will enable the College to
compare the mission and financial
contribution of new opportunities to the
portfolio of existing core programs and to
select the course for growth that best creates
greater mission and/or financial impact.
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Armed with a detailed understanding of the
new growth opportunity, the board and
management will work closely together in
accordance with clearly established

decision-making processes and roles to
decide whether to pursue the new growth
opportunity.

Cambridge College: A Bright Future

The Cambridge College vision of an
inclusive society where everyone has access
to the educational opportunities needed to
reach their full potential remains elusive.
The College has made significant progress
towards realizing this vision. However, the
College still has many opportunities to
create greater impact in existing programs
and locations. By implementing the Vision
2010 strategy for its core programs, the

College will continue to grow itsimpact. As
it realizesthe full potential of itsimpact in
core programs, the College can pursue even
greater impact through a number of new
growth opportunities.

With your continued help and
support, the Cambridge College vision can
become aredlity for all of America's
working adults.
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2004 projects/ Cambridge College

1. 60 ISLAND STREET, LAWRENCE Developed 10,500
square feet of raw industrial space for a new
classroom facility expanding into the Lawrence
market.

2. 80 PROSPECT STREET, CAMBRIDGE Expanded an
existing facility to take over the balance of this site
for additional classroom and offices spaces
specifically used by the School of Education

3. 1000 MASSACHUSETTS AVENUE, CAMBRIDGE
Renovated existing spaces to develop a STUDENT
SERVICES CENTER
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Cambridge College
Transportation Survey Report
to the City of Cambridge
Parking and Transportation Demand Planning

Executive Summary

In 2003, based on a sample survey provided by the PTDM Officer, Cambridge College
designed and administered three forms of the transportation survey approved by the
PDTM Officer to staff, faculty and students. Based on the College’ s experience in 2003,
adlightly revised survey was administered to 102 staff, 223 faculty and 842 students
during the week of April 28-May 2. Response rates were 86%, 66% and 62%
respectively, for an overall response rate of 71%.

Cambridge College makes an effort to serve students at times and locations that are
convenient for them. During the Spring 2004 term, in addition to the College’'s 5
instructional centers (Springfield and Lawrence, MA, Chesapeake, VA, Augusta, GA and
Puerto Rico), courses were offered in 11 remote sites, and therefore some students
reported that they did not commute to either site in Cambridge the week of the survey.
Other students reported enrollment in courses that meet on alternate weeks for 3.5 hours,
and did not meet during the survey week. Some students reported enrollment in courses
scheduled as weekend intensives, and thus did not commute on the weekdays.

Results demonstrate that while most College employees work a somewhat regular 8 or 9
am. to 5 or 6 p.m. schedule (only 20% NEVER vary their hours and 31% do not leave
until after 6 p.m.), the majority of students and faculty respondents arrive at the College
between the hours of 5 and 9 p.m. Twenty-seven percent of the faculty respondents and
45% of student respondents have a triangular commuting pattern, traveling to the College
from another job or school. Fifty-one percent of faculty, 60% of students and 79% of the
employees who responded vary their reported times at least 1 day each month.

Approximately three-fourths of employees, faculty and students travel between 16 and 60
minutes to the College, 73%, 71% and 81% respectively. However, 14% of employees,
16% of faculty and 11% of students travel more than an hour. The majority of
employees, faculty and students responding travel less than 20 miles to reach the College,
73%, 54% and 56% respectively. At the sametime, 26% of employees, 38% of faculty
and 41% of students travel more than 20 miles to reach the College, including 44
individuals who report traveling more than 60 miles.

Employees used a variety of commuting strategies, with fewer than 50% driving alone
each day of the survey period. The faculty response clearly indicates their part-time
status, as 38-55% report working at home or off-site or scheduled day off for each day for
the survey. On any given day, only 5-26% of faculty respondents drove alone. Similarly,
student responses indicate that on any given day, alarge percentage of students do not



have a class scheduled (37-63%). During the days of the survey week, between 2 and
28% of students drove alone the entire way.

In all categories the greatest number of respondents chose their commuting option for
convenience. Due to the proximity of the College to buses and T, and the lack of parking
options, public transport is convenient. However, convenience also relates to the need for
acar during the day, and more than half of the employees (58%) and faculty (71%)
reported using their personal vehicles for work-related business during the day. More
than 30% of respondents in each group indicated that they were not likely to change to
ridesharing or other commuting alternatives, regardless of the incentivesin place. The
percentage of students and faculty indicating that they were not likely to change to a
commuting alternative increased over last year for every option proposed. Similarly, the
percentage of employees indicating that they were not likely to change to a commuting
alternative increased dightly for most options, and in one case, stayed the same as
compared to last year.

An important factor to consider when interpreting student responses to incentives and in
future efforts to compare survey resultsis the ever-changing student population. The
varying length of student programs means that the majority of students who responded to
this survey are unlikely to be enrolled ayear from now. Graduate programs range in
length from 32-62 credits, with a majority of students completing in 3-4 semesters.
Undergraduate programs require 120 credits, however, are often shorter when students
enroll with up to 90 transfer credits.

Despite the challenges of a constantly changing student population, the triangular
commuting patterns of many students and faculty, and the number of employees who
work varied schedules and need their vehicles for work, Cambridge College is committed
to supporting employees, faculty and students in accessing and using alternatives to SOV
commuting. During this past year the College installed bike racks at both Cambridge
locations and increased access to information on commuting alternatives through
upgrades in the College website. The corporate T pass purchase option was offered to
College employees beginning in April and the College plans to offer semester T passes to
students beginning with the Fall Semester.



Cambridge College
Transportation Survey Report
to the City of Cambridge
PTDM

| ntr oduction

As part of the process for obtaining permits to change the use of the building at 80
Prospect Street, the City of Cambridge required Cambridge College to implement a
survey of students, faculty and administrative employees during a selected week during
the spring of 2003, and to repeat this survey during a comparable period in 2004. This
report details the results of the most recent survey.

Design and M ethodology

Three versions of the survey were designed, one each for students, staff and faculty.
Faculty and staff versions differed due to the number of part-time faculty who are
employed elsewhere and commute to the College only to teach evening and/or weekend
classes. The surveys varied minimally from the sample survey we were provided, and
were reviewed in advance by Catherine Preston.

Staff received and returned surveys viainter-office mail (Appendix A). Faculty surveys
were mailed to faculty members with individual letters and return envelopes directly to
their homes (Appendix B). Graduate students were surveyed through their required
Professional Seminar courses and undergraduate students were surveyed in multiple
classes, but instructed to complete only one survey (Appendix C). All surveyswere
returned to the Office of Research for Planning and Evaluation, where they were scanned
and summarized.

Timing and Response Rate

Cambridge College conducted the required transportation survey of staff, faculty and
students during the week of April 28-May 2. The College community achieved an
overall response rate of 71%, as compared to an overall rate of 64% in 2003, with
subgroups responding as indicated below. Fewer students were surveyed this year, since
alarger proportion of the College' s students study at locations outside Cambridge, i.e.,
Springfield and Lawrence, MA, Chesapeake, VA, Augusta, GA, and Puerto Rico.

Category Number surveyed Number responding % responding

Staff 102 88 86%
Faculty 223 148 66 %
Students 842 523 62 %
Total College 1167 759 71%




Homes of Student Respondents

The 523 students come from 196 different zip codes in143 different towng/cities. Cities
with 20 or more students during this term are listed below:

Cities with 10-20 Students Cities with >20 Students
Brockton Boston

Lawrence Cambridge

Mattapan Dorchester

Medford

Newton

Roxbury

Somerville

Context and Commuting Patter ns

Cambridge College makes an effort to serve students at times and locations that are
convenient for them. Asaresult, during the Spring 2004 term, courses were offered in
the following remote locations:

Boston Framingham
Bourne Franklin
Burlington Newton/Wellesley
Canton Stoneham
Dedham Worcester

Fall River

Consequently, a number of the student respondents, who may have been taking only one
or two courses at locations other than 1000 M assachusetts Avenue or 80 Prospect Street,
indicated that they did not commute during the survey week.

The Cambridge College schedule also provides an important context for understanding
the commuting patterns of students and faculty. Some courses meet on alternate weeks
for 3.5 hours. Other courses are scheduled as weekend intensives. With the exception of
classes for 27 students currently enrolled in the Y ear Up program, none of the classes
begin before 3:50 p.m. and the vast majority of courses begin after 6:10 p.m.

The varying length of student programs means that the student population is ever
changing, as some students graduate each term and new students enroll. Graduate
programs range in length from 32-62 credits, with a majority of students completing in 3-
4 semesters. Undergraduate programs require 120 credits, however, are often shorter
when students enroll with up to 90 transfer credits.

Homes of faculty and employee r espondents

The 148 Cambridge College faculty respondents represented 102 zip codes in 85 cities.
As these data suggest, faculty residences are dispersed. The two cities with the largest
number of faculty members in residence were Cambridge and Somerville, with 8 each.



Eighty-eight Cambridge College employees responded. They reside in 52 zip codesin
39 cities. Cambridge, with 12 employee residents, has the largest number of any city.

Arrival at the College

Most College employeeswork aregular 8 or 9 am. to 5 or 6 p.m. schedule. The only
students who arrive early are the 27 studentsin the Y ear Up program and afew
employees who are also students. Some students may have mistaken 6-8 am for 6-8pm.
Only afew faculty arrive early in the day on days when they have meetings, and most
come close to the time of their classes.

Consequently, the magjority of student and faculty respondents arrive at the College
between the hours of 5 and 9 p.m.

What time do you usually arrive at Cambridge College? (faculty and students)
What time do you usually begin work? (employees)

Arrival time Employees Faculty Students

# % # # %
Before 6 am. 0 0% NA -- NA --
6-8 am. 5 6% 10 7% 19 1%
8-9am. 37 42% 14 9% 39 7%
9am.—4p.m. 34 39% 20 14% 4 1%
4-5p.m. 6 7% 44 30% 86 16%
5-6 p.m. 0 0% 38 26% 264 50%
6-9 p.m. 1 1% 9 6% 105 20%
After 9 p.m. 4 5% NA -- NA --
No Response 1 1% 13 9% 6 1%
Total 88 101% 148 101% 523 99%

Where are you traveling from?

Although more than half (62%) of the faculty members travel from their homesto the
College, 29% travel from another job or school. The 148 faculty members who
responded were traveling from 84 different zip codes. The 523 students who responded
were traveling from 160 different zip codes.

L ocation Faculty Students
# % # %
Home 91 61% 257 49%
Work 40 27% 236 45%
Other school 3 2% 3 1%
Other 1 1% 4 1%
No Response 13 9% 23 4%
Total 148 100% 523 100%




Departure from the College

The majority of employees depart the College between 4 and 6 p.m., although 39% do
not leave until after 6 p.m. Student service offices, e.g., Registrar, Business Office,
Financial Aid, Student Services are open late to better service commuting students. Less
than 25% of staff and 18% of faculty and students leave before 5 p.m., with 65% of
students and 51% of faculty members departing after 9 p.m. The 148 faculty respondents
reported traveling to 88 different zip codes and the 523 students reporting traveled to
184different zip codes.

What time do you usually leave Cambridge College? (faculty and students)
What time do you usually end work? (empl oyees)

Departuretime Employees Faculty Students

# % # % # %
Before6 am. 1 1% NA -- NA --
6-8 am. 1 1% 0 0% NA -
8-9am. 2 2% 6 4% 4 1%
9am.—4p.m. 0 0% 9 6% 17 3%
4-5 p.m. 18 20% 12 8% 33 6%
5-6 p.m. 32 36% 37 25% 8 2%
6-9 p.m. 27 31% 75 51% 109 21%
After 9 p.m. 7 8% NA -- 340 65%
No Response 0 0% 6 9% 12 2%
Total 88 99% 148 100% 523 100%

Where are you traveling to?

L ocation Faculty Students
# % # %
Home 119 80% 462 88%
Work 16 11% 11 2%
Other school 1 1% 21 1%
Other 1 1% 5 1%
No Response 11 7% 24 5%
Total 148 100% 523 100%

Variation in travel times

Employees were |least likely to report that they never vary their travel times, followed by
students and then faculty. However, 51% of faculty, 60% of students and 79% of
employees vary their times at |east some time each month.



Consider the responses in the section above, how often do you vary these times by more
than 30 minutes?

Frequency of Varied Employees Faculty Students
Time # % # % # %
Never 18 20% 60 41% 186 36%
1-2 days per month 29 33% 48 32% 175 33%
1-2 days per week 27 31% 20 14% 116 22%
3+ days per week 13 15% 8 5% 26 5%
No response 1 1% 12 8% 20 4%
Total 88 100% 148 100% 523 100%

Scheduled Work Hours

While nearly all employees (93%) work from 31 to 40+ hours each week, nearly three-
fourths (74%) of the faculty members work at the College less than 17 hours. This
response reflects the large number of part-time faculty members employed by the

College.
How many hours are you scheduled to work at the College each week?

Hours Employees Faculty
# % # %
Lessthan 17 hours 0 0% 110 74%
17-25 hours 5 6% 8 5%
26-30 hours 1 1% 7 5%
31-35 hours 37 42% 1 1%
36-40 hours 28 32% 3 2%
More than 40 hours 17 19% 5 3%
No Response 0 0% 14 9%
Total 88 100% 148 99%

Duration and L ength of Commute

Approximately three-fourths of employees, faculty and students travel between 16 and 60
minutes to the College, 73%, 71% and 81% respectively. However, 14% of employees,
16% of faculty and 11% of students travel more than an hour.

How long does it take you to travel to Cambridge College on a typical day (minutes one
way)?

Travel Time Employees Faculty Students
# % # % # %
L ess than 15 minutes 12 14% 9 6% 38 7%
16-30 minutes 20 23% 39 26% 124 24%
31-45 minutes 22 25% 45 30% 160 31%
46-60 minutes 22 25% 22 15% 136 26%
61-90 minutes 8 9% 17 11% 49 9%
More than 90 minutes 4 5% 7 5% 11 2%
No response 0 0% 9 6% 5 1%
Total 88 101% 148 99% 523 100%




The majority of employees, faculty and students travel less than 20 milesto reach the

College, 73%, 54% and 56% respectively. At the same time, 26% of employees, 38% of
faculty and 41% of studentstravel more than 20 milesto reach the College, including 44
individuals who report traveling more than 60 miles.

How many miles (one way, approximately) do you travel to Cambridge College on a

typical day?
Miles Traveled Employees Faculty Students
# # % # %
<10 miles 42 48% 46 31% 174 33%
11-20 miles 22 25% 34 23% 118 23%
21-40 miles 15 17% 31 21% 123 24%
41-60 miles 5 6% 15 10% 59 11%
>60 miles 3 3% 11 7% 30 6%
No response 1 11 7% 19 4%
Total 88 100% 148 99% 523 101%

Commuting Situation 4/26 —4/30

The following three tables present the commuting options employed by each group of
respondents during the survey week. Employees used avariety of commuting strategies,
with fewer than 50% driving alone on four out of five days. On Tuesday, 55% reported

driving aone.
Employees

Response M onday Tuesday | Wednesday | Thursday | Friday

# % # % # % # | % |# %

Worked at home or offsite 9 | 10% | 4 5% 7 8% 6| ™% |5| 6%
Out of the office (sick,
vacation, jury duty, etc.) 5 6% 1 1% 3 3% 2| 2% |5 &%
Scheduled day off (holiday,
break, etc.) 3 3% 1 1% 1 1% 3] 3% |3] 3%
Drove aone the entire way 38 | 43% | 48 | 55% | 43 | 49% |41 | 47% |41| 47%
Drove aone, then took public
transportation 1 1% 1 1% 1 1% 1] 1% |2| 2%
Took public transportation the
entire way 16 | 18% | 16 | 18% | 16 | 18% |17 | 19% |15| 17%
Shared ride, then took public
transportation 2 2% 2 2% 2 2% 21 2% |2 2%
Rode in a two-person carpool 2 2% 2 2% 4 5% 2|1 2% |3 | 3%
Rode in athree-to-seven
person carpool 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0] 0% |0 O%
Rode in an eight-or-more
person vanpool 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0| 0% |0| 0%
Dropped off at Cambridge
College 2 2% 2 2% 2 2% 1] 1% |2 2%
Bicycled 1 1% 1 1% 1 1% 1| 1% |1] 1%
Walked 5 6% 6 7% 5 6% 7] 8 |5] 6%




Response M onday Tuesday | Wednesday | Thursday | Friday

# % # % # % # | % |# | %

Other 1 1% 1 1% 1 1% 3| 3% |[2] 2%
No Response 3 3% 3 3% 2 2% 2|1 2% |2 2%
Total 88 | 98% | 88 | 99% |88 | 99% |88 98% [88| 99%

Employees who marked Other explained as follows:
Dropped off my daughter at school first
Out of town (drove alone 3 days, out of town 2 days).

The faculty response clearly indicates their part-time status, as 38-55% report working at
home or off-site or scheduled day off for each day for the survey. On any given day, only
5-26% of faculty respondents drove alone.

Response M onday Tuesday Wednesday | Thursday Friday
# % # % # % # % # %

Worked at home or 60 | 41% | 54 | 36% 45 30% | 52 | 35% | 68 | 46%
off-site

Scheduled day off 12 | 8% | 12 | 8% 12 8 | 11 | 7% | 14 | 9%
(holiday, break, etc.)

Drove adonetheentire | 33 | 22% | 29 | 20% 38 26% | 37 | 25% 7 5%
way

Drove alone, thentook | O 0% 4 3% 2 1% 2 1% 2 1%
public transportation

Took public 5 3% 5 3% 3 2% 6 4% 2 1%
transportation the
entire way

Shared ride, then took 0 0% 1 1% 1 1% 1 1% 1 1%
public transportation

Rode in atwo-person 2 1% 2 1% 2 1% 2 1% 2 1%

carpool

Rodein athree-to- 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
seven person carpool

Rode in an eight-or- 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%
more person vanpool

Dropped off at 1 1% 0 0% 1 1% 0 0% 0 0%
Cambridge College

Bicycled 0 0% 0 0% 1 1% 0 0% 0 0%
Walked 1 1% 2 1% 2 1% 2 1% 2 1%
Other 16 | 11% | 16 | 11% | 15 | 10% | 16 | 11% | 17 | 11%
No Response 18 | 12% | 23 | 16% | 26 | 18% | 19 | 13% | 33 | 22%
Total 148 | 100% | 148 | 100% | 148 | 100% | 148 | 99% | 148 | 98%

Comments accompanying the Other responses indicated that faculty did not commute to
either Cambridge site during these dates, noting that they were teaching at other
locations, on weekends, or on an alternate week schedule. For example,

Did not come (taught one day that week)

Don't have classes these days

Only teaching online thisterm

| never travel to CC in Cambridge
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Similarly, student responses indicate that on any given day, alarge percentage of students
do not have a class scheduled (37-63%). During the days of the survey week, between 2
and 28% of students drove alone the entire way.

Students

Response Monday Tuesday Wednesday | Thursday Friday

# % # % # % # % # %

No class scheduled
on this day 249 | 48% (211 | 40% | 196 | 37% | 197 | 38% | 331 | 63%

Missed class (sick,
vacation, jury duty,
etc.) 7 1% 6 1% 4 1% 0 0% 2 | 0%

Scheduled day off
(holiday, break,
€tc.) 2 0% 2 0% 2 0% 1 0% 2 0%

Participated in
online class from
home 1 0% 1 0% 1 0% 1 0% 0 0%

Drove aonethe
entire way 102 | 20% | 138 | 26% | 148 | 28% | 139 | 27% 13 | 2%

Drove alone, then
took public
transportation 5 1% 7 1% 10 2% 13 2% 3 | 1%

Took public
transportation the
entire way 36| 7% | 45 9% 43 8% 32 6% 17 | 3%

Shared ride, then
took public
transportation 5 1% 3 1% 3 1% 6 1% 2 0%

Rodein atwo-
person carpool 7 1% | 10 2% 8 2% 9 2% 1 | 0%

Rode in athree-to-
seven person
carpool 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%

Rode in an eight-or-
more person
vanpool 0 0%

o

0% 0 0% 1 0%

o

0%

Dropped off at

Cambridge College 2% 2% 1% 2% 0%

Bicycled 0% 0% 0% 1% 0%

(o
N|o|o
w|w|oo

Walked 0% 0% 0% 1% 0%

N|FR|O|©
RO IN

Other 1 0% 0% 2 0% 4 1% 0%

No Response 97 | 19% | 88 | 1% 99 | 19% | 106| 20% | 148 | 28%

Total 523 1100% | 523 | 99% | 523 | 99% | 523 | 101% | 52 | 97%

Six of the students who marked other indicated that their classes meet off site. One
student indicated that they would take the commuter rail home, except the classes run too
late.
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Public Transport Used

The following two tables detail the modes of public transportation and routes used by

each group of respondents.

If you took public transportation for all or part of your commute, which route(s) did you

use?
M ode of Employees Faculty Students
Transport # % of R # % of R # % of R

Bus Routes (see

breakdown below) 24 40% 11 25% 38 15%
Commuter Rail to

Porter Square 2 3% 0 0% 4 2%
Commuter Rail to

North Station 1 2% 0 0% 11 4%
Commuter Rail to

South Station 2 3% 4 9% 6 2%
Red Line 20 33% 20 45% 136 53%
Green Line 7 12% 3 7% 20 8%
Other 4 7% 6 14% 41 16%
Total Responses 60 100% 44 100% 256 100%

Employees who selected Other indicated the following modes: Blue Line (1), Orange
Line (2), | wak and T home.

Faculty who selected Other used the following: Blue Line (1), Orange Line (4), M2

Shuttle, and | only work one day a week and alternate driving and T.

Students who selected Other listed the following commuting routes. Blue Line (6),

OrangeLine (14), Yellow Line (1), Commuter Rail to Ashmont (1), Burlington to

Alewife (1).

This year the percentage of respondents who reported using the bus increased for faculty
(from 15 to 25%) and employees (from 17 to 40%) as compared to 2003. However, the
percentage of students who reported riding the bus decreased from 20 to 15% in the same

period.
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Reasons for Choice of Commute

In all categories the greatest number of respondents chose their commuting option for

convenience. Due to the proximity of the College to buses and T, and the lack of parking

options, public transport is convenient. However, a number of respondents to this and

other questions noted concerns about safety following late night classes.

Why have you chosen your commute method?

Reasons for Employees Faculty Students
Commute Choice # | % of R # % of R # % of R
Convenience 43 51% 84 59% 280 59%
Cost 13 15% 9 6% 38 8%
No Other Option 19 22% 37 26% 124 26%
Other 10 12% 12 8% 35 7%
Total Responses 85 | 100% 142 100% 477 100%

Employees cited the following other reasons. time (2), feel unsafeon T (1), do not drive

(2), attend evening classes (1), personal need (2), need car for work (1), exercise (1).

Faculty commentsincluded: will not use public transport at night (1), no parking at red
line on severa occasions (1), persona need (2), time (4), come only 1 day per week from
different locations (1), work on Lawrence location (1), environmental and traffic benefits

(2), live nearby (1).
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Twenty-five students provided comments, most of which (17) related to parking and
trafficinthe area. Five cited scheduling challenges; four mentioned concerns about
safety at night and reluctance to use the T then and one lives near the College.

Use of Vehiclefor Work

More than half of the employees (58%) and faculty (71%) use their personal vehicles for
work-related business during the day.

How many times a month (on average) do you use your own vehicle for work-related
business during the day?

Frequency Employees Faculty
# % # %
None 36 41% 24 16%
1-4 26 30% 39 26%
5 or more 25 28% 67 45%
No Response 1 1% 18 12%
Total 88 100% 148 99%

Parking locations at College and off-site

The following two tables present the responses by category to questions on where
vehicles are parked.

If you drive to Cambridge College, where is the vehicle usually parked?

Parking L ocation Employees Faculty Students
# % # % # %
Parking L ot/Structure On-Site 31 35% 87 59% 68* 13%
Parking L ot/Structure Off-site 18 20% 6 4% 192 37%
On-street 13 15% 29 20% 145 28%
No Response 26 30% 26 18% 118 23%
Total 88 100% 148 101% 523 101%

* Students appear to have filled the incorrect “bubble” or to be referring to another
nearby lot. According to the Office of Student Services, approximately 8-10 students
each term have parking privileges due to temporary or permanent physical limitations.
Another 10 employees who are a so students may have parking privileges. However, the
College does not have space nor grant permission for 68 students to park under the
building at 1000 Massachusetts Avenue or adjacent to 80 Prospect Street. The small lot
adjacent to our building at 80 Prospect St. has resulted in aslight increasein the
percentage of faculty members who reported parking on-site.
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If you only drive part of the way, where do you usually park?

Parking L ocation Employees Faculty Students

# % # % # %
Train Station 4 5% 7 5% 34 7%
Park & Ride Lot 0 0% 3 2% 13 2%
Parking Lot/Structure at Work Site NA -- NA -- NA -
Parking L ot/Structure Off-site 7 8% 6 4% 65 12%
On-street 8 9% 11 7% 84 16%
No Response 69 78% 121 82% 327 63%
Total 88 100% 148 100% 523 100%

How often do you drive alone?

Frequency of driving alone Employees Faculty Students
# % # % # %
Always 44 50% 102 69% 316 60%
Freguently 8 9% 14 9% 47 9%
Occasionaly 3 3% 11 7% 42 8%
Never 24 27% 10 7% 77 15%
No Response 9 10% 11 7% 41 8%
Total 88 99% 148 99% 523 100%

Reasons for driving alone

What are your reasons for driving alone to school ?

Reasons Employees Faculty Students
# % of R # % of R # % of R

Enjoy my privacy, prefer driving alone 9 5% 23 7% 90 11%
Work hours vary daily 19 12% 54 15% 129 15%
Need car for work-related trips 21 13% 26 7% NA --
Need car for errand before/after
work/class 27 16% 28 8% 92 11%
Do not have any other option 12 7% 53 15% 164 19%
Need car in case of emergency 13 8% 18 5% 55 6%
Difficulty finding others to carpool with 8 5% 21 6% 83 10%
Driving alone takes less time 11 7% 23 7% 89 10%
Take children to school/daycare 7 4% 6 2% 31 1%
Other modes/routes are not safe 1 1% 4 1% --* -
Other modes cost too much 4 2% 7 2% 12 1%
Transit schedules or routes do not work
for me 11 7% 36 10% 66 8%
Work hours/class times occur outside of
peak 15 9% 41 12% 25 3%
Other 6 4% 12 3% 16 2%
Total Responses 164 100% 352 99% 852 100%
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*This question was inadvertently omitted from the student questionnaire. However,
several students took time to write in comments related to safety in response to the
guestion related to use of public transport.

Note: Since respondents were instructed to “mark all that apply,” percentages are
calculated based on the total responses.

Other reasons employees cited for driving alone: medical reasons (2), attend courses
after work (2), must carry many materialsin car (1).

Faculty gave the following additional explanations. come from day job where | need my
car (2), come every two weeks/6-7 days per semester (2), must carry many teaching
materials (3), prefer independence and convenience (1), teach on weekends (1), don’t
know others teaching at the same time (1), my location and hours (2).

Other reasons provided by studentsincluded: safety on T late at night (4), convenience
(3), medical difficulty walking (2), carpool partner misses classes (1), dislike public

transportation (1).

Commuting concerns

What concerns you most about your commute?

Reasons Employees Faculty Students
# % of R # % of R # % of R
Overall travel time to Cambridge 16 16% 26 14% 104 13%
Cost of commute 13 13% 9 5% 60 8%
Finding a convenient parking space 19 19% 80 43% 302 39%
Congestion on streets and highways 23 23% 34 18% 132 17%
Frustration of commuting 13 13% 17 9% 86 11%
Concerned about bad weather 14 14% 20 11% 73 9%
Other 4 4% 1 1% 20 3%
Total Responses 102 99% 187 101% 777 100%

Employees listed only 2 Other concerns: cost of parking, late hours/safety

Faculty listed no Other concerns.

Students named the following as Other concerns. Parking (18), cost of gas, parking,
tickets (17), safety (5) both when walking to their cars and on public transit due to the
late class hours, and accidents (2) due to construction, potholes, and drowsiness.

Response to incentives

Over 40% of respondents in each group indicated that they were not likely to change,

regardless of the incentivesin place.

16




How likely would you be to change to ridesharing or other commuting alternativesif the

following incentives were in place?

Guaranteed Ride Home program Employees Faculty Students
for emergency/overtime # % # % # %
Very Likely 11 13% 11 7% 62 12%
Somewhat Likely 9 10% 10 7% 68 13%
Not Likely 38 43% 93 63% 224 43%
Already Available 1 1% 3 2% 5 1%
No Response 29 33% 31 21% 164 31%
Total 88 100% 148 100% 523 100%
On-sitetransit information Employees Faculty Students
# % # % # %
Very Likely 2 2% 1 1% 20 4%
Somewhat Likely 4 5% 5 3% 57 11%
Not Likely 42 48% 94 64% 244 47%
Already Available 8 9% 13 9% 22 4%
No Response 32 36% 35 24% 180 34%
Total 88 100% 148 101% 523 100%

Transit information is currently available on-site. However, responses from all three

groups suggest that less than 10% of employee and student respondents are aware of this.

The College implemented the T-pass corporate program for employees beginning in

April and plans to offer the semester pass to students by the beginning of the Fall term.
The College provides information on the College website and will increase the access to
transit information via bulletin boards at 1000 Massachusetts Ave. and 80 Prospect St.

Shuttleto train/bus station Employees Faculty Students
# % # % # %

Very Likely 4 5% 5 3% 56 11%
Somewhat Likely 18 20% 16 11% 67 13%
Not Likely 34 39% 89 60% 224 43%
Already Available 2 2% 4 3% 12 2%
No Response 30 34% 34 23% 164 31%
Total 88 100% 148 100% 523 100%

The College provided an evening shuttle service to the Central Square T and bus
terminals for a period of 18 months during the past few years. On average, 3-5 students
used the service per week might, at an annual cost to the College of $150,000. Therefore,

this service was discontinued.
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Subsidy for transit/vanpool Employees Faculty

fares # % # %

Very Likely 3 3% 5 3%

Somewhat Likely 16 18% 14 9%

Not Likely 36 41% 89 60%

Already Available 1 1% 2 1%

No Response 32 36% 38 26%

Total 88 99% 148 99%

Preferential or reserved parking Employees Faculty

for employeeswho rideshare # % # %

Very Likely 8 9% 13 9%

Somewhat Likely 14 16% 21 14%

Not Likely 33 38% 75 51%

Already Available 2 2% 4 3%

No Response 31 35% 35 24%

Total 88 100% 148 101%

Help finding someone with Employees Faculty Students
whom to car pool/vanpool # % # % # %
Very Likely 5 6% 12 8% 56 11%
Somewhat Likely 17 19% 21 14% 120 23%
Not Likely 37 42% 78 53% 170 33%
Already Available 0 0% 2 1% 13 2%
No Response 29 33% 35 24% 164 31%
Total 88 100% 148 100% 523 100%

The Collegeis exploring ways of supporting students in establishing car/vanpools

through physical and electronic bulletin boards.

Bicycle storage made available Employees Faculty Students
# % # % # %

Very Likely 4 5% 1 1% 18 3%
Somewhat Likely 1 1% 2 1% 20 4%
Not Likely 47 53% 106 72% 288 55%
Already Available 3 3% 4 3% 13 2%
No Response 33 38% 35 24% 184 35%
Total 88 100% 148 101% 523 99%

Bicycle storage is currently available for anyone who chooses to bike to the College.
Bike racks are located in front of the entrances to both Cambridge locations.

Surprisingly, responses indicate that very few have taken note of this. However, only 23
respondents indicated that they are Very Likely to take advantage of this, and an

additional 23 are Somewnhat Likely.
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Financial incentivesfor biking Employees Faculty

and walking # % # %

Very Likely 4 5% 2 1%

Somewhat Likely 9 10% 7 5%

Not Likely 44 50% 102 69%

Already Available 0 0% 2 1%

No Response 31 35% 35 24%

Total 88 100% 148 100%

On-site parking ratesraised to Employees Faculty

$125/month # % # %

Very Likely 3 3% 6 4%

Somewhat Likely 6 % 10 7%

Not Likely 48 55% 95 64%

Already Available 0 0% 2 1%

No Response 31 35% 35 24%

Total 88 100% 148 100%

Other Employees Faculty Students
# % # % # %

Very Likely 3 3% 0 0% 15 3%

Somewhat Likely 0 0% 0 0% 8 2%

Not Likely 0 0% 0 0% 44 8%

Already Available 0 0% 0 0% 1 0%

No Response 85 97% 148 100% 455 87%

Total 88 100% 148 100% 523 100%

Employees commented in the Other category as follows:
MBTA to fix the Green Line (E) and make faster and clean.
| hate being nauseous, so no alternative
Safety | travel very late

Student commentsin the Other category had primarily to do with more parking (16) including

suggestions that the College build alot or garage, and one student who reported that public transit
does not provide service near their home that late at night.

Choice of commuting options

An important factor to consider when interpreting student responses to incentives and
commuting options, aswell as in future efforts to compare survey resultsis the ever-
changing student population. The varying length of student programs means that, since
most of our students are in Masters degree programs, the majority of respondents to this
survey are unlikely to be enrolled a year from now.

Twenty-five percent of employees and faculty, and 19 percent of students selected transit
astheir first choice. Carpool was thefirst choice for thirty percent of the students, and
the second most selected first choice for employees and faculty.
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From the options provided, mark your 1%, 2" and 3" choices as well as any option you

would not consider.

Transit Employees Faculty Students

# % # % # %
1% Choice 22 25% 37 25% 101 19%
2" Choice 8 9% 12 8% 65 12%
3 Choice 12 14% 14 9% 86 16%
Would not consider 17 19% 44 30% 105 20%
No Response 29 33% 41 28% 166 32%
Total 88 100% 148 100% 523 99%
Bicycle Employees Faculty Students

# % # % # %
1% Choice 2 2% 2 1% 13 2%
2" Choice 6 7% 8 5% 12 2%
3 Choice 6 7% 2 1% 31 6%
Would not consider 38 43% 83 56% 244 47%
No Response 36 41% 53 36% 223 43%
Total 88 100% 148 99% 523 100%
Walk Employees Faculty Students

# % # % # %
1% Choice 5 6% 2 1% 19 4%
2" Choice 6 7% 3 2% 27 5%
3 Choice 5 6% 9 6% 27 5%
Would not consider 41 47% 86 58% 238 46%
No Response 31 35% 48 32% 212 41%
Total 88 101% 148 99% 523 101%
Carpool Employees Faculty Students

# % # % # %
1% Choice 16 18% 31 21% 157 30%
2" Choice 12 14% 18 12% 76 15%
3" Choice 12 14% 7 5% 36 7%
Would not consider 19 22% 51 34% 95 18%
No Response 29 33% 41 28% 159 30%
Total 88 101% 148 100% 523 100%
Vanpool Employees Faculty Students

# % # % # %
1% Choice 0 0% 5 3% 26 5%
2" Choice 13 15% 21 14% 88 17%
3" Choice 10 11% 18 12% 66 13%
Would not consider 34 39% 59 40% 158 30%
No Response 31 35% 45 30% 185 35%
Total 88 100% 148 99% 523 100%
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