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‘ion is responsible for a&ssurin

" of the State.. -

7

" The Cﬁ]ifornia Postsecondary Education Commission LY

was created by the Legislature and the~Governor in
1974 as ‘the successor to the California Coordina-
ting Council for Higher Education in order Lo (
coordinate and ‘plan for education in California

bgyond High school. As a-state agency, the Commis- . N
i that the State's :
resources for postsecondary education are utilized
effectively and efficiently; for promoting diver-
sity, innovatign, and responsiveness .to the needs
of students and ‘Society; and for advising the
Legislature and the Governor on statewide educa-
tiondl policy and- funding.

_The Commission consists of 15 members. Nine ; ‘

represeqt the general public, with three each
appointed by the Speaker of the Assembly, the
Senate Rules Committee, and the Governor. The
other six represent the major educational systems

L4 «

The Commission holds regular public meetings
throughout the year at which it takes action on
staff studies and adopts positions on legislative
proposals affecting postsecondary education.
Further information abaut the Commission, its -

© meetings, its staff, and its other publications °

may Qe obtained from the Commissigg;gﬁf*tes at
1020 Twelfth sty Sacramento, California
95814; teldpfione -(91R) 445-7933. '
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4 _ HIGHLIGHTS OF THE FINDINGS . -

College-Going Rates : .
/ ) Ll
o' (06llege-going rates for recent Callfornla high school gradu-
ates cofitinued to increase in the three publlc segments of °
higher education in Fall 1980, accompanied by a decline 1n .
. the number of h1gh school graduates which began in 1976.

7

Sex Differencesl in Rates

v,
s

e The percentages of male high schdﬁ graduates enrolhng in

P the University of California and the California, Community N
Colleges were slightly higher than those of women, while the
percentage of women graduates enrolling in the California
State University was higher than that of men. Overall, the
rate for women ,was on'e percentage point higher than that of
‘men. - SRR

.
5 Lt - ;
; - . .

Ethnic Differences in R'ates ,  » - !
] Percentages of Hlspan1cs and Blacks contlnued to be smaller
in the ethnic distribution of firdt-time freshmen in public
higher education in California than in the distribution of
high school graduates: The reverse was true for Asians apd
. . " probably for American Indians and Filipinos, whose numbers im .
both groups were very small. The percentages for Black women g
were higher than those for Black mgn, in all segments, while: E |
thé percentages for Asian men were higher than those found '
for Asign’women in all segments. While the percentages of . - - .
Hispanic men and women among high school graduates were the ;
same, the percentages of Hispanic men in higher educhtion

were higher than of Hispanic women.
2 . ) © ) : L t .

N M -

: Differences Amon g Counties . ‘ :

- ‘e D1fferences -among Gal1fqrn1a counties in college going rates

. continued to be significant, both for particular segments and
.- . overall. Among the 20.counties with the largest numbers of
high school graduates, total ‘'rates ranged frop 44 to, 72"
. - percent., The rahge .in rates for the University for these
) . same coupties was from 1 to 14 percent; for the State Univer-

¢

sity, from 3 to 15 percent. - = |

«
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The Flow of Community College Transfers - . e
¢ The number of Community College students who transfé}x@d to ~
- the University Mdecreased agdin in Fall 1980, while tHe number S/
who transferred to the State University. increased slightly -
for the fall term and significantly for the full year, as'a
result of a large increase in transfers for the Spring 1981 . :
term. Sixty percent of the Community College districts had ’ .o
- fewer than 50 students transfer to the University in Fall
2 B * . 1980, while at least 500 students transferred to the State -
. Ugiversity from 30 percent of the districts. About 85 per-: ' .
A cept of the fall-term transfers from the Community Colleges
. ' were enrolled at the State University, or about 90 percent of -, ‘
) the full-year transfers. ) —
’ o e
. ¢ Sex and ethnic differences in the flow of Community.College ‘
) transfer studedts were similar to those found for first-time ‘
freshmen who were recent high school graduates. ; .

o P A | _ '
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. BACKGROUND ON THE STUDY

¢ .
-

This i3 the fourth in a series .of ahnual reports on the flow of .
. students from high school to higher.-education in Californmia, and

from Community Colleges to four-year colleges and universities. It
reproduced and updates 1n£9rmat10n published in its predecessors:
‘Access’ in a Broader Context: College-Going Rates in California
(1978), College-Going Rates in California: Fall 1978 Update (1979),
and College-Going Ratfs in California: 1979 Update (1981).

.

. B

Purposes , \
. ) ’ 4

- A major -purposeé of the report is’ to identify trends in .college-

going rates during the past seweral years and examine relationships
between gains .and losses’experienced by various .counties in light
of+ statewide trends. A second purpose is to compare the ethnic
distribution of high school graduates with that of first-time
freshmen in higher education. A third purpose is to look at tZends
in the flow of Community College transfer students since the mid-
19605 and compare the ‘ethnic distpibution of the studen}s who
transferreditb that of first-time freshmen in the Communiey Col-
leges. ;

.

Scope of the Report

College~going rates for the three public segments~-the University
of «California, the California State University, and the California
Comfmunity Colleges--have been obtained for Fall 1974 through Fall
-1980. Rates for regionally accredited independent colleges and
universities have been obtained since 1977. In each instance,

. rates were computed for each county with at least 150 high school

‘graduates each year. Beginning in 1977, rates were computed for

men ahd women separately. The ethnicity of both high school gradu-
ates and new students in the publlc segments of higher education
‘became ‘available for the firs® time in 1979, permitting comparisons
of the col ~going rates of the various ethplc groups.

This r Sents updated information about the flow of
transfe m California Community Colleges to four-yea;.
instituti ornia. Transfer data for a four-year peri-
0d--1977 0--have been obtained for each Communlty Col-

lege,  with evide summary dating bacdk to 1965.°' Information
about the ethnit distribution of transfer students algo became
available .for the first time jn 1979, for use ingmaking comparisons
with other student groups. =

* 5
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. - } Limitations of the Data’ - RN

, The scope of the report is limited by the absence of information
. " about the flow of wrecent high schdpl graduates into private postsec-
‘ondary schools which do not granqkdegrees. The inclusion of such
students in the analysis would ificrease significantly the overall
participation rates calculated for this repoft, particularly for
urban areas. Two other gaps in information available for anglysis
afe numbers of California h1gh school graduates who enrolled in
" colleges and umiversities in other states, and those receiving
formal occupatlonal training ,offered under other ausplceg than
colleges and univérsities--for example, adult'’education programs of
unified school district¥.. Thus, the, ¢ollege-going rates gbtained
in this study are underestimates of the percentages of young people
- . enrolling in some type of postsecondary education after high schoo}
graduation. .

Data for first-time freshmen in tHe California Community Colleges

are less rel1able than these for the University and the State
Unlver51ty because,of the poor reporting of the high schools of

origin by some districts. In -addition, the nates are confounded by .
uncertainty .about the inclusion of high school dropouts and students

who Have not yet graduated from high school,. all of whom are eli~

gible to enroll in a commug;ty college under certain conditions. :

.
N [}
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M .COLLEGE-'GOING RATES FOR FIRST-TIME FRESHMEN
Methodology . . .

College-going rates were obtained by dividing the number of first- °
time freshmen 19 years of age and under by the total number of June
graduates of day ﬁigh schools; both public and private, for each
segment and county, and statewide. These rates, expressegras
percentages, are believed to be the best possible estimates: of
California college-going rates for recent high school gr'aduates, in
the absence of longitudinal studies. ;

Numbers of high school graduates were obtained from annual reports*
prepared by the ‘State Department of Education for both public and
private secondary schools. Student. data tapes submitted annually
to the California Postsecondary Education Commission by the Univer-
sity, the State University, and the Community'Qplleges‘were the
major source of information about the high school of origin for
first-time freshmen. Information' about first-time freshmen in the
independent colleges and universities was obtained from a special
survey conducted by the Associagion of .Independent Califordia-
Colleges and Universities, Both part- and full-time students were
included in the computation of the college-going rates.

- * ) "’
Statewide Trends in College-Going Rates .

Statewide college~going rates are displayed in Table 1 for the
public segments of higher education for a seven‘year period (1974
through .1980) and for a four-yea period for the independent cql-
leges and universities (1977 ggzgigh 1980), together with numbers
of high school graduates for the entire périod. -

ST

The numbei of high school graduates has beed:déciining since 1975,

" while the percentage of graduates enrolling in California colleges
and universities has been increasing gradually. The decline in
bigh school graduates between the peak year of 1975 and 1380 was
less than 10 percent, but the rate of decline has been increasing
during the last few years. The increase in the college-going rate
between 1979 and 1980 was not large ehough to compensate for this
decline in numbers of high school graduates. The result' was the
second smallest class of first-time freshmen undéfzthe age of 20
since 1974. .

The percentages enrolling in both the University and the State
University have increased during the seven-year period but the’ 6.0
and 9.0, percent, respectively, in 1980 still fell faf short of the

J/




y 12.Sipercent eligible for freshman ddmissipn in the University, and,

Vo - the 33.3 percent eligible in the State University. The” Community - B
“ " ,College rate fluctuated between 41.3 and 43.3 percent during this
¢ , same period, with the lowest rate for the first year of the analysis

N, . and the highest for 1977, prior to the passage of Proposition 13. ‘\

The rate has increased since then but as of 1980 had got:reached A
*  the 1977 rate. '
. When the rate for first-time freshmen in independgnt colbeges and
, * universities is added to that obtained for the public segments, the
total college-going rate for recent California High school gradu- . -
ates reached 61.5 percent in Fall 1980. No inferences about trends
e for independent institugions can be made because of changes in -
institutions reporting between 1977 and 1980 and Yefinements made
. in ‘the data wiich were reported. Nonetheless, the rate is judged to
be quite stable at between 3.5 and 4.0 percent. -
The Community Colleges enrolled more than four times as many first-
time freshmen under the age|of 20 in 1980 as any other segment.of
California, ‘higher education. Expressed another way, of the recent
high school graduates genrolling in a public segment of higher ° P —
education in Fall 1980, almost three-fourths were in the Community , -

T S i

¥

TABLE 1 , )
STATEWIDE COLLEGE-GOING RATES FOR RECENT HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATES
(1974-1980) g
Percentage Enrd]]ing as Freshmen ‘<,
Number- of .
High School . Total Indepen-  Grand .
Year _Graduates uc_ Csu . ccc Public - dent ~  Total
1974 289,714~ 5:1% 7.6% 41.3%  54.0% — ——-
) - 19TEJ 293,941 5.3 7.5 431 55.9. 7 eee . am-
1976 289,454 5.1 7.8  41.77  S54.6 _—- e ‘
1977 285,360 5.2 8.0 43.3  56.5, 3.6%  60.1% *
' . 1978 283,841 5.5 8.4  4l.4  55.3 340 0 ose7
' - 71979 278,548 5.8 8.7  42.1  56.6 3.4 °  60.0

1980 )270,971 6.0 9.0 43.0 58.0 .35 7 61.5.
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* .Colleges, only 10 percent in the University, and about 16 percent” .
in the State University. Y " - ) s a
» The seven-year period en&ing ;§\19§0 was thus one of increasing .
percéntagesr of young people enrolling.in California higher educaz .
tion, particularly in the University and the State University, at a .
T time when the number of high school graduates was declining as a ) ) 4
» result of an earlier decline in‘the birth‘rate and an increase in
7 . the rate of dropouts from high school. There did not appear to be,
a8 significant shift in freshman enrollments from one segment to
another, in spite of the steady increase in the rate of egrollment
in the UniverSity ‘and the State University.

4

R
Differentes Among the Clunties L .
.. . . . . e
Significant differences among the counties im theii college-going
rates have been found each year (see Appendix B for county rates
\ for first-time freshmen age 19 and under). Large counties .with
college-going rates for all segments combined of at least 68 percent
in,1980 were Lontra Costa, Marin, Merced, Orange, San°Francisco,
' San Joaquin, and Santa Barbara. At the other extreme, four counties
.* . with at least 800 high school=graduates in 1980 had rates below 50
percent--El Dorado, Humboldt, Mendocino, and Stanislaus. Los Ange-
les--the county with nearly 30 percent of the-State's high school
+ graduates--had a rate of 63.7 percent.in 1980, which was higher
; .. than the-st?tewide rate. . :
pd .
biffergpces among the counties in their college-going rates may, be
attributed to several, interrelated factors. Geography appears to .
. be an important factor, for example, in terms of prokimity of poten- * .
tial students to, one or mgre/campusesfof the University or the " ’
State University which rank high in undergraduate student prefer- .
. ences. Several demographic factors also 'appear to be related to
. " county differences in rates-~for example, the median level of’
' educational attainment of the adulg‘popﬁlhtion, the percentage of
households with family incomes below -the poverty level, and the
ethnic distribution of the county popunlation. . :

¢

' Differences Between the Sexes

¥

~ " L . P
College-going rates for men and women who are recent high schoél ) i
graduates are displayed in Table 2 for 1977 through 198Q for eachl , . *

) public segment of SalifoEnia higher education. (See Appendix C for . )
' these rates by county- for, 1977 and 1980*) "In 1979, the college- .
' going rate for women was, for the first time, at least, equal to ' '
v that of men in each segment. In 1980, however, the, rate for men
wag once again slightly higher than that found 'for women in both p

- » N
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the University and the Community Colleges, although the overall
rate continued to be hlgher for women. Since there are more women
* than men among the 1980 high gchool grgguates, there are more women
than men among the first~timeXfreshheh in each segment, in spite of
the higher University and Community Cbilege rates for men. Two-~
thirds of the independent institutions which reported the geographic
or1g1ns ‘of thelr first-time freshmen did so by sex. In these

- 1n§t1tutlogs, 47 percent of the freshmen were male and 53. percent
female. 4 . ~

r
9

County college-golng rates for men and\women do not always reflect
; statewide patterns. In five'ef the eight counties in which a
“University campus is located--Orange, San Diegp, Riverside, Santa -
€ruz, and Yolo--the University-going. rate is higher for women than
for men. A difference 1ﬁ\Un1ver51ty rates in favor of womeén may
also be observed for several counties in wifich State Unlversfty
campuses are locatedfmnotably Fresno, San Franecisco; Humboldt .aand
* San Luis Obispo. the’ case of the State Un1ver51tz the rate
obtained for women is cons;derably higher than that for’ men in
nearly -all counties ‘and statewide, the most notable exceptlons
being Santa Bgrbara, with a high Community College-going ‘rate for
women; Monterey, also with a high Community College rate; Solano;
and Santa Cruz, County rates for the combined public segments also

~ -

(2 ‘;‘
.« ¥ ' ! } ) : -
. : " TABLE 2 Nt

- PERCENTAGES OF MEN AND WOMEN ENROLLED AS FIRST-TIME FRESHMEN
f”'“ IN EACH PUBLIC SEGMENT OF CALIFORNIA HIGHER EDUCATION

. v (1977-1980) *  °
1] L4 ‘& . y
e v S : “ Year - © No
. Segment . .. Sex . 19777 1978 © 1979 )‘ 1980
- University . Male 5.4%  5.7%  5.8% . 6.0
. 6f California ' Female 5.0 © 5.4 5.8 5.9
California = - . Male 7.6, 7.7 1.3 8.7
State University. Female ' -8. 4 9.0 9.5 10.0
California Cale L 43.2.  AL1 . 4Ll 431
Community Colleges _Female 43.& 41.6 43.1 42.9
Total " Male +56.2 545 54,7 " 57.8
~ _ . Female - 56.8 56.0 58.4~ - 58.8
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"of. high schaol graduates in the same year.

- . - ~ .

4
L4 ¢

show some sex differences which are significantly rarger than the
'statewide differente "6 1.0 percent (57.8 percent for men, .58.8
.percent for women). Examples-‘among the more populous counties are
Rivergide, San Mateo, Sacramen¥, .Fresno, Sonoma,- and Marin," for,
which®he difference betwéen' men and' women in the total céllege-
going rate was at’least 3.5 perceit,.with the rat?/saﬁpwomen higher
than that found for men ia eachféaée: : . :

-

3 !
Differences Among Ethnic Groups ‘ .

v e . . / . ,
A statewide summary of ‘the ethnic distributiod by-sex of 1979
graduates of public<California high schools and Fall 1980 first-g}me
freshmen in the three.segments of public higher education appears
in Table'3. (See Appendix D for distributions by county.) Graphic
representations of the data are displayed in Figures 1 and 2.

Methoéology; .The percentages in Table 3?.Appendix.D; and Figures 1
and 2 are not" college-going rates and cannot be compared with
percentages in previous tables.” College-going rates were computed
by dividing the numbers of first~time freshmen by the total number
This computation could
not be.performed for the various ethmic groups for two reasons.

" First, ethnic information is not available for June 1980 high

séhool graduates, and use of 1979 data as the divisor to obtain .
ates would be inappropriate because of the declime in numbers of
'gradu¥tes between 1979 and 1980. Sécond, significant gaps exist Mn
the ethnic data; most notably for certain State University campuses
and, for graduates of privaté high.schools. Therkforé&, information’
about ethnicity in relation to college-going behavior is presented -
as a percentage of high school gradlates and first-time freshmen in
each public segment of higher education who werd reported to be
American Indian, Asian, Filipino, Black, Hispanic, or White.
Students with unknogn ethnicity were, excluded from the computations. ¢

@

University since no informationfwas ayailable for 26 percent of the

"Caution should be exercised i:?}nierpreting fiﬁdings for the State”

first-time -freshmen in Fall 1980. Counties with the lowest level
of reporting of ethnic data are San Francisco (14 percent), San
Mateo (45 percent), and Sacramento (53 percent). Comparisons with
previous years must be made with, caution because of the unreli-
ability of the ethnic data for such purposes, i .

Statewide Findings: Blacks and Hispanics were less well represented
among the .first-time freshmen in the public segments in Fall 1980
than in'the high school graduating class in 1979. This finding

applies to both men and women,*although there aré sex differences ' -’

among ethnic groups in>£erﬁ§ of enrollment. Most notable are the
higher percentage of Asian men than women and the lower percentage °
’ ¢ ..

-




3 o . TABLE 3

" ETHNIC DISTRIBQIIONS OF 1979 GRADUATES OF PUBLIC
CALIFORNIA HIGH SCHOOLS AND FALL 1980 FIRST-TIME FRESHMEN
IN THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, THE CALIFORNIA STATE
UNIVERSITY, AND THE CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY

P COLLEGES, BY SEX

) Segment
. University California California Total:
. " Ethnic High of - State Community UC, CSU,
Group* Sex School Ca]]forn1a Un1vers1ty Colleges and CCC
. American  M'  0.7% 0.4% 1.2% 1.8% 1.5%
- Indian F 0.7 . 0.4 1.1 1.6 1.4
7 T ‘0.7 0.4 1.1 e 1.7 1.5 -
s - + . - '
Asian M 4.7 15.0 8.2 4.6 6.2
F 4.5 13.5 7.3 3.7 .5.3°
T 4.6 14.2 7.7 4.1 5.7 .
Filipino M. .9 2.6 2.0 . 1.4 1.7
F 1.0 2.5 1.8 1.4 1.6
T .9 - 2.6 1.9 A 1.6
i . r L " s ] .
LT Black M. 3.} 6.7 ° 9.0 8.0.
? N F 5.0 - 9.1 - 9.5 8.9
‘ T, 4.1 830 J/ 9.2 8.5
Hispanic M 15.0 6.8 11.8 14.4 13.2
F 15.0 6.0 11.2 14.3 .13.0
’ T 15.0 6.4 11.5 14.4 13.1
L4 N .
White M 69.7 72.1 70.1 . 68.8 +69.4
v F 69.3 72.6 69.5, ~69.5 69.8 -
T 69.5 - 72.3 ’ 69.8 69.2 69.6
Ethnic M 2.6 3.2 26.0 6.2 8.8 ¢
Data F 2.4 3.3 26.0 5.7 8.9°
Missing T 2.5 3.2 ©26.0 5.9 8.9
) *The sum of the percentages in each column, exclusive of‘"Ethnic Data
? Missing," is 100. Thus, the first entry at the top of the table
means that American Indian males comprised 0.7 percent of the male
high school graduates in 1979. Similarly, the.,last entry at the
" bottom of the table means that whites comprised 69.6 percent of the
combined group of, first-time freshmen in the three public segments
of higher education in Fall 1980.
' ' ‘ -10~
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. A
of Black men than women among first-time freshmen. Although compar-
isons with 1979 are made cautiously, it appears that the representa-

* tion, of Blacks among first-time freshmen declined from 1979 to

1980 while the‘representation of Asians, Hispanics, and Filipinos

1ncreased slightly. These same directions of change were found for

both men and women, and the size of the increase or decrease was
ilar when data for the three segments were combined.

Differences Among the Segments in Mlnorlty Enrollgents. Differences
among the segments in the ethnic ‘composition of their” first-time
freshmen are significant. Thé most’ stglklng entry in Table 3 is

for Asians as a percentage of the fi time freshmen in the Univer-
sity, in that it is more than ‘threp times as large as the percentage :

* of Asians in the 1979 high school graduating class and significantly

larger than the percentages enrolled as freshmen in the State
University and tHe Community Colleges in Fall 1980. However, since
the State University and ‘the Community Colleges emroll significagtly
larger numbers of first-time freghmen than the University, gne
actual number of, Asians enrolled in Commimity “Colleges is much «
larger than in the University and the numbers in the State Univer-
sity only a few hundred less.* - 7

d -

The Communlty Colleges enxolled the Margest percentages of American
Indians, Blacks, and Hispanics as<freshmén. in 1980, compared with
the other segments. The percentages ‘of Blacks decreased between
1979 and 1980 in’ all, three segments and among both men 'and women.
The percentages for Hispanics, on the other hand, increased for
both sexe$ in the State Unlver31ty and the Comdﬁnlty Colleges but

, oot in the University of California. The percentages of American

-at the Unlverslty.

Indians 4re small for all segmeHts and did not appear to chiifige
much between 1979 and 1980. The percentages of Filipinos are also
small in all segments 512 are larger than the percentage in the
high school gradudting class and, appear to be 1ncrea81ng, at:least

. / v

Sex differences in enrollment at the freshman’ I/vel may be observed
for, the various ethnic groups. Among the Asian® and Hispanics, the
percentage representatlon of #en is hlgher than that of women in
each .segment. Entghes for Bla¢ks in Table 3, on the other hand,

show a higher per tage representation of women than men in each
segment, but most of all in the Un1ver81ty and the State Univer-

sity. . {

*If ethnic data for San Francisco .Staté University were complete,
,the percentage of Asians in the State University segment might be
cons1derably larger because of the high incidence of Asians in the
San Francisco area.

£
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County 'Differences in MinoritY'En?Bfiments: Differences among the -
"~ .countigs in the ethnic distribution of the 1979 high school gradu- T
v o ates are fairly well correlated with differences in the percentages :
of the various ethpic groups enrolled as freshmen in public higher
. -education in Fall 1980. Proximity to a University or State Univer-

- sity campus appears to have a positive effect on the enrollment of
Blacks and Hispanics in a four-year institution, wirile the absence
. of suth proximity tends to increase,enrollmen;s in nearby Community
b Q\ Colleges. There are exceptions to this generaljzation, however--
Ventura and Solano counties with no four-year public—institution
within their bpundaries and rather atypical ethnic distributions of . — . .
first-time freshmen at the University and the State University. .
Fresno, Tulare, and Kern counties--all with large percentages of -] s
_Hispanics among their high™ school graduatés--have relatively high —
percentages of Hispanics in the ethnic distributions of freshmen at .
the University and the State University, compared with statewide L .
: distributions of ‘freshmen for these 'segments. .The impact of 6ut-,
reach programs on increasing the percentages of Blacks and Hispanics
, - in the ethnic distributions of first-time freshmen cannot be esti=- .
’ . mated at this time because of the unreliability-of some of the data
which would be used in making comparisons frog'year to year.
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. o COMMUNITY GOLLEGE TRANSFER STUDENTS
“a _ ) ) ’ 4
. Meth‘o‘dolo'ggn R o7

- ‘ o [
‘ Numbers of Cbmmunit§ College students who transferred to the Univer-
sity and the.State -Univergity between 1965 and 1980 are shown in

T ‘ Table 4 and Figutre 3. These numbers caniot be expressed as rates
" ‘of transfer sincé no information is available about the numbers of .
Community ‘College studedts who were eligible for and interested in
transferring. Rates based on gross enrollments would be relatively
meaningless because of changes which~have taken place over time in . o
-~ ‘Community College student characteristics.
o, 4. ‘ i‘ .
Students who are not eligible for freshman admission to the State »
’ .. University on the basis of their high school record can become
’ eligible for admission as transfer students by earning‘a minimum of
. 36 semester unjits of transfer credit with a gradé-point ayerage of
at least C (2.0). University transfer reéquirements for studens
who are not eligible for freshman admission are somewhat higher
than those of the State University in terms of grade-point average .
(2.4) and the need to make up subject deficiencies incyrred in high
seiool. The University transfer group contains a significant
percentage of students who were ineligible for the University on .
the basis of their high school records. No such information is * .
available for the State University transfer group. -

)

- Trends in Transfer + ’ . -
The decline.in the number of Compunity College student§ transférring
. to the Univefsity which began after the peak year of 1973 continued
W in Fall 1980. The number of transfers in 1973 was 8,193; in 1980,
. . 5,356--a decline of 35 percent. The percentage decline between
\ 1979 and 1980 was less than between 1978 and 1979, due in large
part to a large increase in transfers.to the University of Califor-
nia, Santa Cruz. However, the number of transfers declined signifi-
t cadtly at .the Los Angeles, Santa Barbara, San Diego, and Berkelgy
"‘campuses of the University, and no significant changes occurred at
the three other campuses enrolling undergraduates. o
In the case .of the State Universit;, the decline from the peak year
of 1975 was stemmed in Fall 1980, with an increase of 44 transfer s
. students over Fall 1979. However, there had been a decrease of .
- more than 5,000 students, or 14 percent, between fall terms 1975 \
and 1979, and the decrease in University transfers in Fall 1980 was
significantly larger than the State Universityﬁ%ncrease., Fulltyear
- transfer statistics for the State University show an i%frease of ..
nearly 500 students in Spring 1981 over 1980, but a decreage of 177

3 - .
. . 45-20 ‘L ‘
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. : * TABLE 4 - R
» -
NUMBERS OF COMMUNITY COLLEGE STUDENTS WHO TRANSFERRED 70 THE, A

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND THE CALIFORNIA STATE.UNIVERSITY °
Yo TOGETHER WITH NUMBERS OF FIRST-TIME FRESHMEN e
- ) FROM CACIFORNIA HIGH SCHOOLS (1965-1980) S

Community College Transfer Students First-Time Fresfmen

Fall Term _ "Full Year Fall Term Only,
Year _uc s | CSUC e _uc  _csucr
1065 2,948 14,603 - - 7,023
’ 1966 3,761 . 19,295 -- 12,341 15,574
., 7 3,702 22,059 “= 13,02 16,082
v 1968 3,785 267,596 -- © 11,665 18,844
1969 4,458 . 28,207 43,963 ‘12,‘066 ‘17,539 ,
1970 5,166 29,059 49',245 13,233 ‘18,98.1;
1971- 6,154 32,546 52,9é9 ' 13,637 > 19,308
. 1972~ 7,165 - 34,619. 53,820 14,358 . 22,094
1973 * 8,193 33,089 51,335 15,011 22,210
. 1974 7,81;,4‘ 32,646, . 51,144 14,915 . 22,886
1975 8,002 35,537 . . 52,917 15,460 \ 23,239
1976 7,123 32,653 51,230 « 14,935 23,498 ... —
1977 6,392 34,001 51,159 16,820 — -23,867
1978 6,193 31,609 » . 47,430 15,850 . 24,668 - .
1979 5,654 30, 483 46,326 16,53 25,703
1980 5,356 - 30,527 ° 46,649 16,340 25,470

? ' ¢
N ¢ '

*Fall 'statistics represent about 90%_of first-time freshmen who enter

during the full year.

-~ .
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transfers ffom one winter term to the next, when comparatively few
students transfer. Thus the number of full-year transfers increased
by 323 between 1979-80 and 1980-81, with, decreases in the summer

- and winter terms and increases in fall and spring. Data are not

yet available for Fall 1981 transfers to either segment.

The numbet of State University campuses which' experienged increases
in Community College transfer students betwe all 1979 and 1980
was about equal to the number with- decreas¢s,®Pwith two campuses
showing virtually no change. San Jose State University had .a
decrease of 141 transfer students (5.5 percent), while San Bernar-
dino, with the third smallest number of transfers, had an increase
.0f almost 20 percent (97 students). Other campuses with increases
of ‘at least 5 percent were Stanislaus and California State Polytech-
nic at Pomona, while Bakersfield, Humboldt, Songma, and California
State 'Polytechnic at San Luis Obikpo each experienced a decrease .of
at °least 5 percent between Fall 1979 and 1980. Thus there does not

appear to be any clear patte of change at the campus level,
although the statewide degliq;7zn Community College transfers may

- have ended in 1980-81.

Information provided by the indepéndqnt California College “And
Universities shows that they are enrolling 'a significant -number! of¢
transfer students from Community Colleges. More than 3,700 were

reported to have transferred in the Fall 1980 term to 33 independent

institutions +in California, which is considerably more than the
estimate of 2,000 made for Fall 1979. The'ﬁost significant flow
was the 1,770 students who transferred to the University of Southern
California from 85 California Community Colleges. This number was

" 'almost two-thirds larger than that transferring to the Los Angeles

or the Berkeley campus of the University of Califormia in that.
.term. Other independent institutions reporting at lea¥t 100 Com-
munity College transfer students were the California College of
Arts and Crafts, Golden Gate University, Loyola Marymount Univer-

¢ 'sity, University of the Pacific, University of San Diego, and the

University of Santa Clara, with a, total of nearly 1,000 transfers.
Based on incomplete reporting, the number of male transfers appears
to be only slightly larger than the number of females.

The relationship between numbers of first-time freshmen and transfer
students enrclled in the University and the State University has
changed over time, as seen in Table 4. The segments have differed
for as long as data have beeg available, with the University's new"
* freshmen, always exceeding the’nufber of Community College trahsfers
enrolled;” and the State University's tradsfer group significantly
larger than its first-time freshmen. In 1979, the University .
enrolled 2.9 first-time freshmen for each Community College transfer

student, compared with 1.2 transfer students for each first-timé” °

freshman in the State University. If full-year data are used for
the State University, the ratio: increases to 1.7 transfer student
for each first-time freshman. In both segments, the proportion of

- transfer students relative to first-time freshmen has decliped

®

.
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.since 1973 as the size of the freshman class has increased. . It
" appears that the number 8f first-time freshmen age 19 and ‘under,
- declined in- Fall 1980 in both segments, but the ratio of first-time
freshmen . to transfifﬁ remained relatively stable.

Differences Among Cc;lgmunity Colleges N . *
' . <. v ’ 9 - 5".‘ L.

0f the 70 Community College districts, 42 had fewer than50 studemts— —-— -, —— .
transfer to the University in Fall 1980--three more than in 1979. - -
(See Appendix E for statistics for each Community College district.) -
Some districts with very large emnrollments had few University
transfers in 1980,—~for example, San Jose with an enrollment in
“credit’ courses of 21,170, and 27 transfers to the University; State
Center (Fresno), an enrollment of 17,760 and 42 transfers; and San
Mateo, an enrollment of 33,673 on its threepcampuses and 191 trans-
fers. Nine.Community College districts produced]44 percent of the Jl .
transfer students to the University in 1980. While most distficts .

"have had a decline in the number of Upiversity transfers during the

past four years, Saddleback (with an_enrollment for credif of more

than 25,000 students) had an increase from 72 to 129 between 1979

apd 1980, and Cabrillo increased from 118 to 164, at leastr in_part

‘as a result of the recruitment program of the University of Califor-

nia, Santa Cruz. : ' ) o

-

* —_— b

Although the number of transfers to the—State University had been :
declining until 1980-81, only four districts, each with am enroll- . :
ment of fewer than 2,000 students, had fewer than 50 transfers to

the State University in Fall 1980. On the other hand, 22 of the 70
districts had more than 500 students transfer to the State Univer-
sity in Fall 1980, including three districts which had more than
1,000 each. Thrge districts--Los Angeles, Los Rios, and North t
Orange--had a combined total for State University transfers which
/was larger than the total number of University transférs from all ‘
Community College districts (6,273 from the three districts to the \\J//
State University, compared to 5,356 to the University from all 70

districts). ‘Community College students tend to transfer to the
State University campus which is closest to the institution they.
had been attending for their lower division program, with the-
exception of the State Polytechnic Universities in Pomona and San
Luis Obispo, which draw smaller percentages from nearby Community
Colleges,” For example, 85 percent of the State University transfers

- from the’State Center District enroll at California State Univer-
sity, Fresno; 84 percent from the San Diego Community -Colleges at .
San Diego State University; and 80 percent from Butte College at
California State University, Chico, ° o

L3

More than one-fourth of the districts experienced an increase or
decrease of at least 10 percent in the number of State University
transfer students between Fall 1979 and 1980. However, no patterns
of change between these two yedrs are discernible. Oyer the four-
year period from 1977 to 1980, ‘State University'traﬁsfers-stehdily

' ~ ‘“ 9
.
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. ‘transfer students.
4

, Diffelgences 9etween Men' and, Women :

' -
$ [y
.

Al

decreased from 13 digtricts and steadily increased in 651& one
district--a district with comparatively few transfers to the State-
University. Districts with the large3t percentage decreases were
Rio Hondo with a 34 percent decline, Peralta with 28 percent,.

* Rancho Santiago with 23 pércent, Citrus with<2l percent, and Long
'‘Beach and Santa Monica, with 20 percent' each.

Thus the -small
statewide ¥ncrease ?ﬁtweeq Fall 1979 and 1980 appears to have been
a result of random fluctuations in district& with small numbers of
M *

’ 4

..

Men' comprise 52 percent’ of the Commbnity College transfers at the
University and women 48 percent. When ethnic distributions are .
compared, the, $ercentages for Asians and Hispanic men are higher
than the University-wide percentage for mem, while the percentages .
for Black and Filipino wbmen are higher than the University-wide
figure for women and, in fact, higher than those found for men (52
and 58 percent for Black and Filipino women transfers, respectively,
compared with a Universityrwide percentage of 48).

" For the State University, the transfer group‘comprises 51 percent

women and 49 percent men, when the predominantly male non-resident .
aliens are excluded from the computation. Ethnié ifferences in

the- sex distributions of transfer students are simllar ta those g ’
(Y

found for the University, with the percentages for Asian and Hispan*-
ic female transfers lower than the University-wide figuré--in falt,
less than 50 percent--while the percentage for Black female trans-<
fers is significantly higher than the University-wide percentage--58
and 51 peseent, respectively. . :

¢ +

>

ﬁﬁferences-Among Ethnic Groups .

The ethnic distributions of Fall 1980 Community College transfer
students to the University and State University are displayed ‘in
Table 5, together with the distribution for first-time Communi
Collége freshmen that fall. Distributions for each, Commuhi v
College are .displayed in Appendix F. Differencés between the
distributions -for 1979 and 1980 are not large. The percentages of
Asian and Black transfer students in the University distributions
increased by 0.8 and 0.4, respectively, while the percentage of 5
whites decreased by 1.4, to 77.1. White transfer students increased
in the.State University from 73.5 to 75.1 percent of the distribu-
tion. Decreases ‘occurred among Asians (-0.5), Filipinos (-0.%6),

and Blacks (-0.7), but the percggnges for Hispanics increased 0.3,

m-\ ~
~

The high percentage of transfer students to the State University
whose ethnicity is unknown limits the reliability of these findings
and_any comparisons based oen them. Still there appears.to be

¥
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little doubt that the percentages of Black' and Hispanic transfer . '
students to the- State University are larger than.those found for .

- the University, while the reverse is true for Asians.  Segmental -

differences involving these etlmic:groups may be increasing for

"Asians -and Hispanics but decreasing for Blacks, at least between ’

* the Community College freshmen.

L §

19797and 1980. - - ‘. . /
Gross comparisons’ may be made between the ethnic distribution of
first-time freshmen age 19 and under in the Community Colleges in

Fall 1980 and those of transfer students. About 30 percent of the
first-time Community Collége freshmen were reported to be in one of

the ethnic minority groups in Fall 1980, compared ¥ith 22.9 percent

of the transfer students to:.the University and 24.9 percent of the
transfers to..the State University. The percentages of Asians ‘in %
the -distributions of transfer students are significantly,.larger =~
than that found for *first-timeé- freshmen, while the percentagés of
transfers who are Black or Hispanic are lower than those found for “

)

Sex-differences in the ethnic distributiofis of transfer students

-were -similar to those found for first-time freshmen in the Univer- ‘
sity and the State University. The percentages of Asian and Hispan- - - .
ic men Were higher than those obtained for women, while the perc#nt- r
ages of Black women.were-highep than those found for men in 1980. . ’
. . . TMLBS “ o
ETHNIC DISTRIBUTIONS OF COMMUNITY COLLEGE TRANSFER-STUDENTS o
. TO THE UNIVERSITY AND THE STATE UNIVERSITY, COMPARED WITH THAT * .
OF "FIRST-TIME FRESHMEN IN COMMUNITY COLLEGES (FALL 1980) ) : 5
N C e ¥ Type of Students* , '
. s , . . Transfer to !
R First-Time - - Transfer to the State ‘ j
Ethnic Group - - Freshmen the University, - University
American Indian - .' 1.2 ’ 1019 . 1.5%
= X ~ ;, - Y ° . 3
Asian RS S 9.6 ~ ° _ 6.1 -
' o Lal L . La - ? :
sl 2 ' 3.7 - 6.1 . -
N '_ s e > ] )
B N 2 T X
S T G 75;1 '
. T 5.9. -o.—“‘.’ 10.0 g C 372 . —
Ce -l ] .‘ . . . -a \ -+ . . - -~ P -,' ) L4 AN
*Columns add to 100 percent,, exclusive of the "unkfown." | .ot
. L, R ~. R ‘ . — -
»Q, . X* " .1‘1",. N . ' '.’ N ) . a!%
. ;,.. ,&' £21% S Lo S Ty
Cr AR 2% .- \.\ S ;o
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APPENDIX A A

CALIFORNIA COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES BY COUNTY

I”g .

-

" Explanatory Notes

-

1. A California county map shewing the ‘number of
- institutions in each county precedes the.list
of counties.

2. The independent institutions listed are all
'generalqurposevcolleges.and universities .~ -
which admit first-time freshmen and are ac-

credited by the Western Association of Schools
and’ Colleges. . =
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¥ NUMBER OF COLLEGIATE INSTITUTIONS -
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" APPENDIX A i
- T -
‘ CALIFORNIA‘COLLEGES'AND UNJFVERSITIES BY COUNTY
r fe - ot . . ,
University Cé]-i-f_qrn‘ia X California Independent \
. of ’ State Community - Colleges and
) County  California University -  Colleges i
* * ' - . ' ? -
Alameda - erkeley ?Haywafa ' Peralta . Holy Names
: & . v Cofigleges (4) Mills
. Chabot ' ’ -
. -t Ohlone C
Butte ] Ghico - . Butte : -
/ ‘., e R
! M N " ‘ ' ' N &
. Contra g , e . Contra Costa Saint Mary's )
. Costa . - . Colleges (3)
-9 ’ . -
El Dorado . . . ) ’ -, Lake Tahoe ) .
. N 4 . o -
Fresno . Frgsno,‘ ‘State Center ' Fresng Pacific
- T ) _ Colleges. (2) . .
. . R West Hills ' 9
Humboldt . Humboldt< Redtoods’ y
’ 4 Iy B ' z
’ ~ Imperial S * Imperial Valley i

-

>

Kern County
Colleges (2)
~Taft

Lagsen -
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California

-

-
. University California
- of - State
County California University
Los " Los Angeles o Los Angeles
Angeles Long Beach
¢« Northridge . ,
. Qcminguez
‘ Hills =~
N California
. State
"Polytechnic
- Pomona
/
IR)A
-
Marin e . .
Mendocino ~ )
-Merced 2! >

Monterey

31

Community
Colleges

N

‘ios Angeles
Colleges (9)
Antelope Valley

Cerritos °

CitTus .
Compton
El Camino
Glendale
Long Beach
"Mt. San
Antonio
_Pasadena
Rio Honda
Canyons
Santa Monica

'Marin
Colleges (2)

=

4

1

Mendocino
© Merced

* Hartnell
Monterey
Peninsula

-2 8=

) \
Independent
Colleges and

Azusa Pacific K
Biola ’
California In-
stitute of
Technology -
Clarement McKenna
Harvey Mudd
Los Angeles -
Baptist
Loyola ~ Marymount
Marymount - Palos
Verdes )
Mount Saint Mary's
Northrup
Occidental
Pepperdine
Pitzer )
Pomona ’
Scripps ¢
University of
La Verne
University of
Southern
California
West Coast
University
Whittier -
Woodbury .

-

A

”

Dominican College
of Sanh Rafael




.o APPENDIX £ (continued)
' . University  California Califorhia Independent
of State - Community  _Colleges and  *
: -+« County California University Colleges Universities
Napa . Napa Pacific Union
7 I .
Orange Irvine ¢+ - Fullerton Coast Colleges Chapman . .
. . ' ‘ (&)) Pacific Christian
g . ‘ North Orange Southern California
(2) College
. . s N Rancho Santiago West Coast
. 9‘ Saddleback Pniversity
~ ./ ] ’
N ~
Placer’ . ) . Sierra \
» - - . , 3
. " . ' \R
- Plpmfs Feather ‘River -
. . ~ \ .
* - A3 -
A -
Riverside Riverside . Desert California Baptist
. ’ : - Mt. San Jacinto | )
~ ' Palo Verde
. : Riverside
o A
Sacramento Sacramento Los R!bs
Colleges-(3) )
. ./ :
' < ? : .
+ “ . i Y
San San Barstow Loma Linda
Bernardino _Bernardino Chaffey University of
. : ! San Bernardino Redlands ° .
N - N . Colleges (2) .
: Vic?or.Valléy
t ‘ i N
San 6iego Sah Diego San Diego San Diegg ) Point Loma
- . S . . Colleges (4) United States
Grossmont (2) International
Mira Costa University of
Palomar

Southwesgtern

-

¥

{
t

San Diego
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APPENDIX A (continued)

A
University California
. .~ of State
County California University
San " San Francisco San‘Frsnciéco San Francisco
Francisco -
. ‘ 1
San Joaquin
.
San’.Luis California
Obispo >  State
Polytechnic
by
San Matep\
: N g
Santa Santa Barbara’ 0
Barbara '

-

San Jose

)
California
Community

Colleges

,San Joaquin

", Delta

Cuesta

A

Ban Mateo
Colleges (3)

Allan Hancock
Santa Barbara

Indépendent
Lolleges and
Universities

Golden Gate
Simpson

;University of
San Francisco

JHumphreys
University of
the Pacific

College of
Notre Dame
Menlo |

Westmont

Santa Clara

+

Santa Ckuz

Shasta

Siékiyou

San Jose (2
West Valley (2)

Santa Cruz . Cabrillo
3 Lot
. éhasta
o N
. . Sigkiyous
(1
-30~

. Foothii& > ' Stanford ’
. De Anza (Z;W\F(gnigzrsity of
. Gavilan . Ramta Clara

) ° £
Bethany Bible
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APPENDIX A (continued)

N .

"University California California - Independent
’ . of State Cormunity Colleges and

" County  California  University Colleges Universities
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APPENDIX B

" PERCENTAGES <OF RECENT HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATES
- ¥ ENROLLING IN-EACH SEGMENT OF CALIFORNIA _
HIGHER. EDUCATION, BY COUNTY AND YEAR (1974, 1976,1978-1980)

L]

H ]

Explanatory Notes

-
L J

‘The percentages are iztimates of the college-going rates for
recent high school graduates in each of the four segments of

California higher education. The percentages were obtained
by-dividing the numbers of students who were 19 years of age
or under when they earolled as first-time freshmen by the
numbers of high school graduates in June of the same ye¥#t.
Both part- and full-time. students were included in the

* computation of the participation rates.

‘Numbers of ﬁigh school graduates wefé ob ained.f om annual
reports_prepared by the State Departmentt;?‘ﬁdusgsjon‘for

both public and private high schools. -
. ’ . »
Student data tapes submitted to the Commission annually by
The University of California, The California State
University, and the Califormia Community Colleges were the
major source of information about the high schools=last
attended by first-time freshmen.
Community College-going rates are judged to be less reliable
than those of the University and State University for several
reasons, including a high percentage of “unknowns" for
several districts. In addition, the rates are confounded by
uncertainty about the inclusion of high’ séhool dropouts or

students who have not yet graduated from high school, or both, -

all of whtm are eligible to emnroll in a Community College
. under certain conditions. Rates which appeared to.be highly
questionable have been omjtted, with the prior year's rdte

shown instead in parenthesis.

— -

For, the first time in 1979, first-time freshmen ,with
"unknown" high school codes were found for the University and
the State University. They constitute 5 percent of the
University and 6 percent of the State University freshmen in
the analysis, or less than 1 percent of the high school
graduates. However, the "unknowns" should not be added to the
Statewide rates”for the University and the State Unjversity
since they may not be graduates of California high schools.
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Data for independent colleges and universities, Were-obtained
. by means of a special request for assistance made by the
Association of Independent California Colleges and Universi-
ties. Nearly 70 percent of the institutions ré&sponded with'
information about the origins of their first-time freshmen.

o : Yl
Information about the college-going "rates i;'thg independent
institutions is not wholly comparabiz to that obtained for °
the public segménts since some institutions cguld provide
" only zip codes for their students' home addresses rather than
State codes for the high schools from which their students
graduated. Furthermore,* it was not feasible for a few
institutions to limit the first-time freshman group studied
to those 19 years and under at entrance. Information for Fall
1979 was used for one institution which was unable to provide \
data for 1980. ]

‘ *

The following institutions responded with information about
the county of origin of their first-time freshmen:

California Baptist College - Pacific Union College

California College of Arts Pepperdine University
* and Crafts Pitzer College
California Institute of Point Loma College ° N
Technology : Pomona College
California Lutheran College - Saint Mary'ls Caqllege
. Center for Early Education of California
Claremont McKenha College San Francisco Art Institute
Cogswell College - Scripps College
College of Notre Dame Simpson CollXege
Dominican College of Stanford University
San Rafael . " United States International
. Fresno Pacific.College University
Golden Gate University , University of La Verne
Harvey Mudd College . : University of the Pacific
Holy Names College - . University of Redlands .
Humphreys College University'.of San Diego
. Los Angeles Bapfist ‘College University of San Francisco
Loyola~Marymount University . University Yof Santa Clara '
Marymount Palos Verdes College University of Southern .
Menlo College California
Mount St. Marys College Westmont College
Northrop University Whittier College
Occidental College Woodbury University

Information is arranged so that counties with .the largest
numbers of high- school graduates generally appear first. No
percentages are shown for the.seven counties with the
smallest numbers of high school graduates--Colusa, Trinity,
Modoc, Mariposa, Mono, Sierra, and Alpine-JsiPce such
percentages are unreliahfe. ’
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.- APPENDIX B
' . PERCENTAGES OF RECENT HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATES
, ENROLLING IN EACH SEGMENT OF CALIFORNIA
v " HIGHER EDUCATION BY COUNTY AND YEAR (1974, 1976, 1978-1980)*

Perclentage Enrolling as Freshmen

19

Number —
: H.S. Total Grand
" County Year ‘Grads. UC CSU CCC .- -Ind. Public Total
Los Angeles 1974 90,817 5.7% 8.6% 38.5% =--; 52.8%4 -~
. ‘ . 1976 88,607 6. 9.7  36.1  -=* 51,8 == _
: 1978 83,753 6.4 10.8 41.3 4.3  58.5 62.89%
‘1979 83,849 6.4 10.2 42.8 4.%¢ 59.3 63.9
1980 79,389 6.5 10.5 41.9 . 4.8 58.9 63.7
)
Orangé 1974 25,206 5.3 7.7 45.3 -- 58,3 ==
1976 27,200 5.2 7.9  46.1 == +59.2  --
1978 26,558 5.5 8.5  42.5 2.7  56.5 59.2
. , 1979 26,107 6.2 9.9  45.6 2.4 61.8 64.2
. 1980 25,342 6.2 10.0 50.4 2.5  66.6- 69.1
®San Diego 1974 20,456 5.0 6.6 40.9 --  52.5  --
1976 19,547 5.4 6.3 46.4 -- 58,1  --
1978 21,323 6.1 6.6 42.5 3.6 55.2 58.8
- 1979 20,048 6.4° 8,3 42.9 3.6 57.7 61.3
. : 1980 20,553 6.0 8.8 45.7 3.3  60.5 63.8
\ M .
Santa Clara 1974 17,430 5.8 10.4  39.7 ==  55.9  =--
1976 17,856 5.5 10.2  39.3 -=  55.0 . --
1978 18,249 6.4 10.1  33.6. 3.5 50.1 53.6
1979 17,800 6.5 10.3  40.1 4.0 56.8 60.8
1980 16,643 7.5 11.0 34.6 3.9  53.1, 57.0
7 <
Alameda 1974 714,167 7.2 9.2 40.2  -- 566 -
1976 14,355 6.4 8.9  42.4  --  57.7, ' ==
1978 14,023 7.2 8.9 39.2 2.7 55.% 58.0
. 1979 13,496 7.5 9.3  37.5 2.2  54.3 56.5
1980 12,862 7.7 9.1  35.2 2.3  52.0 54.3
Sacramento 1974 11,106 3.3 6.6 621 . == 52,0 --
1976 10,774 3.5 6.0 42'1 - 516 ==
\1978 10,812 3.7 6.7  42.0 2.3  52.4 54.7
1979 9,996 4.2 8.6 43.8 2.2  56.7 58.8
. ' 1980 9,651 4.8 8.7 47.1 1.9  60.6 62.5
San 1974 10,239 2.7 4.7  40.6, -~  48.0  --
Bernardino 1976 10,525 2.9 5.5 39.9- ==  48.3  --
, 1978 9,899 2.9 6.4 39,2 2.7 48.4 51.1
1979 9,560 3.2 6.8 38.0 2.9> 48.0 50.9
1980 9,687 3.0 7.5 . 4l:4 2.1 51.9  54.0
- -35-
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Percentage Enrolling as Freshmen
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. (# APPENDIX B (Continued)

Percentage Enrolling as Freshmen ‘

Number .
[ H.S. Total Grand
County  Year Grads. _UC CSU CCC Ind. Public Total *
, Santa - 1974 . 4,398 5.2% &4.4% 47.7% --  57.3% ~--
. Barbara 1976 4,489 5.7 4.2  49.8 -- 59,7 -
‘ ‘ 1978 4,059 5.9 4.8 47.3 4.7% 58.0 62.79%
‘ . 1979 3,79 6.6 5.7 50.4 3.3, 62.6 66.0
. 1980 3,800 7.4 5.2 53.9 3.0 66.5 69.5
Sonoma 1974 3,518 1.9 3.4  43.7 --  49.0 --
. 1976 3,565 2.0 2.9 47.0 - 51.9  --
: 1978 3,68 3.0 3.3  40.7 2.5 47.0 ' 49.5
' , /e 1979 3,688 3.2 4.0 4.1 1.9 53.3 55.3
e . 1980 3,436 3.4 4.3 44.6 1.9 52.3 54.2
Marin 1974 3,466 10.2 7.7 ° 43.4 --  61.3  --
. 1976 3,339 1000 7.7 49.3 --  67.0  --
1978 3,459 11.9 8.0  40.2 4.5 60.1 646
.1979 3,408 13.4 8.1 38.8 4.4 60.4 64.8
1980 3,148 13.6 8.8  40.3 5.3  62.7 68.0
Monterey. 1974 3,006 4.8 5.4 58.4 -- 68.6 --
. . 1976 3,125 4.9 5.0 57.9 -- 67.8 ==
1978 8,064 4.8 3.9 56.7 3.0, 65.4 68.4
1979 2,756 5.2 4.5 53.1 3.4  62.8 66.2 -
1980 2,83 6.0 4.7 50.3 3.3 61.0 64.3 ’
Stanislaus 1974 2,862 1.4 5.1 39.1 -- 45.6 --
1976 . 2,771 ‘1.9 4.7 446 -- 51,2  --
. 1978 2,792 N4 5.6 34.0 2.3 41.0 43.3
S 1979 . 3,170 1.7 6.1 28.2 1.8 36.0 37.8
1980 3,277 1.1 5.7 35.1 1.7  41.9 43.6
R »  Tulare 1974 2,554 1.4° 3/4  48.6“~ =-- 53,4  --
1976 4,721 1.8 2.9 46.4 ~-- 51,1 -
1978 2,649 1.4 2.4  48.2° 1.5 52.0 53.5
1979 2,779 1.4 -3.4 4.4, 2.0 51.2 53.2
- 4§ 1980 2,790 1.6 4.0 49.1 1.4  54.7 56.1
, - Solano 1974 2,542 4.3 4.8 39.6 -~ 48,7 @ --
) ' 1976 + 2,578 3.8 5.6  42.7 == 52,1  --
. ) 1978 2,469 4.3 5.4 41.0 2.4 50.7 53.1
¥979 2,580 4.4 5.6 41.5 1.7 51.6 53.3
1980 2,7824 5.4 5.6  40.3 2.1  51.3 53.4
Santa Cruz 1974 2,022 4.4 3.0 40.6 --  48.0  --
. : 1976 2,117 5.3 2.9 39.6 -- 47.8 -
1978 1,964 5.6 5.3  39.8. 3.4 50.7 54.1
1979 1,976 4.1 4.1 34,7 3.8  43.0 46.9
1980 1,986 5.8 4.5  48.1 5.3  58.4 63.7
- [ 37 .
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APPENDIX B (Continued)

Percentage' Enrolling as Freshmen

Number ) . . .
. H.S. . Total Grand
County Year Grads. UC CSU,- CCC . Ind. Public Total
Merced 1974 1,818 2.0% 4.1% 58.1% --  64.2% ~--
' 1976 1,853 1.6 5.6 52.5 -- _ 59.7 --
, 1978 1,891 2.5 5.2 -51.6 1.2% 59.3 60.5%
| . 1979 1,808 1.8 6.1 53.7 1.2 6l1.6 62.7
1980 1,790 2.3 7.3 . 59.3 0.9 68.9 69.8
Placer 1974 1,589 2.0 3.7 °39.1 --  44.8 --
. 1976 1,675 1.8 3.1 41,1 -- 46.0 -<¢>
1978 1,838 2.1 3.8° 36.5 1.4  42.4 43.
1979 1,808 2.4° 4.2 37.0 1.2 43.6 44.8
. 1980 1,807 3.7 3.1  48.5 1.3  55.3 56.6
Shasta < 1974 1,368 1.5 2.0 52.8 =-- 56.3 --
‘ - 1976 1,399 1.1 22 55.7, ‘-- 59.0 --
1978 1,537 1.3 2.0 55.0 1.4 58.3 59.7
. 1979 1,550 1.7 2.6 (55.0).1.5 °'59.3 60.8-
K .1980-- 1,520. 1.6 3.2 - (55.0) 1.7 59.8 61.5
Humboldt 1974 1,601 1.3 9.2 316 -- 42,1
1976 1,448 1.3 7.4  34.3 --  43.0
19 1,422 2.0 8.2 32.3 1.5 42.5  44.0
197 1,392 2.6 ,9.3 30.2 1.6 42.1 43.8
1980 1,328 2.3 " 9.9 (30.2) 1.5 42.4 43.9
San Luis 1974 1,560 1.8 11.3 37.7 -- 50.8 ==
Obispo ‘ 1976 1,557 2.1 10.1 45.6 ~- 57.8 @ --
1978 © 1,356 1.9 10.0 45.6 2.1 57.5 59.6
1979 1,572 1.8 9.1  39.9 2.2 50.8 53.0
- . 1980 1,586 1.8 8.1 46, 1.5 56.8 58.3
Butte 1974 1,462 .1.9 13.3 38.9 -- 54.1 @ --
1976 1,424 2:0 9.8  34.5 - 46,3 " --
1978 1,356 2.6 11.4 39.2 1.8 53.2 55.0
‘ 1979 1,440 3.3 12.4  30.5 2.4 46.1 48.5
/ 1980 1,473 3.0 13.2  42.2 1.7 58.3 60.0
Imperial 1974 1,259 2.9 2.9 46.3 -- 52,1 ,--
) 1976 1,241 2.6 3.2 . 48.0 -- §53.8 @ --
- - 1978 ,1,348 1.9 3.2  43.8 1.3  48.9 50.2
1979 1,337 2.7 4.0 45.8 2.1 52.4 54.6
1980 _ 1,312 2.0 3.5 48.3 1.4  53.8 55.2
Napa 1974™ 1,294 3.6 2.9 57.7 -z 64.2  --
‘ , 1976 1,297 4.1 3.5 48.7 -- 56,3  --
' 1978 1,275 4.4 -4.1 51.8 6.4 60.3 66.
1979 1,300 4.9 4.2 (51.8) 8.0 60.9 6&.9
1980 1,276° 5.3 4.8 .(51.8) 8.2  61.9 70.1
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. . .
* . ~ Percentage 'E'm'gﬂing
. Number . BN .
. -- . H.S. L. “ »Tota] Grand”,
"Clunty  Year Grads. Bc 'CsU: CCC ' Ind. Public Total -
Yolo 1974+ -1,411 8.9% 10,6% 30.8%. - ,50.3% ~-
L © 1976 - 1,259 10.2 9.8 ° 35.1 ~ --¢ 55.1 ‘==
T T L1978 014248 1200 109 34.6 . 1.9% 57.5  59.4%
=+ -.1979 1,338 10.0 9.9  35.6.~1.9 55.5 57.4
1980 1,315 11.6. 9.3 30.9%% 1.3° 5.8, 53.1 .
© » , .' < L. ‘ ©
Kings 1974° 1,006 +1.9 6.2 33.6 -- 4l.7 -
.. .. T 1976 943 1.5 6.6 42.5 -= . 50.6 = ==
> - 1978 984 1.8 5.1 41.1 2.5 48.0 50.5
' . 1979° } 995 1.6 6.2  47.3~ 2.9, .55.2 . 58.1
. 1980 903 1.6~ 6.9, -« 43.3 .1.9° 51.8 53.7
" ElDoradp 61974 800 2.4 5.8 296 -y 37.8 .-
. " 1976 862 2.8 '5.8 35.6 .-~ 44,2 @ =--
1978 932 3.4 .8.7 35.7 1.8 47.8 49.6
. 1979 948 3.3 8.0 325 2.3 43.8 46:1
R " 1980 916 4.7 8.4 - (32.5) 2.4 745.6 ’ 48:0
Mendggino -1974 ° 817 1.7 6.6 4,0 £ 49,3 -
: 1976 8468 2.5 7.4 34.1 - - 440 . -
) 1978 867 2.5 7.0 30.8 .2.1 , .40.3 . 4254
1979 820 3:4 7.6 30.6 3.2, 4l.6 44.8
, 1980 828 2.8 7.8 32.6-.2.1 43.2 45.3
Sutter . 1974, 619 3.2 38  49.8 - 7, 56.4. --
- 1976 693 2.2 4.3, 50.6 -- “°57.1 ==
1978 685 3.2 6.0 46.9 2.8 56.1 58.9
1979. 697 3.3 S5.0° 44.2° 1.6- 52.5 54.1
1980 718 6.0 -5.6- 51.0. 1.4  62.6 -64.0
. . . e ..
Madera 1974 539. 2.6 11.7 = 32.5 -2 ,46.8 , --
- 1976 467 1.5 12.2 39,6 -~ 53.3 -«
" ¢T978 552 2.3 10.9 38.6 3.4 51.8 55.2
. 1979 638 2.2 {0.3 40.8 3.8 53.3 ,57.1
1980 570 1.8 1i.9  43.3 3.2  57.0 60.2
Nevada 1974 417 2.2 3.8 35.0 - 41,0 -~
oo, 1976 - 497 1.2 2.0  36.4 -- 39.6  --
. 1978 547 2.2 3.6 33.3° 2.6 39.1 41.7
' 1979 538 2;§§ 5.6 29.64 '1.5 36.8 38.3
v 1980 536" 2.8\ 4.7  41.6° ‘1.1  49.1 50.2
<" Tehama * 1974 538 1.7 7.1 41.8 -- 50.6 ' --
1976 486 2.3 ,6.8 44.8 %, -- 539 -
978 546 3.3 3.7 41.0 . 2.0 ="%8.0, 50.0
’ 979 554" 1.6 6.5 (41.0)' 1.8  49.1 .50.9
o 80 519 1.3, 7.3 (41.0) 1.9 49.6 51.5
-39- K . :
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'APPENDIX B (Continued)

Percentage En;ol1ing as Freshmen

+

Number
) . ¢#H.S. - Total Grand
€ounty  Year Grads.,- UC CSU cee” Public Total
. -~ .
Siskiyou 1974 571 1.9% 4.6% 3;.3% 43.8% --
.1976- 524, 1.5 4.6 .2 48.3 <=
1978 525 1.2 7.0 4.1 56.3  55.ou%
1979 525 2.8. 6.5  41.3 50.6 51.0
,1980  -532 2.4 5.4 (41.3) 49,1 49.7
Yuba ~ 1974 584 1,7 2.6  54.1 58.4  --
1976, 516 1.4 1.7 61.0 64.1  -=
1978 .- 485 0.8 3.9 - 57.1 - 61.8 63.9
- . 1979 467 2.4 2.1 (57.1) 61.6 63.7
1980 502 1.6 3.2  50.0 54.8 56.6
. § ! L.
Tuolumne 1974 368 2.5 6.3 . 32.9 , 41.7  --
. 1976 . 363 1.4 8.3 39.9 49.6  --
“~ ‘1978 © " 374 2.4. 8.3  28.3 $H.o 42.2
1979 357 2.2 7.6 34.4 - 44,2 48.2
) 1980 - 420 4.0 6.7  39.8 50.5 53.8
»  Lake - 1974 306 2.3 6.3  41.1 49.7  --
- 1976 305 2.3. 6.6 42.6 51.5 -,
. , 1978 356 2.0 3.4  43.8 49.2 50.3
f 1979 361 1.9 8.3  50.4 60.7 .62.9
1980  .376 2.9 7.7  36.7 47.3  48.4
Glenn _ 1974 303 4.0 9.2  22.8 36.0 --
. 1976° 344 1.7 10.8  31.7 44,2 --
@ . 1978 - 309 3.2 9.1  23.9 36.2 38.8
: e 1979 . 336 1.2 8.3 18.4 28.0 28.9
c - , 1980 299 5.7 9.4  45.5 60.6 30.9
- Lassen . , 1974 289 1.0 3.1  37.0 41,1 --
e 1976 284 1.4 2.5 54.9 58.8  --
1978 302 1.3 5.0 51.3 57.6 58.6 .
. 1979 266 0.4 4.5 52.3 57.2 58.0
1980 ..273 0.7 2.6 (52.3) 55.6° 57&}
Inyo 1974 299 4.4 8.4  30.1 42.9  --
. . 1976 270 5.2 7.0 31.8 44,0  --
e 1978 281. 3.9 6.8  31.3 42.0  43.1.
1979 268 4.0 7.7 24.2 35.9 38.3
1980 227 2.6 ' 6.6  40.1 49.3  58.6.
San Benito 1974 . 254 3.2 7.1 - 44.9 55<2  --
‘w1976 . 276 2.2 8.7 45.3 56.2 -
| 1978 256 3.5. 9.4  44.5 57.4  62.5
PR 79. 282 1.1 9.2  40.8 51.1 53.9
T 80 266 2.8 6.1 ¢ 41.9 50.8 60.1
~ . ‘
. ¢ ’ ’40“' "




APPENDIX B (Conti nued{
Percéntage Enrolling as Freshmen
Number ,
H.S. :
County Year Grads. UC CSU
Plumas 1974,
1976
. 1978

-

CCC
243 0.4% 11.5%

255 1.6
1979

46.5% --
. 8 29.8 - 39.2
252 0.0 1 34.5 0.4% 45.6
2746 2.2 9.8 42.3 . 1.1 54.4
1980 277 1.1 ‘? .0 36.4 1.4 46.5
Calaveras 1974 © 207 —égi;—§37\\\\,_3
1976 222 1.8
1978 247 1.3,'
1979 229 3.1
1980 323 1.9
Amador 1974 153 3.
: 1976 183 1.
1978° 239 1
1979 235 3
1980 . 223 3
Del Norte 1974+ 249
, 1976 241
1978 201
1979 190
. 1980 18 o.
T&AL* 1974 289,714 5.1
1975 293,941 5.3
1976 289,454. 5.1
1977 285,360 5.2
1978 283,841 5.5
1979 278,548 5.8
1980 270,971 6.0

7.
1.

Ind.
34.6%
1

Total
{

Grand
Public Total

46%0%
55.5

47.9°
7
6.
g.
9.

W W W W
DN
. . .

35.2
- 46 4
4.0 45.3
1.3 47.2
0.9 44.0

49.3
48.5
44.9
10.
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537
- 57.3
1.7 - 40.2
2.6  28.9
1.3 40.8
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31.5
421
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0.5 3.4
1.6 - 37.9
) 0.5

33.9
34.9

39.5
35.4

hlgh school graduates

1
1
. 60.0
58.0 5
*Percents were not calculated for Colusa, Trlnlty, Modoc, MErlposi
Mono, Sierra, and Alpine Counties because of the small numbers of
cluded in the, "Total" figures
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, N APPENDIX C Lo
PERCENTAGES OF MEN AND WOMEN ENROLLED AS FIRST-TIME FRESHMEN
>IN EACH OF THE PUBLIC SEGMENTS OF CALIFORNIA'HIGHER
" " EDUCATION, BY COUNTY AND YEAR (1@% 1980)
‘ e .

ggplaha;6;§‘ﬁote\f

Pei‘centages ‘were obtained for men. 'a‘nfi women gépar;ately beginning in
Fall 1977, using data. described \in Appepdix B.: Since information

‘about the pgogortiods.og male and female graduates from'private high
- schools was incomplete, ‘it wq&ie:fssgr_'y’\t make estimates for some
counties.’ ‘ N g o s AR

-
E)

/

~
v B
¥ » ’
= L3 .
.. -
. ‘ .
. R oy ¥
. Y . N
[% %
. T )
s 1
. .
>
4 .
, ¢ N ] - - 5.
(- ” - .
. “ -, ’ N
. i k3
* . 42 /43~ (
. . 44 o [ Lo
. . - v
. hl
-y d .
* } " I




-

N

e

County

Los ‘Angeles
Orange -
San Diego

-2
Santa Clara
Alameda
/

Satramegto

San

. Bernardino

Contra
Costa

San Mateo

~

Venturayp

Ly
Riverside -

‘Fresno

APPENDIX C

-

EDUCATION BY COUNTY AND YEAR (1977 AND 1980)

Percentage Enrqlied As F1rst-Time Freéheen

Sex

Male
Female

Male
Female

Male
Female

Hale
Female

Maie

. Female

Male

Female-

HMale
Female

Male
Female

Male
Female

Male
Female

Male
Female

Male
Female

PERCENTAGES OF MEN AND WOMEN ENROLLED AS FIRST-TIME FRESHMEN
' IN EACH OF THE PUBLIC SEGMENTS OF CALIFORNIA HIGHER

University Cg]iforn1a California
of ~State Community <«
California  University Colleges Total
1977 ‘1980 - 1977 ,1980 1977 1980 1977 1980
6. 1% 6.7%  9.6% 9.8% 40.9% 41.9% 56.6% 58.5%
5.8 6.3 10.4 11.1  40.2 40.5 56.4 57.9
5.8 5.9 7.7 9.1  48.0 50.3, 61.5 65.4
-5.1 6.4 8.6 10.9 47.7 50.5 61.4 67.8
5.9 6.0 5.8 8.6 . 445 46.1  56.2 60%
5.6 6.1 6.1 9.0 - 45.3 45.3  57.0 60.4
5.9 7.7 10.0 10.3 . 37.8 34.3  53.7 5213
5.7 7.3 10.9 11.6  39.4 34.9 56.0 53.9
7.3, 7.8 '.8.4 8.1 41.5 36.3  57.2 52.3
6.4 .7.5 9.5 10.0 41.4 34.6 57.3 52.1
3.4 4.9 5.7 7.9 43.0 46.1 52.1 58.9
3.8 4.7 7.4 »9.5° 46.7 48.2 57.9 62.5
3.2 2.8 6.1 7.4 39.2 42.3  48.5 52.5
2.6 3.1 5.8 7.6 4l.4 40.7 49.8 51.5.
9.1 10.1 6.9 8.1 45.3 49.1  61.3 67.4
8.6 9.9 8.3 9.8 43.4 44.1  60.3 63.8
6.1 .9.0 6.8 7.0 ' 47.1 (37.8) 60.0 53.8
6.1 8.5 7.5 9.1  43.8 (40.3)- 57.4 57.9
3.3 4.5  4.3% 4.6  46.7 49,97 54.5 59.1
2.8 4.9 35 5.2 456 51.5° 51.9 61.6
4.6 4.7 4.5 4.4 405 41.9  49.6 51.0
5.0 5.4 4.9 5.2 42,4 46.9 . 52.3 57.5
1.6 1.9 11.3 12.8  40.1 40.0  53.0 54.7
1.3 2.4 13.7 16.3 - 40.7 39.6 55.7 58.4
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APPENDIX C (Continued) .. . 7
Percentage Enrolled As First-Time Freshmen
p University —. Califormia Cal ifoT'nia- ' a

of - State Community - . .
Talifornia, University =  Colleges Total

County - Sex : 1977 1980 1977 1980 1977 1980 1977 1980
v

s

San Male  8.4% 9.0% 11.5% 11.1% 43.8% 43.7% 63.7% 63.7% >
Francisco Female 7.8 9.3 14.9 15.7 44.6 41.8 67.3 66.9 .
Rern Male 2.3 3.4 6.1 5.2 (47.7)(48.4) 56.1 57.0
. . Femile 1.5 3.4 7.8 7.7 (47.7)(44.3) 57.0 55.4
‘Santa Male 5.7 8.5 5.1 5.2 47.4 52.6 58.2 66.3
Barbara*: Female 4.8 6.5 5.6 5.1 50.7 55.1 61.1 66.8
,  San Joaquin Mzij/‘“ 2.4 " 3.0 2.5 2.8 56.0 61.1  60.9 67.0 '
' Femdle 2.4 3.6° 2.8 4.0 51.9 57.7 57.1 65.3
C) Sonoma Male 21 3.8 3.7 4.1 40.3 39.6  46.1 47.5 )
Female 2.3 3.1 3.2 W 47.6 49.1  53.1 56.6 .
Marin Male 11.8 13.1 8.0 8.5 44.0 39.1 63.8 60.7 .
- Female 10.5 14.1 6.5 9.1  45.0 41.5  62:0 64.7
" Mogterey  Male . 5.9 5.9 4.6 5.4 59.9 48.2 .70.4 59.5
- Female 4.8 6.0 5.1 4.1 58.1 51.7 68.0 61.8
Stanislaus Male 2.4 1.2 4,4 5.7 54.4 36.6 61.2 43.5
‘ Female 0.7 1.0 5.4 5.7 48.6 34.0 54.7 40.7
Tulare Male 1,6 1.8 2.3 3.9 38.9 47.9  42.8 53.7
- Female 1.3 1.4 2.2 4.2 52.5 50.1 56.0 55.7
Solano  ~ HMale 3.6 6.1. 4.4 6.7. 43.5 39.9 515 52.7
Female 3.2 4.7 5.2 4.8 41.8 40.7  50.2 50.2
Santa Cruz Male 4.8 5.6 3.3 5.1 6.9 46.5 55.0 57.2° :
. - Female 4.8 6.0 2.3 ©3.9 ‘49.6 49.5 56.7 59.%
o Merced Male 1.8. "3.1 5.9 4.8 59.3,58.3  67.0 66.2
. o Female 1.7 1.7 6.3 -9.6 53.9 60.1 61.9 71.4 -
e + Humboldt Male 2.0 1.9 6.3 v8.9  31.3 (27.6) 39.6 <38.4
. Female 2.5 2.8 8.6  11.1  35.6 (33.0) 46.7 46.9
. - : :
Placer Male' 2.4 3.4 3.2 3.3 42.0 49.2  47.6 56.0
) - . Female 2.I 4.0 3.8 3.0 40:8 48.3  46.7 50.0
San Luis Male 1.7 1.6 9.2 7.8 46.4 46.6 57.3 55.9 .,
1.6 2.1 9.9 8.5 ' 44.6 47.2° 56.1 57.8

D Obispo Female




County
Butte

Shasta
i > Yolo

Impérial

Napa

Kings

Hendocino

E] Dorado

Sutter
Yuba
Siskiyou
Tehama
'.Hadéra

Nevada

Tuolumne

~

\

. Male . 1 . 7. 36.0 42.
Female . .5 . . 38.9

APPENDIX C (Continued)
Percentage Enrolled As First-Time.Freéhdgg

University. California . California

42.

Male 3.1 2.4 ' 6.7 5.4 344 36,
Female 1. . . .9 43.9 46.

of State Community
California University €ol11leges Total
Sex 1977 1980 1977 1980° 1977 1980 . 1977 T§80
Hale  2.6% 3.2% 11.4% 10.1% <35.2% 39.8% 49.2% 53.1%
Female 3.1 2.8 9.5 16.2  39.8 44.6  52.4 63.6
Male 1.8, 2.1 1.9 3.0 (51.4)(48.5) 51.1 53.6
Female 1.6 .1.1 2.4° 3.3 (60.0)(60.0) -64:0 64.4
Male 9.7 1l1.1 9.9 7.6 31.0 30.3 50.6 48.9
Female 11.2 12.2 11.8 11.0 40,7 33.4 63.7 56.6
Male 3.8 2.3 3.2 3.2 46.1 49.3 53.1 54.8
Female 2.6 1.7 3.9 3.8. 47.9 47.6 " 54.4 53.1
Male 3.5 5.4 ° 2.8 4.7  48.4 (50.1) 54.7 60.2
Female 3.1 5.1 - 4.2° 4.8 50.1 (53.3) 57.4 63.2
Male 1.5 2.0 4.9 7.6 51.8 40.2  58.2 49.9
Female 1.0 1.1 5.2 6.1  38.4 46.5 . 44.6 53.7
Male 2.2 2.3 6.2 8.7 36.8 27.9 452 38.9
Female 1.9 3.3 4.6 © 6.9  41.0 38.1  47.5 48.3
Male 4.3 5.4 7.5 7.8  37.0 (30.6) 48.8 43.8
_ Female 2.7 4.1 ' 7.0 9.0 40.4 (34.2) 50.1 47.3
Male ° 1.6 6.9 - 3.6 3.8 56.0 51.7 61.2 62.4
Female 2.7 5.1 2.7 ‘7.3 56.4 52.9 61.8 65.3
Male” 4.1 2.1 1.8 3.3 (58.2) 38.0 64.1 43.4
. Female 4.2 1.2 2.3 3.1 (64.0) 61.5 70.5 65.8
Male 0.8 2.1 6.7 4.8  43.5 (36.4) 51.0 43.
Female 2.0 2.9 6.4 6.2 52.8 (45.6) 61.2 54.7
Male 1.8 1.6 4.1 4.7 - 44.6 (31.1) 50.5 37.4
Female 1.2 - 1.1 5.2 9.9  60.2 (50.3) 66,6 61:3
Male 0.3 1.6 8.0 11.7 43.4 49.4 51.7. 62.8
Female 1.0 1.9 . 11.6 12.1  40.7 39.0 53.3 52.9




County
Lake
Glenn

Inyo

Lassen,

San Bedito

Del Norte

,Plumas

Calaveras
Amador
. '_ .

TOTAL

-

APPENDIX C (Continuyed)

-

" Percentage Enrolled As First-Time Freshmen

- Sex

Male
Fgmale

Male
Female

Mdle
Female

Male

Female

Male
Female

Male
Female

Male
Female

Male

JFemale .0.

Male
Female

Male
Female /

’

University . California California.
of State Community
California University Colleges Total
1977 1980 ‘1977 1980 1977 1980 1977 1980
2.61 3.0} s5.9% 6.7% «(35.4%)35.9%  43.9% 46.1%
0.6 2.5 6.3 . 8.6 (49.8) 40.9  56.7 52.0
1.1 7.6 2.3 5.5 41.2 41.7 44.6 54.9
1.7 3.9 9.0 12.9  44.4 49.0 55.1 65.8
2.1 3.4 6.3 2.5 25.9 30.2 34.3 36.1
1.5 1.9 3.6 11.1  40.1 50.0 45.2 63.0
2.2 0.6 4.5 0.7 (45.8)(60.2) 52.5 61.5
0.8 0.8 1.5 5.0 (64.0)(44.8) 66.3 50.6
3.2 .2.7 4.1 7.3  43.9 45.4 51.2 55.5
0.0 2.9 6.2 5.1 39.8 39.0 46.0 47.0
2.4 0.0 71 7.0 22.6 (15 2)  32.1 22.2
1.8 -1.2 7.1 9.5 *20.4 (40.0) 29.3- 50.7
2:6 2.0 4.8 5.4 . 54.0 37 1 61.2- 44.6
0.7 0.0 . 14.4 13.2° 24.5 35.7 39.6 48.8
! * é .
1.6 1.7 5.6 1T.6 , 34.3 30.1  41.3 43.4
0.0 2.0 10.3 7.3 +-39.3 36.0 49.6 45.3
- 3.7 --. 6.5 --  31.5 - 41.7
-- 2.6 -~ 6.1 --  31.3 - 40.0
5.4 6.0 7.6° 8.7  43.2 43.1  56.2 57.8
5.0 5.9 8.4 .10.0 43.4 42.9 56.8 58.8
\
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| T APPENDIX D ’ , o

-~ ETHNIC DISTRIBUTION OF 1979 GRADUATES OF PUBLIC CALIFORNIA
HIGH SCHOOLS, -AND 1980 FIRST-TIME FRESHMEN AT THE UNIVERSITY
OF CALIFORNIA, THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY,
AND THE CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES, BY COUNTY AND SEX

.

rd

. Lt A Explanatory Notes

#5 "1, Rows of percentages in Appendix D add to 100 by excluding the
' column of "Ethpic Data Missing." However, the numbers in the
column to the left of the percentages include students whosé
ethnicity was not reported. The ethnit Jdistribution of high
school graduates in the various counties may be compared with
that of students from those counties who enrolled in each
segment as first-time freshmen.

! 2. BEthnic data for public high school graduates in 1979 were
obtainmed from a special report prepared by the State
Department of Education. Ethnic data were not available for
graduages in 1980. Therefore, cautloglgeeds to be exercised
in comparing the ethnic distributions®of 1979 high school
graduates and*1980 college and university freshmen.

Furthermore, ethnic data were unavailable for some or all
. graduates of 19 high -school districts, or for about 2.5
percent of all high school graduates in 1979. ‘Santa Barbara
and Santa Cruz Counties reported data for fewer than 20
percent of their graduates. Dashes (--) in the "Ethnic Data
Missing" column indicate that the ethnicity of all 1979
graduates appears to have been accounted for. .

3. Ethnic data for first-time freshmqg age 19 and under in each
of the three public segments were obtained from student data -
-tapes submitted to the Commission by: the segments. In
counties where fewer than 50 high school graduates enrolled
in the University or the State Unlver31ty, data have been

. combined for the two sexes or segments, or both. When the

. total number was less than 50, dashes (--) have been entered
) for the ethnic minority groups in plade of pércentages, but
with a percentage entered for the majority "white" groups.

4. Attention is called to the high percentage of "Ethnic Data
Missing" for State University students in many ‘counties,
particularly Sacramento, San Mateo, San Francisco, Contra
Costa, Marln Solano, Sonoma, and Santa Clara.

[y
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— APPENDIX D

ETHNIC DISTRIBUTION OF 1979 GRADUATES OF PUBLIC CALIFORNIA’
HIGH SCHOOLS, AND 1980 FIRST-TIME FRESHMEN AT THE<UNIVERSITY

: OF CALIFORNIA, THE CALIFORNIA 'STATE.UNIVERSITY,

AND THE CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES, BY COUNTY AND SEX

4" (In Percents)

. Amer= Ethnic
Seg~ ican Fili- His= Datg
County ~ ment Sex Number Indian Asian pino Black panic White Missing
Los . HS M 37,900 0.3% 6.0% 0.3%16.5% 21.2% 55.7% » 0.4%
Angeles F 37,826 0.3 58 0.3 17.6 2%.3 54.7 0.4~
L
uc M 2,557 0.5 -17.9 - 2.4 4.3 8.3 66.6 7.0
F 2,614 0.3 16.8 2.2 8.8 7.1 64.8 5.7
CSU M 3,739 0.6 10.8 2.4 11.0 16.1 59.1 24.1
F 4,618 1.1 10.5 1.8 15.8 15.7 55.1 25.8
cCcC M 14,424 1.9 5.2 1.5 15.1 23.1 '54.2 17.4
F 15,13 1.5 3.9 1.2 17.0 22.3 541 16.2
Orange HS M 12,33 0.2 3.4 0.2 -0.8 7.9 87.5 2.7
F 12,485 0.4 3.2 0.2 0.9 8.4 86.9 2.8
uc M 741 0.6 12.2 1.0 0.4 6.8 79.0 8.2
© F 828 0.8 -12.3 1.7 I.6 . 6.6 77.0 155
CsU M 1,138 1.1 6.9 0.5 0.5 6.9 84.1 18.0
F 1,405 0.8 6.6,.0.6 0.8 6.7 8.5 16.5
. e b
ccc M 6,277 1.7 37 0.8 1.0 9.1 837 7.1
F. 6,485 1.5 2.9 0.6 1.2 7.6 8.2 5.8
San Diego HS M 9,327, 0.4 ‘3.2 1.7 6.1 12.2 76.4 2.0
F 9,597 0.4 3.2 1.9 6.3 12.5 75.7 2.0
e M 565 0.3 8.8 7.6 2.0 3.8 77.5 6.2
F 648 0.3 7.7 6.0 3.5 %.9 75.6 4.0
i . . \
cSU M 844 . <1.0 6.9 6.2 4.0 8.0 73.9 17.5
" F 961 0.9 4.6 5.5 4,2 7.3 77.5 16.4
‘ccC M 4,56 1.6 4.6 1.5 6.2 11.2 75.1 4.9
F 4,844 1.3 3.6 1.3 8.2 11.4 74.2 3.9
’ * ” 4 \
]
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APPENDIX D (Continued)
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. Ethnic
Data

-

His~
3.7% 17.6% 74.1%- 82.6%

9%
.0 4.7 13.0 78.4 82.6

Fili-

-Indian Asian pino Black panic -White Missing

2% 0,
1

3.2
2‘6

-

Amer-

ican
5%
3

APPENDIX D {Continued)
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. « Amer- , Ethnic
N . Seg-. ~ ican . Fiti- His= « . Data &
o ' County -fient Sex Number  Indian Asfan pino Black panic ‘White, Missing.
*‘fa\ Stapislais HS M. 1,395° 1.7% 1.2% ' 0:2% 1.0% 12.7% 83.2% -- . -
- C o “ + «F 1,462 -1.4 111 0.2 1.1 13.5 . :
" .. " U M 18 ese  e= . 'am L a- --
r : . F - 18 ~- -- - - --
K . CSU M# 83 . 0.0 7.5 .0.0 0.0 7.5 o
o F 104 +3.3 3.3 "0.0 2.2 4.4
~ P 3 e ] - ® ) /
ccc M 533 4.6 0.0 1.3 9.3
‘ F 619 2.2 2.8 0.6 2.8 9.5
. Tulare B M 1,359 1.7 1.2 0.7 1.9 ,27.8 ,
- F- 1,420 '1.1 ' 0.8 1.2 1.3. 25.8 , S
! Sue, FY. 4 0.0, 102 0.0 5@ 205 640 ‘1.4 -
- A * . .
CSU M > 51 0.0 5.6 ~5.6\0.0. 33.2 556" 29.4’(,
- . , B 62 0.0 -_2.0:%.0.0 . 2.0 43:1*.52.9. 17.7 .
e * . ) . - . .. T o L7 C s .
© CeC M-~ 633 2.1 1.2 0.9°-3:8 25.4 66.6 9.2 T
©', .- F. 73 2.4 09 0.9 1.9 245 69.4 8.0 .
/ - - . i’- < -
: ' o8 :
~ Solano , HS M 1,186 1.3 5,3 4.8 ,
\ ~ <% F .1,25% 0.9 . 4.8 3.6
\m e . ' .
. UG, K 797 0.0 12.0 -9.3
. <~ . F .70 0.0 6.3 12.7.
A L., CsU M 8 1.9 7.5 5.7
¥ .- : F 71 0.0 4.1 ‘4.1
4 : . ) ¢z
J . “ﬁﬁ : ccC M. 512 1.5 4.9 .°5.1° . .
; ¢ ~ . . F - 607 1.3 25 6.5 .
. - . - ° ) ,/. -
Santa Cruz \HS M 85 0.0 2.6 1.7 0.4 20.6 ?4:>8<0.7’
: . % F 862 0.0 2.7 1.9 0.8 -16.4 78.2 80.7
v . ] .U M 5 0.0 _11.5 0.0 0.0 2.0 -86.5 ° 5.5
. F 60 - 0.0, 13.8 1.7, 1.7. ‘6.9¢ 75.9 - 3.3 - .
. & . & : o
L . CSU “M- 50 1.1  2.8° 2.8 55 .77.8 28.0 s
: ‘ S o» .F., 3 36 7.1 0.0 0.0 10.7 78.6 28.2 .
S - < -, . e )
ccc M 489 ° 0.9 2.2 - 0.7 0.9 10.2 85.1y 2.2 AN
‘e N "F 496 o\s 2,00 1.6 2.0, 9.5 843 1.2, ,
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APPENDIX D (Continued) - o .
‘ Amer- - A . Ethnic
" Seg- ' ican Y Fili- His- . Data
County ment Sex Number Indian Asian.pino Black panic White Missing
., s e .
Butte HS, M 720 2.2% 0.9% 0.0% 2.0% 4.6%-90.3% 22.6% :
, F* 713 ‘2.4 0.3 0.0 2.6 4.0 90.7 22.5
- o ‘e T 44 0.0 0.0 0.0 47 0.0 953 2.3
csuU -M 76 5.4 3.6 0.0 1.8 10.7 78.6 26.3
, . ~ F, 117 1.0 3.2 0.0 0.0 13.7 8.1 18.8
Tooccc, M 405 (0.0) (0.0) (0.0) (0.0) (3.5) (96.5) (0.0)
¥ F 454 (4.2) (8.2) (0.0) (4.2) (4.2) (79.2) (7.7)
Imperial 'HS M 622 0.8 2.9  0.7° 2.4 58.0 35.2 -
. + F 664 0.6 1.7 -0.9 2.1 62.8 31.9 -- 6
e T 26 0.0 29.2 - 0.0 4.2 50.0 16.6 7.7
cSU T. 46 00 10.8. 0.0 2.7 43,2 43.2 19.6
B ccc M . 296 1.1 0.4 1.6 7.3 65.1 24.7 7.1 -
 .F 338 1.3 1.0 0.6 3.9 62.1 3.1 ° 8.6
v Napa HS M 564 0.3 1.1 '.0.3 0.2 . 4.6 92.9 --
. F 53 0.3 0.5 0.9 0.4 4.8 93.1 -- \
uc T 67 0.0 4.8 4.8 0.0 4:9 855 - 7.5
- CSU T 61 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 2.2 97.8 246 .
/ ' . CCC M 446 0.7 1.0 1.4 0.2 1 _90.6_ 1.0
F 562, 1.0 0.8 1.5 0.6 4.7 91.4" 1.3
, L
» Yolo HS MV 640 1. 1.3 13.5 78.7 3.9
y v F 694 1. 0.4 I%3 80.2 3.8
U M 73 0. 0.0 7.3 79.7 5.5
F 80 1. - 0.0 6.5 84.4 3.8
' . csU M 56 0.0 2.8 0.0 2.8 8.7 8.7 30.7
\ - . F 72 2.5 5.0- 2.5 2.5 .17.5 70.0 4b.4 .
. ccc M 200 0.6 2.9 1.7 -1..1 19.6 741 7.5 .
F 219 3.0 4.4 1.0 0.5 20.2 70.9 6.4
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. APPENDTX D'(Continued‘ . ‘ .
. Amer: - , . Ethnic
Seg-" | ican Fili- - ~ His- . Data :
County ment.Sex Number Indian Asidn pino Black | panic White Missing
Kings - HS 'M 479  0.6%° 0.4% 0.4% 3.6% 24.4% 70.6% - N
F 499 0.0 1.2 1.2 5.6 23.1 68.9 . --r _ -
UC T .16 == == == —mw o 78,0 0.0%
CSU T .62 2.0 6.0 0.0 ‘40 0.0 78.0 19.4
" @* \" + L4 .
ccC M 179 4.0 1.2+ 1.7 7.5 11.6 74.0 3.3\
F 212 ( 2.0 1.5 1.5 8.0. 19.6 67.4 6.1
, ~ J . : :
El Dorado~ HS ' M 445 220 0.9 0.2 ,0.0 °3.2 93.7 --
. Y JF 502 1.2 0.4 0.4 0.0 - 2.0 .96.0 ~--
UC T ° 43 0.0 2.6 -0.0 0.0. 7.7 "89°7 9.3
¢S T ,77 ‘6.1 2.0 2.0 0.0° ‘0.0 89.8 36.4
¢ 4
P .
¢ccc M 187 2.3 0.6 0.6 1.1 29 92.5 7.0
ot F* 271 1.2 0.8 " 0.0 0.8 2.8 94.4 7.4 T e
‘Mendocino HS- M 426 4.0 2.1 0.0 0.9 4.2 88.8 29.3
F 388 4.7 1.3 '0.0 0.0 5.4 88.6 29.5
. U T * 23 0.0 10.0 0.0 “0.0° 0.0 90.0 13.0 i
cSU T 65 6.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.1 91.7 26.2 ‘
ccc” M 122 6.8 1.7 0.0 0.0 5.9 8.6 3.3
.. F_. 148 3.6 0.0 0,0 0.7° #2.2 93.5 7.4
Sutter B M 343 0.3 10.1 0.6 0.6 8.8 79.6 11.0
. F 354 0.0 11.3 0.0 0.3 - 6.0 82.4 11.3 .
,Uc T 43 0.0 23.8 2.4 0.0 2.4 TL4 2.3
CSU T 40 3.0 3.0 0.0 00, 61 8.9 17.5
CCC M - 175 4.6 4.0 0.0 1.3 . 9.3 80.8 13.7
Yo F 191 2.2 2.8 0.6 2.8 9.5 8.1 6,3




- APPENDIX D (Continued) . ’

s . Amer- , .o . Ethnic
Seg- ican Fili- His- = - Data
County mént Sex Number Indian Asian pino Black panic White Missing
Madera HS. M 36 1.9 0.9 1.3 5.4 25.6 64.9 --
“F 320 1.9 0.6 0.3 9.4 309 56.9 -
uc T 10 - -- - -= = 88.9 -10.0
‘ A - '
~ csf T 68 1.8/" 5.3 0.0 3.5 21.0 68.4 16.2 Y
~ i ' * . .
ccC M 122 0¥ 0.0 1.7 8.6 17.3 7.5 4.9
, F \125 0.0 1.6 1.6 4.9 25.2 66.7 1.6
N I Nevada BS M " 242 G.4% -0.8% 0.0% 0.4 7.#91.4% --
\ F. 270 0.0 " 0.7 0.0 0.0 5.2 941 --
uc T 15 .- -- - - - . 80.0 070% -
CSU T 25 0.00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 30.6 i .
N . ccec ¥ 10 -70i9  0.99 0.9 1.8 3.7 "91.8 1.8
F 1io 2.9 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.9 95.3 , 5.6 )
* ' L "“7"3"""‘" LT~ -t e q""?} N 4 - - A ™~ - - .
X ‘ .
. Tehama HS M 252 0.6 - 0.0 0.0 0.6 3'5 <95.3 44.8
/ . F 272 1.1 0.0 0.0 “0.0 4.2 94.7 44.7 ‘
— - . - t
uc T 7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 '
~ CSU T 38 - - == - -~ 95.8 39.5
ccc M 126 1.7 0.8 1.7 0.0 4.3 91.5 7.1
' F 169 4.3 0.6 0.6 0.6 6.8 87.1 4.1
Siskiyou . HS M ° 271 4.3 0.0 0.0 2.4 10.3 83.0 67.9 )
. ©  « F 254 3.3 1.4 0.7 0.0 2.0 92.6 67.6
T 13 == e= e e= e 834 1.7
4 - -
- ésu T 29 -- - --  91.3 20.7 .
. ‘¢c€cC ¥ 174 3.5 0.0 0.0 2.9 4.7 8.9 1.1
‘ ~ F 179 5.2 0.0 0.0 1.1, 6.4 87.3 3.4
D
. : . '60"
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84.3 2.3 '
87.1 2.1
62.5 0.0
30.0 37.5
74.4 7.9
"86.3 4.4
90.1  --
86.0  --

92.3 "7.1
96.8 4.1
96.54 -- ,
95.5  --
90.9  0.0%
95.8 17.2
9.9 3.3
97.4 3.8

*»
69.7 2.6
69.3 2.4
72.1 3.2
72.6 3.3
70.1  26.0
69.5 26.0 *
68.8 6.2
69.5 . 5.7
69.4 8.8
69.8 8.9
69.6 8.9




APPENDIX E
—~

FLOW OF TRANSFER STUDENTS FROM THE CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES
TO THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND THE CALIFORNIA
STATE UNIVERSITY (FALL 1977 - FALL 1980)

Explanatory Notes

1. Fall 1977 and 1978 data for the California Community Colleges
were obtained from enrollment reports submitted annually to
the Department of Finance by the Chancellor's Office. '

2. Fall 1977 and 1978 data for The University of California were

" obtained from enrollment reports submitted by the Un1vers1ty
#0 the Cal1fora,:l.ﬂ~é)epartment of Finance.

2N~ ]

3. Fall 1977 and 1978 data for The California State University
+was obtained from Table 9, "Undergraduate Transfers from
California Community Colleges," published in the State
University's Statistical Report Number 8.

- ’ .
4. Data for FaIl 1979 and 1980 were obtained from student data

tapes submitted to the Commission by the University, the
State University, and the Comtiunity Colleges.
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APPENDIX E

FLQW OF TRANSFER STUDENTS FROM THE .CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY COLLEGES
TO THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND THE CALIFORNIA - g

. STATE UNIVE&SITY (FALL 1977 - FALL .1980)
. ' Community Total '  Number of Nearest  Percent at
College -  Enrollment Transfers to csu Nearest
District Year for Credit UC CSu .Campus(es) CSU Campus
Allan ~ 1977 6,824 39 207  San Luis 33q '
Hancock . 1978 7,881 38 189 Obispo 30
1979 8,195 40 209 34
1980 8,735 28 -~ 200 30
" Antelope 1977 5,958 -« 30 158  Northridge 42
Valley 1978 5,420 25 141 . 38
. 1979 6,359 21 141 . 38
1980 6,908 27 143 ’ 40
Barstow 1977 1,766 7 45 - -
. ) - 1978 1,575 7 40 -
- i = 1979, 1,547 3 41 -— .
1980 1,638 2 39 T -
Butte 1977 6,399 15 364 Chico o8 i ~
1978 7,052 19 319 ' 86 p
1979 7,487 10 344 85 T
1980 7,444 11 295 80
Cabrillo 1977 - 8,484 176 242  San Jose' 38
1978 9,177 157 292 - 38
1979 10,160 118 259 38 B
I — 1980 11,152 164 203 i 39 .
Cerritos 1977 . 21,040 - 24 589 Long Beach or 75 !
1978 20,523 46 534 Fullerton 72
1979 21,223 48 520 75
. © 1980 . 21,619-. 40 496 b
Chaffey 1977 11,685 43 347  Pémona 43
: 1978 10,696 43 336 43
1979 11,273 ° 23 257 , 40
. 1980 12,259 22 291 48
Citrus 1977 8,592 19 . 286 Pémona 46
1978 8,775 44 275 47
1979 8,665 25 237 50

© 1980 9,395 24 227 . 47
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APPENDIX E (Continyed)

-66-

———

Community Total Number of Nearest Percent at
College Enrollment Transfers to =~ CSU % Nearest
District Year for Credit _UC CSU  Campus(es) JCSU’Campus
Coachella 1977 5,981 38 106 -- -
Valley 1978 5,350 28 97 -
1979 6,403 31 92 --
1980 6,433 23 89 --
Coast 1977 62,693 219 1,243 TLong Beach or 74%
1978 59,399 323 1,343 Fullerton 14
1979 61,762 3246 1,301 71
2980 72,047 312 1,404 72
Compton 1977 5,935 33 225 Dominguez . 48 ,
1978 5,321 ., 10 170 Hills 49
1979 5,815 3 203 43
1980 ) 6,465 5 208 N 39
Contra 1977 33,197 260 ° 1,022 P --
Costa 1978 31,730 300 887 v --
.. 1979 ' 34,038 291 998 --
1980 34,724 248 936 --
. » . . .
El Camino 1977 27,355 160 825 Long Beach or 72
- 71978 26,105 152 765 Dominguez 73
. 1979 25,880 158 800. . Hills 70
1980 30,530 151 789 73
Foothill~ 1977 58,535 318 1,101 San Jose 58
. DeAnza 1978 32,930 313 1,014 52
1979 35,196 285 951 - 50
. 1980- 39,801 281 951 51
Fremont- -1977 8,345 16 159 San Jose or 74
Newark 1978 6,703 . 7 17 203 Haywaypd 75
. 1979 7,671 .12 182 74
1980 8,251 23 218 70
Gavilan 1977 2,847 17 91 - -~
1978 2,386 11 109 --
1979 2,783 12 76 --
1980 3,132 13 80 --
Glendale #1977 8,166 69 307 Northridge or 65
1978 7,715 50 306 Los Angeles 64
1979 8,960 90 256 . 66
1980 9,848 65 . - 257 64
65 . v

-
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APPENDIX E (Continued)

Community Total Number of Nearest Percent at
College Enrollment Transfers to Csu . Nearest
District Year for Credit _UC CSU  Campus(es) CSU Campus
Grossmont 1977 15,628 79 552 San Diego 81%
1978 16,001 88 495 81
1979 14,615 73 ° 528 . -~ 81
1980 17,250 59 «513 A 80
Hartnell 1977 5,219 36 - 172 - --
1978 6,359 30 169 . -
1979 7,087 30 161 -
1980 1,680 -39 179 -
Imperial .1977 4,249 22 128 Calexico 38
Valley 1978 4,659 19 155 Center 34
1979 4,593 17 146 ‘ A
1980 4,122 13 122 -
Kern: 1977 13,535 35 474  Bakersfield 54
Bakers~ 1978 11,073 42 442 55
fi@ld 1979 11,818 35 521 59
1980 12,452 32 469 52
Porter- 1977 2,277 10 93 - -
ville 1978 2,288 -9 85 --
1979 2,394 8 74 , --
. - 1980 2,186 5 95 _ -
 Cerro . 1977 3,694 6 41 -~ --
Coso 1978 3,565 5, 40 -
1979 ‘3,895 2 54 ! -
.. 1980 4,013 4 33 -
Lake 1977 1,354 0 22 - -- :
ahoe 1978 1,083 0 19 - - éf
1979 - 1,181 3 23 N )
1980 1,627 6 23 -
Laggen 1977 2,364 3 52 - -- ,
1978 2,590 S 55 --
1979 3,044 5 72 - g
1980 2,762 7 97 ' L.
Lang . 1977 31,671 ° 62 833 Long Beach ' 75
Beach 1978 27,353 43 695" ) . 74
1979 . 26,203 55 = 727 74
1980 27,258 66 .  -669 72
' 64. S
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Community Total Number of
College Enroliment Transfers to

APPENDIX E (Continued)

Nearest Percent at
Csu Nearest
Campus{es) CSU Campus

District Year for Credit UC. .CSU
. )

Mira 1977 . 4,982 24 92

. .Costa 1978 5,612 (29 99

v 1979 5,993 + 30 94

1980 6,077 31 87

Monterey 1977 7,890 100 234

Peninsula 1978 8,194 .99 210

.. 1979 7,810 74 191

- . 1980 7,856 80 204

Mt. San - 1977 20,149 55 630

Antonio 1978, 18,133 38 602

. T 1979 19,430 40 - 520
. 1980 ° 21,077 29 518
Mt. San 1977 2,602 15 40

Jacinto 1978 2,545 10 34

' 1979 2,723 18 44

.1980 3,135 18 73

]
Los’ 1977 124,534 684 3,829
Angeles 1978 122,725 539 3,589
. 1979 129,190 519 3,288
1980 132,473 466 . 3,290
’ Los Rios 1977 43,468 328  1,938°
. - 1978 39,478 _ 314 ° 1,668
. 1979 40,236 289 1,777
1980 44,479 277 1,784
L3
Marin 1977 5,770 152 523
- 1978 9,933 145 459.
. 1979 9,923 . . 138 456
1980 10,751 101 - 444
Mendocino 1977 2,392 2 © 69
. 1978 \2,648 2 59
- , . 1979 2,992 5 48
l 1980 3,232.. _. 4 56
Merced = "1977 7,255 18 256
C. 1978 7,743 25 260
- w1979 7,690 12 248
. . 1980 . 7,948 . 21 247

¢

"San Diego

Los Angeles, 84%
Nérthridge, . 82
Dominguez Hills 84

or Long Beach 84
Sacramento . 80
) 77
79

- 78

San Francisco —= 59
or Sonoma

’:

v




Community .
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. APPENDIX E (Continued)  *

Nearest

Total - Number of Percent ‘at -
College Enroliment Transfers to _ Csu Nearest F
District Year for Credit UC Csu Campus(es) CSU Campus
Napa 1977 5,672 38- 172 -~ -
1978 5,024 36 179 --
. 1979 5,750 30 175 -
1980 - 5,431 25 171 -~
North 1977 - 31,743  107° 1,225 Fullerton or 789,
Orange 1978 _ 30,500 118 1,257 - Long Beach 77
1979 29,850 "105 , 1,165« 77
. 1980 31,620 115 1,199 75
Palo 1977 °, 558 © 2 16 . --
Verde 1978 ' 489 4 7 -~
© 1979 . 570 1 12 e --
1980 590 - 9 v --
Palomar 1977 13,116 125 341  San Diego 61
1978 13,714 96 385 - -59
1979 14,239 102 - 426 63 v
1980 16,589. 89 406 66
Pasadena 1977 18,825 _ 196 782  Los Angeles  ° 47 ]
1978 18,460 175 42 43
1979 18,540 140 /547 39
1980 19,092 127 ~ V33 .38
Peralta 1977 32,337 177 664 Hayward or 71
. 1978 30,287 195. 613 San Francisco 70 DS
1979 33,263 164 542 . 75
1980 40,053 146 477 75
Rancho 1977 134769 27 418  Fullerton 57°
.Santiago 1978  °15,122 57 381 63
1979 16,666 56 342 A 61
1980 18,790 45 322 60
Redwoods 1977 8,066 15 305 Humboldt 64
1978 8,160 18 246 63
1979 881 14 244 61
. 1989 10,524 " 10 242 63
‘Rio Hondo 1977 12,943 41 398 Fullerton 36
1978 11,847 22 326 - 29
. 1979 10,961 23 294 30
1980 11,642 19 261 26




APPENDIX E (Continued)

Community Total Number of Nearest Percent at
College EArliment Transfers to Csu Nearest
¢ - District Year for Credit _UC_ . CSU  Campus(es) A:SU Campus
Riverside 1977 14,137 134 - 333  San Bernadino 39%
L. ;1978 13,422 129 359 e e 33
VO 1979 14,006 129 . 334 - 27
1980 . 15,063 96 331 v ‘32
- Saddle- 1977 - 14,822 72 326 Fullerton 42
back - 1978 18,074 93 292 42
1979 21,579 104 315 . “~39
1980 25,048 129 333 42
Sén * 1977 . 18,410 101 556  San .58 )
‘Bernar- 1978 17,827 92 -501 Bernardino 55 s
dino 1979 17,755 64 441 . 5%
N , 1980 18,674 69 499 61
» —*.\/ - -
San Diego 1977 38,865 - 184 1,088 San Diego 84
1978  .38,694 179 - 946 , 83
1979 40,759 162 862 81
' 1980 . 44,977 103 887 - . © V84
San .1977 © 26,914 189 .974 San Francisco 77
Francisco 1978 24,133 185 915 , 72
1979 . 24,643 157 821 E ) 13
_ 1980 25,318 152 . 805 - S
San 1977 16,677 82 511 . - - o
. Joaquin 1978 15,700 83 © 532 . R S -
e . Delta 1979 16,732 73 483 . ] fm- .
. 1980 16,467 83 510 - .
San Jose 1977 20,263 28 474 San Jose 86 . .
1978 18,825 28 365 _ co18 L
1979 20,268 237 412 ’ 79 B
1980 21,170 27 402 : 80 C T e
San Luis 1977 5,263 16 162 San Luis 59 , ’
5 : Obispo 1978 4,567 , 23 164 Obispo 54 .
N 1979 & 5,001 28 172 - ’ B3 !
[ ' . v« 1980 5,848 21 157 .- 55
San Mateo 1977 . 32,413 205 1,079 San Framcisco 646
1978 30,425 199 980 or San Jose 60 . -
. 1979 30,250 , _189 <J$ 888 62 :
1980 33,673 191 947 L 58 b
-
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Total

Number of

Enroliment” Transfers to

s

’Nearegt
esu

Percent at:
Nearest

District Year -for Credit UC CsU * Campus(es).  CSU Campdﬁ

'\ Santa
Barbara

L2

‘Santa
Clarita

w
Santa
Monica

Sequoias

pr

Shasta-

Tehama~-

Trinity
-

Sierra

Y

~
M

- 1977

1978
1979
1980

1977
1978
1979
1980

1977
1978
1979

1980

1977
1978
1979
1980

1977
~ 1978
1979

1980

1977
1978
1979
1980

“Siskiyous 1977

N -
-

—

. Soldno
- ) et ¥ .
. . “Sonoma:

Pia)

. 1978

- 1979

1980 .

°1977
1978
- 1979
1980

1977
1978
1979
1980

8,506
-7,784
8,075
9,736

3,127
2,530
3,464
3,600

18,181
17,832
17,456
18,452

7,000

T 7,071 T35 T

7,104
* 7,486

10, 494
< 9,328
110,103
10,568

8,745

6,837

8,050
"9,671

1,561

%193

220 -

. 17
- 36 244

302
265~
219°

256
207
225

11 ‘112
18 112
15 81
11 83

489
454
406
391

323
253
237

29 329
298
37 - 271

35 319

" 31 239

29 224
200

51 7~ 323y Sacramento -

53 263
38 263
35 259

8 59

'1,761 10 56

* 1,589
2,012

29,520

8’5‘83' N

8,907,
9,829

14,826
16,277
17,910

19,333 - -

4 65
6 77

e .
61 - 223
59 215
45 190

.45 203
63 593 -Sopoma %

100" 597
81 573
92 .527

237\,

.

L

Northridge

°

Northridge

'

LY
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-~ " .APPENDIX.E (Continied) * . =
+ o - » . " . ,
Community .  otal _Number of Nearest . Percent at r
College Enroliment Transfers to = ~ CSU Nearest ° L

District Yealfd fora@redit °_UC CSU  Campus(es) - CSU Cahugus

South 1977 18,400 66 ° 544 Hayward Y
County 1978 17,102 82 511 T 45,
{ 1979 18,826 75 +555 . <o 47
LA 1980 18,986 68 523 -t 48
State 1977 18,952 42 865 Fresno - . 85
Center 19;& " 16,849 51 816+ . 81
. « 1979 17,840 42 °, 785 . 84
- ! 1980 17,760 42 800 o 85
‘Sweet- ° 1977 * 10,150, ‘61, 366 San Diego 76
water 1978 10,590 35 320 81 -
: 1979 . 11,596 24 -298 T 80 -
< v 7.1980 12,941 - 28 @04 . -85t
. Ventura 1977 456 219" 687 Northridge 43
‘ 1978 ° $5T451 223 7 Cesd T . 4
oy . 1978 26,278 215 612 , A
- 1980° 27,976 187 577" . 43
. . ‘3 . - , . e T %
Vietor 1977 , 3,330 ' 10 , 82 o CoeEe
Valley 1978 2,919 . 16 64 C .- ]
1979 . 3,055 ‘10~ - 74 .. -- s
/ .. o8 a8z 9 82 -
-West - 1977 2,076 6" 69 . == -
Hills 1978 - 1,810 9 65 ° T -
< 1979- 2,205 1 . 55° - - '
1980 2,421 2 . * -
West Kern 1977 639 2 26 7 -- -
1978 1,010 1 35 T -
' - 1979 " 1,064 2 25 , --
1980 1,183 5 ©o28 . -
. /x;e/s: L1977 20,072 142 742 San Jose - 72
alley 1978  -19,440 112 - 712 ° . 66
N - %1979 20,992 104 - 696 O™ ] 65
- 1980 - 23,681 115 . 647 ) 65

Yosemite 197%. 15,525 62~ 561 -Stanislaus =~ 45

- - ]

\ 2
-
. S
N
. »
.

,. 1978 11,153 ° 47 456 . L 43
' 1979 14,047 .53 . - 462 42
1980 ° . 15,676 © 52, 503 by 4

T

+
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2

&

Communi t; ~_ Total ' Number of
.College EnroTiment Transfers to
District Year for Credit _UC csu
Yuba 1977 8,802 30 266
1978 . 6,850 -28 270
1979, .8,436 24 226
1980 . 8,632 31 249
TOTAL  ° 3977 1,091,988 6,392 33,931
' 1978 1,047,167, 6,193. 31,609
1979 1,100,222\5,654 30,458
1980 -1,179,694 5,356 30,527 .

-
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‘Nearest

csu
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‘ 2 APPENDIX F . VT T—

ETHNIC DISTRIBUTION OF COMMUNITY COLLEGE TRANSFER STUDENTS
" TO ,THE UNIVERSITY #F CALIRORNIA AND THE CALIFORNIA
. _ STATE UVERSITY (FALL 1980) : )

-

L K
_ Explanatory Notes

« x, N

N 1. ¢Rows of percentages add i:o* 100 by .excluding the colufm, .

- "Percent Unknown Ethnicity." The numbers in the &olumn to the
left of the percentages include transfer students whose
ethnicity was unknown. . ’

2. Data were obtained from student data tapes submitted to the ;
Commission by the University and.the State University.’ 3y

3. When the ethnicity was’ known for fewer than 50 students in %
particular row in the Appendix, dashes (==) have beed entered
- for the ethnic minérity groups ‘and the percentage computed

’ only for "white." . ’ ’

[

4, Community Colleges appear in alphabetical erﬂ%.

- [ . ‘. & s, \ B G i : ’ /-
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APPENDIX F . )
' ETHNIC DISTRIBUTION OF COMMUNITY COLLEGE TRANSFER STUDENTS - o ‘3
~ TO THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND THE CALIFORNIA *
- STATE UNIVERSITY (FALL 1980)
© . . (In Percents) - :
Ethnicity
. _ Percent
Community Transfer American Fili= His- Unknown
College . ' to N _Indian_Asian pino Black panic White Ethnicidy
7 g . .
. . . A
Allan - Uc - 28 -- -- == 4.2% 4.1%91.7%  14.3%
Hancock ; CSU 200 "1.2%  7.7% 1.0% 4.2 11.9 74.0 28.5
American uc 122 0.0 8.1 0.9 3.6 2.7 8.7 9.0
River CSU 934 .1.3 2.8 0.7 5.7 3.2 8.3 51.9
Antelope uc . 27 3.8 7.8 3.8 7.8 0.0 *7Q;§ 3.7
y Valley CSU 143 0.0 0.0 0.0, 2.8 3.7 93" 25.2 '
) Bakersfield | uc - 32 - . T '?2 .8 9.8
CSU 469 3.7 3.1 1.4 4.2 12.9 74.7 24.1
Barstow uc 2 -- - == «s  -- 100.0 , ==
st 39 - e m= == -= 42,8 28,2
P
; Butte uc 11 -- --  ~=  9.1' -- 90.9 --
CSU 295 0.9 0.5 -- 1.4 5.4 91.8  25.4
Cabrillo "uUC 164 1.4 2.8 0.0 0.0 3.5 92:3 12.8
CSU -203 2.4 4.7 2.4 ( 0.8 3.2 8.5 37.9 y
4 - A‘ .
Canada uc 41 -- -~  ae e- 7.7 92.3 4.9
CSU 155 2.4 4.8 .0.0.,3.6 5.9 8.3 45.8
. ) ‘ .
. ‘Cerritos uc 40 -- < - - - == 75.0 10.0
_ ‘ CSU 496 2.7 5.8 3.1 4.6 16.2 67.6 34.1¢
Cerro Coso uc 4 == == o= Tad -2 100.0 - 50.0
: . csuU 33 -- -- == .= == 815 18.2
Chabot uc 68 0.0° 8.4. 3.3 1.7 '3.3 83.3 11.8
) i CSU 5237 1.7 §. 2.8 3.7 -8.9 76.9 32.9
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APPENDIXF (Continued)

Ethnicity ,

—

. . X ﬁercent
Communit; Transfer American Fili-  _ His- Unknownr
College 1o N _Indian Asien pino Black panic White Ethnicity

Chaffey UCT 22 .= = == e = 81,84  --
’ Ccsu 1 1.9% 3.3% 0.0% 3.3% 11.5% 80.0 28.2%
Citrus uc 26 - --  -= s .. 8.2, . 8.3
Csu, 227 1.2 1.72 0.0 3.5 9.3 84.3 24.2
" ? ’ ) “
Gity College uc 152 0.0 55.1 2.2 .2.2 %.3 36.2 9.2
of S.F. CSU 805 0.0 50.0 2.7 10.1 8.1 29.1 81.6
Coastline « UC 3 == ‘==  -= =" w0 1000 -
csu 47 3.3 6.7 . 0.0 3.3 6.7 80.0 36.2
College of uc 46 7.2 7.1 4.7 16.7 4.3 50.0 8.7
Alageda CSU 134 o:g 19.0 3.4 31,0 10.4 36.2 56.7
College of uc 89 0.0 5.2 0.0 0.0 }.3 93.5 13.5
Marin . CSU 345 2.1 07 0.0 2.1 (-3.5 91.6 58.3
. M h & .
College of UC 135 0.0° 111 1.7 0.9 3.4 .82.9 13.3
San Mateo CSut 585 1.5 9.3 0.7 1.9 5.6 81.0 54.0
College of uc 11 -- -- ==, == == 100.0 9.1
the Canyons csu 83 .0.0 1.6 0.0 1.6 6.5 90.3 25.3
College of uc 23 -- -- -- -- == 71.4 8.7
the Desert Csu 89, 1.6 3.3 1.6 5.0 13.1 75.4 31.5
College of .uc 10 -- -- -- -- ‘K‘-- 77.8 10.0
the Redwoods Csu 242 4.3 1.1 ,0.0 0.5 "5.9 88.2 22.7 ™
College of . 35 -- T [ - 2.9
the Sequoias- Csu 319 1.6 3.6 1.2 2.8 18.6 72.2 21.0
College of uc 6 -- -- -- -- -- 100.0 -,
‘the Siskiyous CSUC 77 6.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 93.2 42.9
' -
Columbia ué 12 == == e= = - 9029 8.3
_ Ccsu 81 1.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.4 92.8 30.9
" Compton uc 5 - - == 100.0 ~ -- - 40.0
. ) * CSU 208 2.9 2.9 0.0 75.7 1}1.4 7.1 66.3
S ¢
| e 13 3

e b
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- ' ~ . M APPENDIX F (Cpntinued)™ - .
. Ay ) hd * " EthniCity )
. ' - to . - Percent ‘
Community Transfer - American - Fili- His- Unknown
College  to N _Indian Asian pino_Black panic White Ethnicity-
Contra * uc 32 -- - g'..- . - --  64.0% 21.9%
~Bosta CSU 150  0.0% 7.9% 0.0% 28.9% 13.2% 50.0 49.3
Cosumnes uc 27 -- -- - - -- 70.4 -
CSU 193 2.4 4.8 4.8 7.1 3.6 77.3 56.5
 Crafton Hills  UC 17 -- -= == == =< 100.0 -,
oL CSU - 79 1.9 0.0 0.0 1.8 14.8 81.5 31.6 ,
* ¥ Cuesta "UC 21 m= e= ea ee o g5.0 4.8 )
' CsU 157 2.9 2.8 0.0 1.9 6.7 8.7 . 33.1
Cuyamaca uc -1 -- -- - -— - - 100.0
L CSU 37 == Y-, - o o 83.3 18.9
] Cypress UC 48 == - == me ee L 900 16.7
CSU 432 0.8 5.0 1.2 2.1 7.1 83.8 21.5
. De Anza UC 122 0.0 12.7° 1.0 3.6 0.0 82 9.8
CSU 541 0.6 9.8 0.3 1.5 4.0 83.8 39.4
Diablo Valley UC 210 0.0 44 0.0 —2=+” 6.2 87.6 7.6
. CSU- 710 0.5 2.4 1.0 0.9 3.3 91.9 40.0
East L.A. uc 37 -- - a= == 61.8 -- 8.1
R : CSU 390- 0.8 11.4 0.8 6.7 576 22.7 40.0
’ El Camino uc. 151 0.0 17.4 0.0 3.6 2.2 76.8 8.6
: ’ CSU 789 1.1 9.3 0.9 12.8 5.9 70.0 42.6
o~ .Evergreén , . uc 14 -- -- -~ -- - 45.4 21.4
T CSU 148 0.0 10.6 4.7 3.5 17.7 63.5 42.6
Feather River uc 3 -- -- - - - -- --
. csu % b == == == - - 857 50.0
Foothill uc 159 0.0 9.4 0.0 5.1 3.6 81.9 13.2
= CSU 410 2.6 7.0 1.8 1.3 8.3 79.0 444
Fresno . . uc 3% -- - -— == -- 71.4 17.6
CSU 653 1.6 2.8 0.3 5.4 12.5 77.4 264.0




Coﬁmunity'
College

Fullqrton-
-Gavilan
Gle?dale
Golden West
Grossmont
H;rtnell

Imperial,
Valley

Indian

Vallei_

Lake Tahoe
Laney CJ
Lassen
Long Beach
FA.Cny

. L.A. Harbor

Transfer
to

APPENDIX F (Continued)
o Ethnicity

American Fili=--

His-

Percent~
Unknown

N _Indian Asian pino_ Black panic White Ethnicity

uc
csu

uc
Csu

uc
Csu

uc
csu

uc
Csu

uc
~CSu

Uc
Csu

uc
csu

uc
Csu

uc
csu

uc

¥csu

uc
Ccsu

uc
Csu
uc
Csu

67 6.4% 8.1% 0.0% 0.0% .
767 1.1 5.8 0.2 0.2

13 -- -— e -

80 0.0 8.2 2.0 2.0°2
65 3.3 9.8 1.6 1.7
257 1.8 6.5 0.0 1.2 1
80 2.6 7.9 0.0 1.3
470 0.3 8.0 0.6 0.0

58 1.9 7.4 0.0 0.0
%76  1.7. 1.5 0.3 . 1.7

39 -- - ee

179 5.9 8.5 5.1 '0.8 1
13 -- R

122 0.0 1.0 3.1 1.0 6
12 == e ee -

99 ' 0.0 6.0 2.0 4.0
NG - = ce  em

23 -- -

38 - -.- -c‘- -

132 0.0 14.6 2.1 45.8

7 -- — e ee

97 0.0. 0.0 0.0 3.2
66 5.1 5.1 1.7 8.1
669 1.5 5.2 1.3 7.2
106 1.1 27.9 0.0 10.8 1
475 0.7 15.9 5.5 29.6 1
48 0.0 6.8 4.5 2.3.
402, 1.3 5.8 4.5 13.4 1

6.5% 79
6.5 86
-~ 80
2.5 65.
4.9 78,
1.2 79
6.6 81
9.6 81
3.7 87
6.8 88
-~ 76.
7.0 62
- 30
1.9 33,
--  83.
2.0 86.
-- 75,
-- 93
- 57
4.2 33
“- 100
1.6 95
5.1 74
8.7 76

.9 47

330
6.8\\19
2.9

wo

(G40« 3 W~

[ = 2N

.0%
.2

~ W

7.5%

— )
o ©
—=Oo\ O

—
o
o O

ww
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3 ‘ APPENDIX F (Continuéd)
~ T ’  Ethnicity ’
. . . . - Percent
Communi%y Transfer American Fili- His- Unknown
‘ College

to N _Indian Asian pino Black panic White Ethnicity

L.A. Mission - UC b .= ee ee ae ao 66.7%  25.0%
: CSU 55  0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 12.8% 43.6% 43.6 29.1
. L.A. Pierce UC 106 1.0 5.9 0.9 2.0 3.9 86.3 1.9
CSU 794 0.8 3.9 0:2 2.3 4.4 88.4 34.8
L.A. Southwest UC + 7 == e 42.9
CSU 135 0.0 0.0 1.7 98.3 0.0 0.0 57.0
L.A. Trade- uc 5 - - 2 60.0 -- - --
Tech CSU 149 1.1 7.7 3.3 65.9 13.2 8.8 38.9
L.A. Valley uc 120 0.9 9.2 0.0 6.4 7.3 76.2 9.2
. CSU 651 0.0 7.0 0.7 2.8 9.9 79.6 36.6
! 1
Los Medanos uc 6 -- -- -- -- -- 80.0 16.7
CSU 76 " 2.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 12.3 83.7 35.5
, : : 2
. Mendocino uc 4  -- -- -- - -<= 100.0 25.0 .
, CSU 56 0.0 51° 0.0 0.0 2.6 92.3 30.4
Merced U 21 o e e e %l 760 s -
" CSU 247- 1.4 3.8 0.0 8.5 7.1 79.2 14.2
- Merritt uc 59 1.9 .0°0.0 9.6 5.8 57.7 . 11.9
) CSU 193 1.1 /16.0 0.0 35.2 4.5 43.2 - 54.4°
Mira Costa e 31 -- e T 3.2
CSU 87 0.0 4.5 0.0 1.5 10.4 83.6 23.0
Mission , uc 1 -~ -- - -- -- 100.0 ==y
cSU 31 -- - e= e= - 750, 48.4°
Modesto uc 40"  -- -—-  -- -- --  88.6 12.5 “
CSU 422 1.5 2.6 0.3 1.5 6.2 87.9 19:4 )
. Monterey UC 80 1.4 8.6 5.7 2.8 8.6 72.9 12.5
. - Peninsula CSU 204 | 2.4 10.2 2.4 15.7 5.5 63.8 37.7 .
Moorpark uc 51 0. 2.3 0.0 0.0 6.8 90.9 13.7
p cSU 273 o. 3.5 0.0 2.0 7.0 87.0 26.7 .




"Community
College

Mt. San
Antonio

Mt. San
Jacinto

Napa

North Peralta
'Ohlone.
Orange Coast
Oxnard

Palo Verde
Palomar'
Pasadena
Porterville
Reedley

Rio Hondo

Riverside

.

~ APPENDIX F (Continued)

Ethnicity .
- ) Percent
Transfer American Fili- His- Unknoyn
to N _Indian Asian pino_ Black panic White Ethnicity
uc 29 - L - -- -- --  58.3% 17.2%
CSU  S18 1.3%  4.7% 1.5% 4.39% 18.0% 70.2 22.8
Y
uc 18 -- -- - - --  83.3 --
csuU 73 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 7.8 90.2 30.1
uc ' 25 -- - -- - -- 91.3 8.0
csu 171 3.1 2.1 0.0 2.1 6:3 86.4 43.9
uc 0 -- -- - - -- -- -
CSU 2 -- - - - -- -- ,100.0
uc 23 - e ee e - 826 --
CSU 218 1.8 8.0 1.8, 1.8 12.5 74.1 48.6
uc 229 0.5 7.8 0.0 1.0 7.3 83.4 16.0
csu 887 1.9 7.4 0.6 0.5 3.6 86.0 30.2
uc 11 - = e a=" e 60.0 9.1
izu 42 -- - - -- --  50.0 38.1
uc 0o -- - -- .- - - -
CSU 9 -- - - --  62.5 37.5 11.1
uc 89 0.0 2.6 1.3 0.0 6.5 89.6 13.5
CSU 406 1.6 5.2 0.6 1.6 9.3 81.7 23.4
uc 127 0.9 8.8 0.9 8.0. 8.8 72.6 11.0
CSU* 633 1.1 7.6 0.4 7.2 9.2 74.5 29.4
uc 5 -- -- - -- -= 100.0 --
CSU 95 1.3 4.0 5.3 1.3 18.4 69.7 20.0
uc 8 -- 50.0 -- i -- 50,0 25.0
CSU 147 0.8 16.0 0.8 2.4 20.8 59.2 15.0°
> -
uc 19 -- -- -- .- --  60.0 21.1
CSU 261 1.2 8.1 1.2 0.0 37.8 51.7 34.1
uc -~ 9- 3.6 2.4 0.0 9.6 10.9 73.5 13.5
CSU 331 1.8 3.6 0.9 14.7 8.5 70.5 32.3
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Ethnicity
. . , . Percent
Community Transfer - American Fili- His- Unknown
College to N _Indian_ Asian pino Black panic White Ethnicity
Sacramento UC 128 .1.7% 47.8% 0.9% 4.4% 5.2% 40.0%  10.2%
CSU 657 1.3 19.0 0.8 11.0 9.3 58.6 63.9
Saddleback UC 129 0.0 2.7 0.9 2.8 3.7 89.9 1;&5
’ CSU 333 1.2 3.9 1.2 1.6 2.4 89.7 23\ 7
San Bernardino UG 52 0.0 0.0 2.0 5.9 19.6 72.5 1.9 -
" CSU 420 2.8 2.4 0.0°13.1 17.5.64.2 40.2
San Diego uc. 25  -- m. ee e= e 70.8 20.0
City. cSU 237 2.9 4.1 5.8 17.0 16.4 53.8 27.8
. /
San Diego uc: 75 0.0 4.7 3.1 0.0 6.3 85.9 14.7
Mesa CSU 632 3.0 " 7.0 1.1 2.9 6.3 79.7 25.0
.San Diego uc 3 - mm e e e 334 --
Miramar CSU 18 -- & -- - -- 81.3 11.1
San Joaquin uc’ 83" 0.0 5.4 5.4 4.1 8.1 77.0 10.8
Delta CSU 510 1.8 8.2 1.2° 5.2 9.5 74.1 35.7
~
San Jose uc 13 -- -- - --&,/}-- 33.3 . 7.7
) CSU 254 0.7 13.4 4.5 11.2 12.7 57.5 47.2
Santa Ana uc 45 - - -- -- -- 75.7 17.8
CSU 322 * 0.8 13.2 0.0 3.6 7.2 75.2 22.4
Santa Barbara UC 193 2.8 4.0 0.0 0.6 8.6 84.0 9.3
: CSU 225 1.4 1.4 0.7 2.1 10.4 84.0 36.0
Santa Monica uc 220 0.0 87 0.0 7.7 7.3 76.3 5.9
csU 391 1.2 8.9 0.8 9.8 6.1 73.2 37.1
Santa Rosa uc 92 0.0 3.6 0.0.1.2 3.6 91.6 9.8
. . . CSU 527 2.2 4.5 0.0 0.6 3.2 89.5 40.2 -~
" Shasta uc 36 -- - e ee a- 96.9 11.1
CSU 244 3.3 1.6 0.0 0.0 2.2 92.9 25.0
Sierra w3 -- == == e - 87.9 - 5.7
CSU 25 2.2 2.2 0.0 0.0 3.6 92.0 47.1 A
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s T e T Ethnicity
. ) , Percent
Transfer American Fili- His- - Urtknown

10 N _Indian_Asian pino Black panic White Ethnicity

A
.

uc 15  -- T 1 6.7%
CSU 207 0.0% 4.9% 4.9% 4.9% 7.3% 78.0 80.2
Solanc uc 45 == - = e- - 76.3 15.6
' ‘ CSU 203 1.8 5.5, 4.6 6.4 5.5 76.2 46.3
Southwestern  UC 28  -- - = = 0.0 65.4 7.1
CSU 306 1.7 3.8 9.7 8.1 25.0 51.7 22.4
* Taft uc 5 - . e a2 7570 20.0
, CSU 28 == == -2 = -- 875 42.9
Ventura UC 125 1.7 2.6 0.0 4.4 16.7 74.6 8.8 .
_CSU 262 1.0 3.8 2.4 2.4 14.0 76.4 20.6
%ictor Valley  UC R — == e e ee 75,0 11.1
CSU 82 4.0 2.0 2.0 20.0 10.0 62.0 39.0
Vista : uc L -
] cSu 4 - - ee e e 6617 25.0
West Hills uc 2 -- -- -- -- -- "100.0 50.0
. CSU . 71 0.0 2.0 4.0 10.0 12.0 72.0 29.6
. West L.A.° e 37 - s- e- e -- 66.7 2.7
CSU 239 1.6 7.2 2.9 41.4 6.4 40.7 41.4
West Valley Uc 114 1.9 7.7 0.0 0.0 1.0 89.4 8.8
- CSU 616 1.2 3.9 0.6 2.4 5.4 86.5 45.6
Yuba - uc 31 -- Y T3 | 12.9
. CSU 249 4.9 6.9 0.0 4.2 3.5 80.5  42.2
TOTAL - uc 5,356 1.1 ‘9.6 1.1 3.7 7.4 77.1 10.0
" CSU 30,527 1.5 6.1 1,2 6.1 10.0 75.1 37.2

-84~
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APPENDIX G -

NUMBERS OF .COMMUNITY COLLEGE STUDENTS WHO TRANSFERRED TO THE
_UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY,

TOGETHER WITH NUMBERS OF FIRST-TIME FRESHMEN _
FROM CALIFORNIA HIGH SCHOOLS (1965-1980) '

!

1
4
H:
i

Explanatory Notes

\ «
Information about numbers of first-time freshmen and transfer
students in the State University was obtained from the most
recent issues of California State University and Colleges
Statistical Abstract and Report 8 of the Statistical Report
of the State University, "Origin of Fall Term Enrollments."

Similar information for University of California students
through Fall 1973 was obtained from these same sources. In-
formation for subsequent years was obtained from University
internal reports and worksheets, except for 1977 and 1978
transfer student data which were obtained from reports
submitted by the University to the California Department of
Finance, and 1979 and 1980 data from'the student data tape
submitted to the Commission.
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. . g APPENDIX G

NUMBERS OF COMMUNITY COLLEGE STUDENTS WHO TRANSFERRED TO THE
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA AND THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY
. TOGETHER WITH NUMBERS OF FIRST-TIME FRESHMEN

: FROM CALIFORNIA HIGH SCHOOLS (1965-1980)

. Community College Transfer Students Firgt=Time Freshmen

-

Fall Term “Full Year 1 Term Only-
Year uc ﬂ csuc v - _uc _Csuc*
1965 2,948 14,603 - - 14,023
1966 3,761 .19,295 -- 12,341 15,574
1967 3,702, - 22,059 | -- 13,072 16,08
g 1968 3,785 . 26,596 - 11,665  « 18,844
1969 4,458 28,207 43,963 12,066 17,539
1370 5,166 29,059 49,265 13,233 18,986
. 1971 6,154 " 32,506 52,989 13,637 19,306
1972 7,165 34,619 53,820 14,358 . 22,094,
1973 8,193 33,089, 51,335 15,011 22,210
1974 7,813 32,646 51,144 14,915 22,886
1975 8,002 35,537 52,917 15,460 ' 53,239
1976 7,123 32,653 51,230 14,935 23,498
1977 6,392 34,001 ! *59 14,820 %3,867
1978 6,193 31,600 47,430 15,850 " 24,668
1979 ' 5,654 30, 483 46,326 16,534 25,703
1980 5,356 30,527 46,649 16,30 25,470

o~

*Fall statistics represent about 90% of first-time freshmen who enter
during the full year.
o B . 12 . ’/’
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