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ABSTRACT -

In response to a request from the.California state
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number of community college students eligible to transfer to the
University of California and the California State University; the
characteristics of those students who do and do not transfer; and the
persistence and performance of transfer students. First, data on
student transfers from earlier studies and the assumptxons underlying
the plan are outlined. The subsequent sections detail the conditions
of eligibility to enter California universities as a freshman or
transfer student; indicate the areas in which information on
eligibility is not available; and present a plan for obtaining
information from high school and community college r2cords. Next, a
comparison is provided of students who do and do not transfer on the
basis of results of a 1978 survey, and a plan for developing a
profile of community college transfer students is presented. The next
section discusses persxstence and performance rates of transfer
students, difficulties in obtaining information on students who drop
out within a year, and the problems of comparing transfer and native
four-year college students. In addition, programs instituted in the
universities to provide information on transfer students to the
communxty colleges are examined. Finally, after a timetable for the
plan's implementation is presented, solutions proposed to overcome
barriers to transfer are summarized. Appendices provide detailed
student transfer information. (HB)
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Action Item : .

Summary: —

Budget language adoptad by the Legislature during the 1979
session requested the Commission, in cooperation with the
public and private segments of higher education, to develop
plans for cbtaining information about (1) numbers of Community

- College students who would be eligible to transfer to the
University of California -and the California State University
and Colleges, (2) the characteristics of those who do and do not
transfer, and (3) the persistence and performance of the
transfer students, compared with those who entered the systems
as freshmen. The plan was also to include reporting dates fcr
its implementation and recommendations for removing any
barriers to transfer. Commission staff has worked with staff in
the segments in developing the plan, which has been reviewed by
the Commission's intersegmental Task Force on Admissions and
Articulation.

In May 1979 the Commission received a plan, Increasing the Rate
and Retention of Community College Transfers from
Underrepresented Groups, which was prepared for the Legislature
by joint actions of" the three public segments, and approved
Commission staff comments which had been requested by the
Legislature. The two plans are related in their intent to
improve access to baccalaureate education through the Community:
Colleges, and indicative of continuing legislative interest in
tha transfer function. N

The Policy Evaluation Committee approved the plan at its y
January 20 meeting for transmlttal to the full Commission for »
action.

Recommenged Action:

Adoption of the proposed resolution.




California Postsecondary
Education Commission

Propdsed Resolution an

Approving a Plan for Obtaining Community College
‘Transﬁer Student Information

4

WHEREAS, The Legislature requested in budget language adopted
during the 1979 seéssion that the California Postsecondary
Education Commission deveélop a plan for obtaining certain
kinds of information about Community College transfer -
students, and

WHEREAS, The Commission has developed such a plan with the
tooperation of the public and private segments of higher
education, as requested by the Legislature; now,
therefore, be it

«

RESOLVED, That the California Postsecondary Education Commission

approves the plan for transmisEion to the Legislature.
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PLAN FOR OBTAINING COMMUNITY COLLEGE TRANSFER STUDENT INFORMATIOM

OVERVIEW

Budget languages adopted during the 1979 session of the Legislature
cdntained the following request:

The California Postsecondary Education Commission, in
cooperation with the public and private segments of higher
education, shall develop plans for (1) estimating the
number of community college students who would be eligible
for transfer to the University of California and the
California State University and Colleges, (2) describing
those who do and do not transfer in terms of sex, age,
racial/ethnic group, and EOP/S status, and (3) rfeporting
on the persistencé and performance of the transfer
students, in comparison with those who entered the systems
as freshmen. The plan is to be reported to the Joiat .
Leglslatlve Budget Committee on January 1, 1980, and shall
include a reporting date for the results of implementing
the plan and recommendations for modifying or rémoving any
barriers to reduce theé transfer capability of community
college students.

This report sets forth segmental plans for obtaining the information .
requested by the Legislature, together with dates for reporting such
information.

A year earlier, in 1978, the State Budget Act had dirécted the three
public segments to report jointly to the Legislature and the
Commission on segmental efforts to increase the rate and retention of
minority, low-income, women, and handicapped Community College
students who transferred to four-year institutions. In addition,
the Community Colleges were asked to make a specific proposal for
helping the University and the State University by identifying
underrepresented students who could potentially transfer to four-
yvear institutions. That report was submitted to the Commission for
comment in May 1979; Commission staff comments were approved in July
for transmission to the Legislature as requested in the Budget Act.
No furthe: actions were called for, once the report and the
Commission's comments were forwarded to the Legislature.

The request made by the 1979 Legislature is broader than the previous
request in that it pertains to all types of Community College
students who might transfer to four-year institutions. The request
appears to have arisen out of legislative concerns about declining
numbers of Community College transfer students and the lack of
evidence concerning their performance and persistence after




transfer. Commission studies completed in 1976 1/, 1978 2/, and 1979
- 3/ show quite clearly that:

1. Fewer than one out of ten Community College students are now
completing associate degree programs or transferring to four-
year iastitutions, or both;

2. About haif persist for at least two consecutive terms in the
samé Community College;

3. Students who enroll in Community Colleges soon after
graduation from high school are-more likely to be enrolled
full time and have higher rates o6f persistence and transfer
than older students who ars usually enrolled part time;

FAl

The performance of Community College students after transfer
who ‘persist for one year is satisfactory, in terms of both the
) small percentages with grade-point averages below C and the

“ small differential between their Community College and post-
transfer averages; howevér, performance data were unavailable
for students who dropped out shortly after transfer and
incomplete for others;

. 5. Probability of transfer is highly related to proximity to a
campus of a four-year institution, particularly a State
University campus; aad -

6. Numbers of Community College students tranferring to the
University and the State University have been declining since
the early 1970s, although enrollments of recent high school
( graduates were still increasing slightly a few years before
\ transfer from Community Colleges would have occurred.

JTS

The Open Door report published by the Commission in 1976 was
requested by thé Legislature in the early 1970s, when it became
apparent that very little information was available to describe the
growing numbers of Community College students who were not in degree
y or transfer programs. At about that time, Community College
personnel and others became concerned about the lack of procedures
for the systematic reporting of information about their students who
transferred to the University and the State University. The
statewide reports which the University had been providing to the
: Community Colleges over a long period of time wére suspended for two
years because of uncertainties related to interpretations of the law
governing the privacy of student records. The University resumed its
reports to the Community Colléges ia 1978, with data provided for
1976 and 1977 as well. The State University was simply unable to
cope with the complexities of statewide reporting for a nineteen-
campus system to which more than fifty thousand Community College

Q -
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" students transferred each year. The State University is now
proposing annual reports on the performance on freshmen and transfer
e Students who persist into their second year.

~
TR T

An intersegmental Task Force on Admissions and Articulation was
established in 1979, to be advisory to Commission staff on problems
rélated to admission, the flow of students from high school to and
through college, and related matters. The development of better
transfer student information has been one of the Task Force's primary
concerns. Thus, when budget language was adopted which asked the
Commission to develop plans for obtaining such information, members
of the Task Force were asked for advice and. assistance at various
stages of developmént of the plans. Most of the’'data to be produced
by the plan will in fact be supplied by the segments from their
segmental data baSes or campus sources. While the Commission has had
primary responsibility for developing theé plan, in consultation with
the segments, the success of its implementation will depend. greatly
on the segments' ability to provide the information called for, in
accordance with the proposed timetable.

Assumptiohs Underlying the Plan

The primary assumption on which the plan was based was that the data
to be provided by the segments would not be conditional on new State
funding for their information systems. This assumption does not
imply that no additional expense will be incurred in obtaining the
information, but that the plan will be executed essentially within
existing resources. Thus, the information to be attained will fall
short of what was sought by the Legislature, at least in the
immediate future.

The present limitations and future plans of the Community Colleges
for segmental data base development were set forth in detail in the
joint segmental report to the Legislature in 1979, Increasing the
Rate and Retention of Community College Transfers from
Underrepresented Groups.

In a memorandum from the Chancellor's Office, dated December 11,
1979, concerning Community College participation in the plan to
study transfer rates, the following commitment was made:
x
.some of the questions posited in the budget language
which mandated this study plan can be fully and accurately
answered in future years only if there is significant de-
velopment in the state level information system maintained
by the Chancellor's Office. We would like for the plan to
acknowledge that its [the Chancellor's Office] long-range
goal is the development of that capacity over the next
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four-to-five vears. At the same time, we are mindful of
the probability that the development of that capacity
would require an expeaditugze of human and fiscal
resources, in the districts and the Chancellor's Office,
that might seem staggering to many policy-makers and to
the public. We also believe that justification of such an
expenditure must indicate consideration’ of other Board
commitments in the area of accohdfhbility. For these
reasons, we would prefer that the plan indicate that the
Chancellor's Office will conduct a cost and time study of
the required developments of the information system as a
part of the short-range efforts of the plan.

In the interim, the Community Colleges will attempt to provide
estimates based on samples of student records, and approximations
derived from different data sets, where possible.

The segmental data bases for the University and the State University
lend themselves somewhat better than that of the Community Colleges
to obtaining the information requested by the Legislature, largely
because of the differences in the questions to which each segment
must respond. However, in most instances the information to be
provided will be léss precise than desired, since the segmental data
bases havé been developed for purposes of eanrollment reporting and
student accounting, rather than studies of student persistence and
performance.

ELIGIBILITY TO TRANSFER

Background

Communi'ty College students become eligible for admission to the
University and the State University in a variety of ways. Some are
eligible for freshman admission when they graduate from high school
and remain eligible if they maintain a Community College grade-point
average fGPA) of at least 2.0 (C). Another large group becomes
eligible as a result of completing at least 56 units of transferable
credit in the Community Colleges with a GPA of at least 2.4 for the
University, and at least 2:0 for the State University. In addition,
Community College students qualifying for transfer to the University
may have to remove subject matter deficiencies incurred in high
school.

Between the exXtremes of eligibility--at the time of high school grad-
uation, and after completing nearly two years in a Community
College--unknown numbers of Community College students attain
eligibility to transfer in still other ways. High school graduates
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with good grades and test scores but one or more subject matter
deficiencies 1n the University's required A-to-f pattern may
transfer at any time after removing such deficiencies by completing
appropriate Community College courses with satisfactory grades.
Still another group of potential transfers includes students who
transferred into the Community Colleges from a wide range of four-
year institutions, and for a variety of reasons. Determination of
their eligibility to +transfer to the University or the State
University is complex as a result of their having attended different
types of institutions, and will not be attempted under the current
plan. Finally, the Community Colleges enroll a very large number of
older, part-time students, relatively few of whom have transferred
to four-year institutions in the 1970s to complete baccalaureate
degree programs. Determining their eligibility to transfer is
somewhat problematic since they may not be pursuing an organized
sequence of courses.

Eligibality for admission to independent colleges and universities
is less amenable to analysis than is the case with public
institutions, which have published, objective standards for both
freshman and transfer admission, and a commitment to admit all
eligible applicants. Information furnished by the Association of
Independent California Colleges and Universities indicated that
nearly 75 percent of the Community College transfer students who
applied to its member institutions were offered admission, and that
58 percent of those chose to enroll. Furthermore, a survey ia Fall
1978 of thirty-nine institutions which offer the bachelor's degree
showed that a total of 8,066 Community College transfer students were
enrolled at that time, an unknown percentage of whom were continuing
students.

Limitations on Obtaining Informaticn

Eligibility as Freshmen

Most applicants for freshman admission to the University and the
State University must present scores on the SAT or the ACT, for use
in computing an "eligibility index" based on a combination of test
scores and high school grades. However, applicaats with a grade-
point average of 3.2 and above (Bt+) are not required to file test
scores as part of the State University admissions process. Other
high school graduates must £ile SAT or ACT scores in order to be
considered for admission to either segment. Students who enroll in a
California Community College are not required to take  the SAT or the
ACT and relatively few do so. The minority £for whom such scores are
available do not constitute a random (or representative) sample of
Community College freshmen from which to generalize about the number
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or percentage of Community College students who would have been
eligible for freshman admission to the University or the State
University. No one would seriously propose that all Community
College freshmen be required to take the SAT or the ACT for research
purposes, to find out how maany would have been theoretically eligible
for University or State University admission as freshmen.

The University also requires freshman applicants to have completed a
prescribed program of high school courses, called the A-to-f
pattern. The pattern now involves ten or eleven units of year-long
courses which must be completed with a grade of at least C. Courses
accepted as meeting the subject requirement must appear ogn a list
certified by the high school principal and filed with the University.
Students with a GPA™6f at least 3.30 in the A-to-F courses taken in
grades 10 through 12 are eligible regardless of their test scores,
while those with a GPA below 2.78 are ineligible. High school
transcripts submitted to Community Colleges do not normally bear
certification by the high school principal that particular courses
meet University subject requirements.

Eligibility as Transfers

Many Community College students become eligible to transfer to the
University or the State University as a raesult of their enrollment in
transfer courses and achievement of a GPA of C or better in such
courses. The Community Colleges do not have the iaformation in their
segmental data base which would be needed to make an accurate
determination of the eligibility of individual students to transfer.
The basic problem of the student data bases for all segments is that
they ara limited for the most part to students who are cucrently
enrolled, and to the past achievement of such students (units
attempted and 2arned, and grade-point averages). Students who have
graduated, transferred, or left the college for other veasons are no
longer in the segmental data base, and there is no record of their
final achievement at the State level which could be used in
determining eligibility to tramsfer. A Zurther limitation in the
segmental data base is related.to the timing of its development, that
is, data are usually entered for students who are enrolled in che
fall term, with no updating of information during the year.
Therefore, estimates of probable eligibility for transfer have to be
made on the basis of incomplete data which do not include the last
term(s) of the students' enrollment before leaving the Community
College.

Other shortcomings of the segmental data base, for purposes of
determining eligibility to transfer, are the absence of course-
specific information, to use in distinguishing between transferable
and other courses, and grade-point data for transferable courses. It




appears that analysis of individual Community College student
transcripts may be the only way to make a reliable determination of
eligibility to transfer. However, such an approach would be costly
in terms of both obtaining and analyzing transcripts.

What is Now Known

It has not been possible. to estimate the number of Community College
students who would have qualified for admission to the University or
State University as freshmen on the basis of their high school
records. However, baséd on University statistics for Fall 1977, 45
percent of the Community College students who transferred could have
attended the University as freshmen, while 33 percent would not have
been eligible because of subject deficiencies or poor grades in hign
school, or both. Furthermore, a University survey of a sample of
high schools in 1975, drawn from a larger sample used in the
Commission's 1976 Eligibility Study, indicated that 23 perceat of
the University-eligible high school graduates and 47 percent of the
State University-eligible high school graduates had enrolled in a
Community College, together with 33 percent of the graduates who were
eligible for neither at the time of high school graduation. &/

Two other findings from the Commission's Eligibility Study have
implications for the plan to obtain information about the
eligibility of Community College students for transfer. 5/ The first
is the finding that more than 70 percent of the sample found eligible
for freshman admission to the State University had earned high school
GPAs of at least 3.2, and were thus eligible regardless of their SAT
or ACT test scores. The analysis of University eligibility, on the
other hand, showed that fewer than 25 percent of the sample had
satisfied the A-to-F pattern requirement. Thus, a large majority of
the high school graduates were ineligible for regular admission,
regardless of test scores and grades earned.

Possession of an associate degree is not a requirement for transfer
to the University or the State University. Some Community College
students who have earned the degree are not eligible to transfer
because they were enrolled in programs from which little credit could
be transferred, or had too few units of transfer credit or a grade-
point average below that required for transfer, or both. At the same
time, Community College students may--and often do--transfer with
fewer than the number of credits required for the associate degree.
In a receat Commission study, about one-third of the transfer

students to the University and the State University had earned an
associate degree before transfer, while 20 percent had enrolled for
only one term or irregularly in the Community Colleges before

transferring. 6/ The same study showed that about half of the

students who received an associate degree within three Yyears after




entering a Community College transferred within a short period of
time after graduation.

Finally, the number and types of associate degrees granted p2r year
provides a very rough indicator of persistence in the Community
Colleges on the part of students most likely to transfer. The
Community Colleges awarded 63,718 associate degrees during 1977-78.

Z/ About half were in the arts and sciences, or general, and half ind
" the technologies--business and commerce, 18 percent; health and
paramedical, 10 percent; public service, 10 perceat; .and other
technologies, 4 percent. Transfer studeats may have had a major in
one of the technologies, particularly those who transferred to the
State Universitv. However, it is estimated that about two-thirds of
the transfer students have not been awarded associate degrees berfore
transfer.

Plan for Obtaining Information: Eligibility for Transfer

On the Basis of the High School Record

A sample of high school transcripts will be obtained for students
enrolling in Community Colleges as first-time freshmen, limited to
recent California high school graduates who are full-time Community
College students. The transcripts will be analyzed for the purpose
of obtaining rough estimates of the numbers and percentages of
Community College students who might have been eligible to enter the
University or the State University, or both, as £freshmen.
Eligibility for freshman admission to the University and the State
University will be estimated for Community College students solely
on the basis of nigh school courses and grades, without reference to
test scores, for the reasons already stated.

® Tor the University, transcripts will be iaspected to identify
students who appear to have satisfied the A-to-F subject
pattern. For this group of students, grade-poiat averages will
be computed for such courses taken in grades 10 through 12, and
numbers of students in various ranges of 3rade-point averages
above 2.77 will be tabulated. Estimates of the percentages
"eligible" in each range will be made, based on the University's
experience with the eligibility index involving both test
scores and grade-point averages.

e For the State University, the grade-point average for all
courses taken in grades 10 through 12 will be used to estimace
eligibility. Numbers of students in various ranges of grade-
point average at and above 2.0 will be tabulated, through 3.2
and above {where students are clearly =ligible). Rank in class,



where available, will also be used in judging eligibility, with
those in the upper one-third estimated to be =2ligible.
Eligibility of the remaining students will be estimated on the
basis of the State University's experience with the eligibility
inaex. -

On the Basis of the Community College Record

The following has been proposed by the Chancellor's Office for the
Community Golieges, in a memorandum dated December 11, 1979:
This brief summarizes a technique for estimating the
number of potential transfer students enrolled, at any
given time, in California Community Colleges. Actual
estimates will rely “on data from files within the
Chancellor's Office data base containing demographics and
workload information for samples of (a) all Students and
(b) EOPS students. These data will be supplemented by data
from a Fall 1978 survey of 1,200 students enrolled in a
stratified sample of two dozen districts.

Utilizing certain basic criteria, it should be possible to
estimate the approximats number of students '"emerging"
from community colleges in the Spring of 1979 who were (a)
eligible and interested or (b) eligible but not interested
in transferring to continue their undergraduate work.
These figures can be compared with those who actually
transferred in the Fall 1979 to the University (UC) ox
State University and Colleges (CSUC). Figures may also be
comparad to other community college enrollment data in
order to assess the internal efficiency of college
"production.' Estimates will include not only numbers but
also attempt to describe the demographics (sex, age,
race/ethnicity, etc.) and status of students. Similar
estimates may be possfbfe‘fét earlier years.

Criteria for eligibility will include the extent of work
taken (number of uaits completed) and performance (grade-
point average) in lower division. Application of these
criteria will distinguish between those eligible for both
UC and CSUC as opposed to those eligible only for CSUC.
The factor of motivation should be added to this
consideration since a number of students may, for a
variety of reasons, not be interested in transferring to
UC or CSUC even though eligible to do so. Also of policy
importance (but derived from data sources other than those
described above) is the distinction between those now
eligible and (a) who*were or (b) who were not eligible for
UC or CSUC at the time of their high school graduation.

d
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These three simple dichotomies (present eligibility, past
eligibility, and intention/motivaticn) produce eight
subsets of potential transfer students. (See illustrative
Venn diagrams in Figure l.) Limits to policy application,
data problems, and caveats relative to applying
eligibility criteria all suggest that the number of such
subsets be kept to a minimum.

(The next paragraph in the memorandum notes limitations in
the data which have already been discussed.]

Using a few very gross measures, we hypothesize that
approximately 1,100,000 students completing the spring
term 1979, at least 900,000 were clearly not eligible for
transfer to either UC or CSUC. A portion of the remainiag
200,000 students were eligible, however, and only a
portion of these students intended to transfer. By
contrast, about 50,000 actually did transfsr. The above
methodology will attempt to bring greater precision to
such gross figures.

COMPARISONS OF STUDENTS WHO DO AND DO NOT TRANSFER

Background

Relatively little is known about the characteristics of students who
do not transfer to the University and State University, compared with
those wno do. Students who are eligible to transfer but do not have
not been identified to dite. Many of them probably have educational
and occupational objectives which do not require that they obtain a
bachelor's degree. A large majority of the Community College
students are older, enrolled part time, and are employed or have
family responsibilities, or both, which tend to preclude
continuation of cheir education bevond the Community Colleges.
Little is known about their motivation to pursue a bachelor's degree,
if they did not have such constraints. The State University enrolls
a significantly larger number of Community College transfers than-
the University, a majority of whom enroll in a campus near thne
Community College they attended. Still, nearly one hundred thousand
Community College students do not have a State University campus
within commuting distance, and have a low rate of transfer.
Statistics on the.-flow of transfer students from Community Colleges
to the University and the State University are displayed in Appendix
A, in selected tables from the Commission report, College-Going
Rates in California: Fall 1978 Update.

e .
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FIGURE 1

POSSISLE SUBSETS FOR USE IN
ESTIMATING POTENTIAL TRANSFER STUDENTS
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In a recent Commission followup study of about 35,000 students in 32
Community Colleges, an attempt was made zo compare studeats who
transferred to the University and the State University with the total
sample of students who enrolled for the first time in Comnunity
Colleges in Fall 1972. 873aA-few of the major findings were that (1)
the transfer students were younger than the total sample of Community
College students, and those who transferréed to the University were,
on the average, younger than those who transferred to the State
University; (2) the percentage of male transfers was Significaatly
larger than the percentage of females, and the difference was larger
than in the total sample; (3) the perceatages of Black and Chicanos
in the transfer groups weré smaller than the percentages amoang full-
time students in the total sample; and (%) students who earned an
associate degree had a significantly higher probability of
transferring than those who did not get degrees.

‘O

Plan tfor Obtaining Information

A vprofile of Community College students who transfer to the
University and enroll for the fall term will be constructed by that
segment. The profile will contain at least the following variables:
sex, age, ethnicity, EOP status at the University, and basis for
admission (regular or special action, and eligible or inaligible on
the basis of nigh school records).

In the case of the State University, the profile of Community College
transfer students enrolling in the fall term will be constructed £rom
information in that segment's data base. The profile will contain at
least the following variables: sex, age, ethnicity, EOP status at
the State University, studeant level, and discipline (for students
transferring at the upper-division level).

The Chancellor's Office for the Community Colleges will construct a
profile of the students most likely to transfer from its segmental
data base, for use in making comparisons with profiles of those who
actually transfer, using the technique described con pages 9 and 10.

PERSISTENCE AND PERFORMANCE OF TRANSFER STUDENTS

Background

To a considerable extent, the Community Colieges' reputation as an
equal partner in California public higher education with the

University and the State University was due to the record made by
their transfer students. The 1960 Master Plan for Higher Education
in California gave the Community Colleges major responsibility for

ERIC 15
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providing access to lower-division education to all interested
California residents, regardless of their prior educational
preparation. The planners expected the Community Colleges to
prepare for transfer both those who might have enrolled in the
University or thé State University as £freshmen under other
conditions, and those who would have been ineligible when thev
graduated from high school. Their confidence in the Community
Colleges stemmed from past experience in which transfer students had
earned good scholastic records in both the University and the State

. University. .

The University suspended its statewide reporting system oa the
performance of Community College transfer students for two years
because of legislation protecting the privacy of student records,
which had been an important part of thé reportiag system in the past.
In December 1978, the University reinstituted a statewide system of
reporting to Community Colleges, including reports for the two
missing vears, and ncw proyidés campus and University-wide summaries
of the performance of students during the first vear after transfer.
The performance of transfer students who were theoretically eligible
for University admission when they graduated from high school is com=-
pared with that of students who were not, in relation to the grade-
point averages they earned in The Community Colleges. Parcentagés of
transfers with Univérsity averages below C, and at B and above, are
also provided for each campus and statewide. A "Joint
Administration-Académic Senate Task Force on Academic Preparation in
California High Schools and Community Colleges" had studied the
problems of the University providing such information following its
appointment in February 1978, and made its final report during the
summer of 1978. The University is continuing to seek ways to improve
its reporting to high schools and Community Colleges, while
protecting student privacy.

The State University has not been able in the past to provide
statewide information to the Community Colleges, like that provided
by the University. However, individual campusés of the State
University have developed regional reporting systems for many parts
of the State, with performance reports prepared for Community
Colleges from which most of their transfer students flow. The State
University has not vet summarized the regional reports or aggregated
the information into a statewide report. However, the Division of
Institutional Research in the State University Oifice of the
Chancellor released a réport in May 1979 which presented a
considerable amount of information about the persistence of
Community College transfer students who first enrolled in the State
University in Fall' 1975, together with first-time fréeshmen who
entered in Fall 1973. 9/ Continuation and graduation rates were
computed through 1977-78, three years after the transfer students
first enrolled. The lack of information about student performance--

-13-
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grade-point averages and probation or dismissal actions-<is a major
gap in -the study, since no assumptions can be made about the academic
standing of transfer students who withdrew before graduation.

Comparisons of transfer and ''native' students-~thosé who entered the
institution as first-time freshmen~--are difficult to justify because
the groups being compared are seldom comparable. Studies yielding
such comparisons may be designed in at least three ways: (1) long-
term followup of matched student groups eatering Community Collegés
and four-year institutions as freshmen, (2) analysis of native and
transfar students who received baccalaureate degrees at a particular
point 1n time, and (3) comparison of students who transferred at the
junior levél with a group of native students at that level at the
same poéint in.time. A major issue in making such comparisons is the
need to insure that students in the native and transfer groups are
adequately matched with respect to both personal and academic
characteristics--for example, academic adility and choice of major.
Comparisons of grade-point averages earned by native and transfer
students may be largely invalid because of differences between the
Community College and the four-year institution in average leval of
abiiizy ia the two groups, the '"transfer shock™ experienced by many
students «ho transfer between any tyvpes of institutions, and
differences in grading policies and practices. On the other hand,
comparisons of persistence rates in the upper division and time (or
units, or both) reéquired to graduate may be imporfanf for native and
transfer students with the same majors, on the assumption that the
groups should not differ significantly with respect to these
measures.

Limitations on Obtaining Information

Transfer Student Information

Both the University and the State University will be able to report
gradé-point averages for students who compléte one year of study
after transfer, but have no information in their segmeatal data bases
concerning the performance of students who drop out during the year
(or at the end of the year, in the case of the State University).

There appears to be little likelihood that statewide performance
data for dropouts can be retrieved at this time, although campuses
may be able to furnish information to the Community Colleges from
which the students transferred. In any case, the number and
percentage of transfer students who drop out with poor or failing
grades are important pieces of information for evaluating traasfer
student performance.
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A major limitation in the University and the State University
reporting systams is -the lack of provision for analyziag transfe?
student persistence beyond the first year, to the attainment of a
baccalaureate degree. The State Univérsity study, Those Who Stay -
Phase II, reports persistence and graduation rates for one antering
group ¢f transfer students, but doés not follow them bevond the fall
term of the third year after transfer. Plans are being made to
follow native and transfer students on a continuing basis, at
intervals as data become available. The University has expréssed its
intent to conduct longitudinal studiés when its new corporate data
base is in place.

Native/Transfer Student Comparisons
C .

As noted earlier, a major barrier to obtaining comparison data is the
lack of a good, operaticnal definition of an appropriate native
student group to use in making comparisons with transfer students.
Ideally, groups would be matched on a series of pérsonal and academic
¢haracteristics prior to comparing their persistence, grade-point
averages, and time and units réquired to obtain a baccalaureate
degree. Information in segmental data bases is not sufficiently
complete or precise to allow such matching of native and transter
students and, when it has been attempted for research purposes,
relatively few matches could be fouad. Community College students
who transfér, particularly to the University, may differ as a group
from their counterparts who enrolled in four-year institutions as
freshmen in térms of scholastic aptitude, peéersonality -

-characteristiés, and interests, even though they qualified for

University admission on the basis of their high school records.

Gross measures can be obtained for use in comparing native and
transfer students--for example, grade~point averages and graduation
rates. In the absence of carefully matched groups, however,
interpretation of differences between the groups must be made with a
great deal of caution.

What Is Xnown Now

The most recent University report to the Community Colleges, for
transfer students in Fall 1977, showed that those who would have been
eligible for University admission upon high school graduation earned
a mean grade-point average of 3.35 (B+) before transfer, and a mean
University average of 2.88 (B-) during their first year in the
University, for a differential of -.47 or less than half a grade-
point. Those who became eligible for University admission as
transfer students by attending Community Colleges had a mean average

of 3.10 before transfer and a mean University average of 2.63 for
i
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their first year, also with a differential of =-.47. Based on
University statistics, it is estimated that 55 percent of the
transfer group would have beén ineligible for University admission
as fréshmen when they graduated from high.school, bécause of subject
deficiencies or poor grades, or both. The remainder of the transfer
group--45 pércent--could havé enrolled in the University as
freshmen. The summary report also showed that 35 percent of the
transfer students earned a grade-point average of 3.00 (B)- or better
during their first year at the University, while 15 percent had
averages below C (1.99 or below) for the same period. Examples of
summary reports to individual Community Colleges are included in
Appendix B, together with selected summary tables.

Persistence and graduation ratés for one class of nativé and transfer
students are given in the State University report, Those Who Stay -
Phase II. About one-third of the Community Coliege transier students
graduated within three years from the State Universily campus on

which they originally enrolled in Fail 1975, and an additional 1

percent graduated from another State University campus within the

same period. One-fourth of the transfer students were still enrolled
on a State University campus the following fall, 85 percént of whom
were on the campus&of original 2nrollment three vears earlier. Since
nearly 40 percent of the Community College students transferred at

the lower-division level, the number of graduates might be expected
to increase significantly during the year following the complation
of the study. -

Graduation rates were also computed for native and transfer students
who graduated from high school in 1973 and wers attending the State
University in Fall 1975, having either entered as freshmen in Fall
1973 or transferred from a Community College in Fall 1975. The
graduation rate through 1977-78 was .50 for native students and .47
for transfers. The graduation rates were higher for women then men
in =2ach group--specifically, .33 for native and .50 for transfasr
women, compared with .46 for native and .43 for transfer males.
Selected tables from the Stata University report ara included in
Appendix C.

Plan for Obtaining Information

Transfer Student Performance

The University will continue its program of reporting to the
Community, Colleges on the performance of their transfer students
which it instituted last year, while refining and improving the
process. Sample college and summary reports for last year are shown
in Appendix B. Refinements will include information abou:

-16- 18



persistence beyond the first year, including time required to earn a
baccalaureate degree. “maagd

The State University is proposing a uniform, statewide program of
reporting to the Community Colleges similar to that of the
University. A sample of the proposed format is contained in Appendix
D. Two differences between the programs are: N

1. The State University will .mot produce separate performance
reports for students who were eligible ‘and ineligible for
freshman admission on the basis of their high school records,
as is done by the University; and

to

The State University data will be for transfer studeats who

were still enrolled in the fall term of the year after they

transferred, while the University performance data are for

students who completed the first year after transfer, some of
whom would not be enrolled in the following fall term.

Both University and State University reports are limited with
respect to providing information about transfer students %ho do not
persist to the end of their first vyear (or the beginning of the
second, in the case of the State Univeérsity), in time to be useful in
preparing this plan. The State laiversity plans to report numbers of
regularly admitted students who persist into the second year:
Performance of those students admitted as eXceptions will be
summarized in a similar but separate report. State University
campuses are also heing asked to work with Community Colleges from
which most of their transfer students flow in an effort to provide
information about the performance of students who do not persist into
the second year. University reports at present do not contain
numbers of students who withdraw during or at the end of their first
vear. Refinement of the present reporting system should make it
possible to obtain such information, although performance data will
not become available for the non-persisting students.

Native/Transfer Student Comparisons
t

The University is planning longitudinal studies which will yield
comparisons of native and transfer students, to be initiated when its
corporate data system is in place in Fall 1980. Data should become
available in time for comparison studies for the 1982-83 or 1983-84
transfer class, in terms of units completed; grade-point averages
(including grade-point averages within specific ranges); and
persistence beyond the first year, including time required to earn a
baccalaureate degree.

Q z-"i?-
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The Stats University is planning to follow native and transfer
students on a continuing basis, along the lines of analysis periormed
in its recent loagitudinal study, Those Who Stay - Phase II.

»

INFORMATION FROM INDEPENDENT COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES

Information about policies, practices, and wvolume of transfer
students from Community Colleges to independent colleges and
universities was furnished by John R. Thelin, Assistant Director,
Association of Independent California Colleges and Universities, in
a memorandum dated December 3, 1979, which appears as Appendix E.

TIMETABLE FOR IMPLEMENTING THE PLAN

Eligibility as Freshmen

High school transcripts for a sample of recent high school graduates
enrolled as first~time freshmen in the Community Colleges in fall
1980 will bé analyzed to obtain an estimate of the aumber and percent
who theoretically are eligible for admission to the University and
the State University on the basis of their high schooi racords.

[P

Eligibility as -Fransfers

An estimate of the number of poteatial transfér students enrolled in
the Community Colleges will be made in spring 1981, using the
techniques described in the memorandum of December 11, 1979, from the
Chancellor's Office of the Community Colleges.

Profiles of Students Who Do and Do Not Transfer

The University and the State University will construct profiles of
students who transfer from the Community Colleges, baginning with
those enrolling for the first time in the Fall Term of 1980. The '
Community Colleges will comstruct a profile of potential transfer
students, as well as estimate <their numbers, for use in mak@ng'
comparisons with the profiles of those who transfer.

Transfer Student Performance
The University will continue to produce an annual report to the

Community Colleges similar to the one distributed in December 1978.
The second report in tha current series is planned for February 1980.

~18- 21
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The State University will begin distribution of a series of similar
reports in the spring of 1981, the first of which will describe the

performance of students who transferred in the 1979 Fall Term aad

were still enrolled a year later.

Native/Transfer Student Comparisons

The University expects to be able to undertake longitudiral studies
for the 1982-83 or 1983-84 class of transfér students, the results of
which will be useful in making native/transfer student comparisons.
The State University completed a native/transfer student comparison
study in May 1979, for classes entering as freshmen in the 1973 Fall
Term and as transfer students in the 1975 Fall Term. It plans to
continue and expand its longitudinal data collection and analysis as
additional data become available. N

N

BARRIERS TO TRANSFER AND PROPOSED SOLUTIONS.

In the joint segmental report to the Legislature, Increasing the Rate
and Retention of Community College Transfers from Underrepresented
Groups, a good deal of attention was given to barriers to transfer
and proposed solutions in the areas of outreach, admissions,
financial aid, and support services. The latter include, in additicn
to EOP/S, academic, career/vocational, and personal counseling;
programs and services for students with disabilities; women's
centers; tutorials and learning skills/assistance centers; child
care centers; and health services. 3everal problems or barriers
which were identified by the segments and summarized in the
Commission staff comments on the report were: 10/

The identification of potential transfer students was the
first problem to be addressed in the report. The segments
agreed that early identification of, and academic
advisement and support services for prospactive transier
students deserved greater attention.

Administrative procedures constituted another problem
area. Forms, regulations, calendars, requirements,
standards, and criteria, particularly in the areas of
admissions and financial aid, were believed to constitute
barriers for some potential transfer students.
Communication and articulation between the segments about
such procedures were viewed as part of the problem.  There
was a feeling that some procedures and criteria we're not
wholly appropriate for the underrepresented groups.
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More specific problems cited in the report relate to (1)
women, whose degree of underrepresentation varies among
academic disciplines and ethnic groups; {2) EOPS transfer
students, whose need for transitional services needs to
be improved and whose understanding of special admissions
and other programs may be poor; and (3) attitudes and
expectations, about special programs in general and about
students with disabilities in particular. Finally, the
segments, noted that support services lend themselves less
readily to intersegmental cooperation than do other areas
dealt with in the report, since students do not receive
those services until they are on the campus. ?ention was
also made c¢f the limited amount of coordination of
support services and programs which now takes place on
various campuses, and the inadequacy of orientation and
academic advising programs for Community College transier
studeats.

~

Summary of Proposed Solutions

The following summary of recommendations for overcoming the barriers
to transfer identified in the joint segmental report was also
orepared by Commission staff as part of its commeants to the
Legislature: 11/

In order to do a better job of identifyiag potential
transfer studeats from underrepresented groups, the
Chancellor of the California Community Colleges plans to:

1. Commit resources in 1979-81 to expand
significantly the Community College information
systems in order to assess accurately the extent
of potential transfers, through a joint statewide
and district systeam to implement the
identification of individuals who should be en-
couraged to transfer [page 8];

[

Identify and provide staff and fiscal resources to
direct a concerted professional development =ffort
- among Community College counselors and faculty,
aimed at improving the rate and retention of
transfers from underrepresanted groups, with
priority for funding under both the EOPS Special
Projects fund and the AB 77 (Handicapped) Program
Development fund [page 8];

3. Cooperate with the Commission in the development
of statewide community advisement centers [page
9}; and .

-~
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4, Identify funding sources which would permit
intersegmental cooperation and innovation in
identifying and recruiting potential transfer
students [page 9].

OQutreach

A total of seventeen proposals have been made by the three
segments to improve outreach, defined as activities which
attract the attention and interest of potential students, )
while offering comprehensive information, £for example,
about opportunities for postsecondary education, admission
requirements, and academic preparation needed for careers.
Outreach was defined in shph a way that most activities
must be done by the four-year segments. Examples of
proposed solutions include: (1) the cataloging and
description of programs and services directed to
underrepresented groups and the dissemination of such
information to the other segments for counseling and
advising (University and State University); (2} the review
and assessment of Community College counselor conferences
with respect to their effectiveness in communicating with
underrepresented groups about services offerad (University
and State University); and (3) the review and assessment
of the level of communication and coordination between EOP
in the University and the State University and EOPS in the
Community Colleges.

Additional joint efforts involviag the three segments wete
described in the area of outreach, which centered on
clarifying the use of the term "disadvantaged;"
identifying 'disablad"™ students who are prospective
transfers; refuesting statistics on the sex, ethnicity,
and physical disability, if any, in successive high school -
graduating classes; cooperation in preparing, funding, and

distributing public service announcements; and, in

general, continuing discussions to insure the flow of

information and the development of cooperative strategies

for regional consortia.

»

Admissions

In the area of admissions, the University and the State
University proposed a total of fifteen actions, and the
three segments jointly proposed four. The latter involved
changing negative perceptions and misinformation about the
climate of their institutions, improving communication and




cooperaction within and between the segments, and
maiataining an "ethical standard practice™ ia counseling
. with respect to what is most beneficial to the student
' versus the institution. Examples of specific actions
which were proposed are: (1) review of publications and
admissions/registration procedures in light of the neéds
of underrepresented 3zroups; (2) consideration of
innovative and experimental admission programs, including
the more creative use of existing requirements and the
review of special action admissions procedures;. (3)
attention to orientation for transfer students; and (4)
encouragement of services such as the College Board's
Talent Roster of OQutstanding Minority Community College
| Students.

Financial Aid

Proposals in the area of financial aid centered on efforts
i to improve the dissemination of consumer-oriented
| financial aid information to potential transfer students,
the elimination of barriers encountered by such students,
the use of peer counselors from State University campuses
to work with transfer students to obtain financial aid,
and, in general, increasing the awareness of poteantial
transfer studeats concerning the availability of financial
aid. Joint efforts included. work with the Studeant Aid
1 Commission, the Postsecondary Education Commission, and
the federal government to simplify and standardize
application forms and the needs analysis process, and the
expansion of ruatreach programs with respect to obtaining
financial aid. . —

wat

]
: H
Support Services,

, Support services for minorities and other disadvantaged
students have tended to be cantered in EOP/S, some
federally funded programs, and, more recently, student
affirmative action. In addition to EOP/S, the segments
offer support services which may include academic,
carser/vocational, and personal counseling; programs and
services for students with disabilities; women's centers;
tutorials and learning skills/assistance centers; child
care centers; and health services. The Community Colleges
stata in the report that they have developed a wider array
of support services to meet the needs of all students than
have the other segments. Six actions wers proposed
jointly by the three segments. These dealt with (1)

ERIC :
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improving data collection procedures to facilitate the
analysis of persistence and performance by the
underrepresented groups; (2) extending campus wide the
successful special-program approaches to support services;
(3) improving counseling and advising for prospective
transfer students; (4) securing federal and institutional
funding for TRIO programs, if those now in operation are
found to be successful; (5) encouraging women to enter
fields ‘which have traditionally been dominated by males;
and (6) seeking funds to implement plans in the segmental
reports on aiding students with disabilities, which were
mandated by the Legislature in ACR 201. -~
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(Sacramento, September 1978). See also, College-Going Rates in
California: 1978 Update (Sacramento, September 1979).
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(Sacramento, May 1979).

University of California, Béyond High School Graduation: Who
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1979).

Ibid.
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Flow of Transfer Students From the California Community Colleges to \
the University of California and the California T
State University and Colleges
(Fall 1978)

Explanatory Notés

1. gCalifornia Community Collage enroliments for Fall 1978
were obtained from an enrollment report submitted annually
. to the Department of Firance by the Chancellor's Office.

2, TFall 1978 data for the University of Califorania were obtained
from an enrollment report submitted by the University to the
CaliZfornia Deparcment of Finance.

3. Iaformation for the California State University and Col-
leges was obtained from Table ¢, Undergraduate Transfers
from California Community Colleges, Fall 1978, published
in the 1978-79 Statistical Report Number 8, ''Crigin of

1978 Fall Term Enrollments."
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Flow of Transfer Students From the California Community Colleges to
the University of California and the California
tate University and Colleges
(Fall 1978)

! i
Community |  Total tivmber of Transfers to ; Nearest E Percent at
College ! Enroilment - csuc ! Nearest
District | for Credit uc Csuc i Campus ; CSUC Campus
; i
Allan San Luis l
Hanceck 7,881 38 189 Obispo i 30%
Antelope i
Valley 5,420 25 141 i Northridge 38
Barstow ; 1,575 A 40 - § -
]
Butte 7,052 19 319 Chico . 36
Cabrillo 9,177 157 292 !san Jese i 38
t
Cerritos 20,523 46 534 { Long Beach ! 42
; Fullerton i 30
!
H
Chaffay ! 10,696 43 336 Pomona i 43
Citrus 8,773 44 275 Pomona : 47
’
Coachella ;
Valley 5,330 28 97 - f -
Coast 59,399 323 L 343 Long Beach ' 46
l : Fullerton ! 28
Compton 5,321 10 ; 170 ;Dominguez f 49
! tHills X
1 i i
]
Contra Costa ' 31,730 300 ! 887 i - : -=
’ EL Camino [ 26,105 152 ! 765  lLong Beach 45
g iDominguez .
H | ; Hills 28
! :
{ .
Foothill- g § ! ‘
DeAnza 32,930 | 313 1,014 ESan Jose t 52
| | |
A-2

-

‘\ JU .
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i
Coumunity Total gNumber of Transfers to Nearast Percent at
Collage Enrollment ; csuc Nearest
District | for Credit | uc csve | Campus CSUC Campus.
i 1
Fremont~
Newark 6,703 17 203 San Jose 37%
Hayward 38
Gavilan 2,386 11 109 - -
Glendale 7,715 50 306  : Northridge 33
| Los Angeles 31
Grossmout 16,001 88 495 San Diego 31
Bartaell 6,359 30 169 - -
Ipperial
Valley 4,659 19 155 Calexico 34
Karn:
3akersfield 11,073 42 442 Bakersfiald 55
Porterville 2,288 9 35 i F- -—
Cerro Coso 3,565 5 40 — -
Lake Tahoe 1,083 0 19 - _—
Lassen 2,590 S 55 -— -
Long Beach 27,353 43 695 Long Beach 74
Los Angeles 122,725 539 3,589 Los Angeles | 72
Northridge --
Dominguez
Hills -
Long 3Beach -
Los Rios 39,478 314 1,668 ! Sacramento 77
Marin 9,933 145 459 San
Francisco 31
Sonoma 28
Mendocino 2,548 2 59 - f -
‘ i
Merced 260 Stanislaus 29
i



; . ' ;
Community Total | Number of Transfers to i Nearest % Percént at
College Enrollment . - csuc ' Nearest
Distzict | for Cradis | uc csuc | Campus | CSUC Campus
{
’ s
Mira Costa 5,612 29 99 San Diago ; 66%
Monterey .
Peninsula 8,194 99 210 - -
i
Mt. San L
Antonio 18,133 38 602 Pomona 45
Mt. San B
T Jacinto 2,545 10 34 - -
Napa ; 5,024 36 179 % - -
North Orange 30,500 113 1,257 Fullerton 55 oy
Long Beach 21
Palo Verde 489 4 7 - -
Palomar 13,714 96 385 San Diego 59
Pasadena 18,460 175 642 j Los Angeles 43
Peralta 30,287 195 613 Hayward 37
San A
Francisco 33
w
Rancho i ‘
santiago 15,122 i 57 381 Fullertoa | 63
Redwoods 8,160 18 245 Humboldt ; 83
! f
Rio Hondo 11,847 22 326 i Fullerton ! 29
t
Riverside 13,422 129 359 San | 33
Bernardino i
3}
Saddleback 18,074 93 292 Fullerton 42
‘ |
San San !
3ernardino 17,827 92 501 ! Bernardino ! 55
]
‘ San Diego 38,694 179 946 San Diego i 83
‘ ! | t t
|
|




H 1
Community Total i Numbér of Transfars to E Nearest Sercent at
College Earollmeént csuc | Nearest
District | for Cradit uc csuc . | Campus ; CSUC Campus
i !
i
San San
Franciscod 24,133 185 913 Trancisce 72%
San Joaquin
Delta 15,700 93 532 | - —-— ¢
San Jose 18,325 28 365 San Jose ‘ 78
!
i
San Luis | San Luis ;
Obispo 4,367 23 164 i Obispo ' 54
San Mateo 30, 425 199 280 San
Francisco 37
San Jose 23
Santa
Barbara 7,78 265 256 - -
Santa
Clarica 2,530 18 112 Northridge 71
Santa
Monica 17,832 253 434 Northridge 47
)
1
Sequoias 7,071 35 298 Fresno 59
hY
Shasta- !
Tehama- |
Trinity 9,328 29 224 - -
Sierra 6,837 53 263 Sacramento 57
Siskiyous 1,761 10 36 - -
Solano 8,583 59 213 - -—
Sonoma 16,277 100 597 Sonoma 46
South
County 17,102 82 511 Hayward A5
!
|

AL




Coumunity ! Tetal Number of Transfars to | Nearest ; Percent at
College ! Enrollment — csuc . Nearsst
' District % for Credit i oc csuc i Campus t CSUC Campus
u 5 i N
State Center 16,849 51 815 | Fresno i 817,
Sweatwater 10,590 35 320 ! San Diego ! 81
Ventura 25,451 223 650 i Northridge | 45
Ventura .
Center E -
Victor ;

Valley 2,919 16 | 64 - -
West Hills 1,810 9 65 i - -
West Kern 1,010 1 25 - -

West Valley 19,440 112 712 Sen Jose ! 66
]
: !

Yosemite 11,153 47 456 i Stanislaus 43

fuba 6,850 28 270 - -~
T E ‘

Total 1,047,167 6,193 31,609 : - -

!




APPENDIX B
Selected Tables From

The December 1978 Reports From the
University of California to the
California Community Colleges

* -Summary of First Year Performance at the University of
California for New Students Entering..Fall Quarters 1975-76,
1976-77, and 1977-78 (Sample Report, Prepared for Each
Community College)

* Summary of First Year Performance at the University of
California for New Students Entering Fall Quarters, bv
Eligibility Status When They Graduated From High School
(Sample Report Prepared for Each Community College)

* Scholarship Record of Fall 1977 Community College Enttrants
for the 1977-78 Academic Year

* Grade-Point Averages of Students at the University of
Califcia Classified by Entering Grade-Point Average,
1977-78, Students From Community Colleges Eligible and
Ineligible at High School Graduation
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ntLIosr  SUMMARY OF FIRST YEAR PERFORMANCE AT THE UNIVEASITY OF CALIFORNIA FOR NEW STUDENTS ENTERING FALL QUAATEAS
SCHOOL ‘ PAGE 27
OISTAICT » N
ELIGIOLE FROM HICH SCHOOL ENELIGIMLE  FROM HIGH SCHOOL
TOYAL | yorag WELOW C | 8 UR ABY | GRADE, POINT AVERAGE TOTAL VEROWC | BORARY GRAADE POINT AVERAGE
YEAH AND CAMPUS | &HTRANTS | 1y carc | na. % HD. X% CHGL ve UL FE INCALC NO, X NO. X CHGO ue Qi
1971578 b el
BERnELEY 27 2 0 00 ' 50 13,622 (2.9 ¢.700" 14 5 25 3 21 {3,227 12.948 {0.u79-
0AVIS ) 0 o 00 0 000,000 Jo.000 {o.a00 k) [ -3 ] Vo3 (3,208 | 2.1%) 1.155-
LOS ANGEVES ' 0 0 0o 0 00 §0,000 y0.000 }0.000 ' 0 00 0 00 [3,666 [2.947 J0.219-
ALVERSIOE [ 0 0 00 0 00 }0.000 |0.000 {o.000 0 0 00, 0 00 |0.000 [0.000 {0.000
SAN dlico ' 0 0 00 0 00 }0.000 {0.000 {0.000 0 0 00 0 00 }0.000 J0.000 {0.000
SANTA (AUZ 2 0 0 00 0 00 }0.000 JO.u00 }0.000 0 0 00 0 00 {0.000 |0.000 |o0.000
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THE ONIVERSTIY OF CALIFQENIA
OFFICE OF TEE ASSISTANT VICE PRESIDENT
STUDENT ACADEMIC SEXVICES
OFFICE OF OUTREACE SERVICES

Seholarship Racozd of Fall 1977 Commummity
Collage Entrants for the 1977-78 Academic Year

Masz fatering Mazn Univarsity
Grade Point Averags .Grade Point Avarage Mean Differential
Eligible Ineligtble Eligible Ineligible Eligible Ineligible

Saxikaley 3.4 3.26 .97 2.72 =47 -.54
Cxris 3.36 3.6 .57 2.52 =43 .35
Irvine 3.28 .3 .95 2.98 -.33 =13
los dngeles 3.3¢ 3.2 .73 . .54 =57 -.48 ’
Riverside 3.3% 3.08 3.09 2.75 -.26 .33
Saz Diago 3.25 3.0 2.87 2.52 -.43 -.51
Santa Barbara 3.2¢ 3.08 2.% 1.62 -.39 -.42
Santa Crux 3.39 3.17

rTotal 3.33 3.10 =.88 2.63 -.47 .47

*Sarba Cruz is ook includad in tatal figures.
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COMMUNITY COLLEGE TRANSFER STUDENTS

THE ONIVERSITY OF CALIFORNTA
OFTICE Of THE ASSISTANT VICE PRESIOENT
STUDINT ACADEMIC SERVICES

SYSTEMMIDF

Grade Poiat Averages of Studests at the Ucivessity of Californis
Classifind by t:x;:tug G.P.A.
1977~

from Cossuzntty Collages Eligible gnd- Yoaligible at High Schoei Geaduation

g.C.
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Eateciong G.P.A.
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ELizible
Toeligible
Tetal

|
Studants

2.00 - 2.2%

ELizible
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Tatal
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Eligible

Iaaligible
Tatal

2.51 - 2.7,

E€ligibl

Toaligible
Total

2.76 - 1.30

Eligihle

Toeligible
Tatal

3.01 - 3.28

Eligible

Laeligible
Tokal

3.16 - 3.%0

€lizible

Ineligible
Tatal

3,83 = 3.75

Ellgible

tasligible
Tatal

3.76 - 4,25

Eligible

tneligible
Tatal

Tetak Craup

sligtble

lneligible
Tetal

ERIC
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Selected Tables From

THOSE WHO STAY - PHASE II,
. STUDENT CONTINUANCE IN
THE CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGES

Technical Memorandum Number Eight, May 1979
Division of Institutional Research
Office of the Chancellor
The California State University and Colleges

Continuation Rates of Fall 1973 CSUC First-Time Freshmen
for Successive Fall Terms

Five-Year Graduation Rates of Fall 1973 CSUC First-Time
Fresnmen by CSUC Campus

continuation Rates of Fall 1975 CSUC Undergraduate Transfers
from California Community Colleges, for Successive Fall
Terms

Three-Year Graduation Rates of Fall 1975 CSUC Undergraduate
Transfers by CSUC Campus

Comparison of Graduation Rates of "Native" and "Transfer"
Students




Campus of
First Attendancs

Bakarstield
Chico
Dominguez Hills
Fresno
Fullerton
Hayward
Humooldt
Long Beach
Los Angeles
Morthridge
Pomoana’
Sacramento
San 3ernardino
San Diego

San Francisco
San Jose

San Luis Obispo )

Sonoma
Stanustaus

Systemwide

*Students not identified by Socral Security Numoer in Fall 1973, Campus data not included in totals.

TABLE 1

At Same Camous

Within The System

CONTINUATION RATES OF FALL 1973 CSUC FIRST-TIME FRESHMEN
FOR SUCCESSIVE FALL TERMS

Enrolled
Fall 1973 1974
239  .586
1,364  .758
331 659
1,187  .731
1,507  .728
1,090 619
896  .594
2,259 698
1.069  .725
2,320 .705
{1,094) -
. 1,037 .890
Coan .559
2566  .746
1,366  .743
2,128  .657
1,923 .759
118 577
155  .839
22,066  .708

1975

423
.83
474
603
.564
451
498
.583
.532
.545
.530
379
.552
.545
513
518
.328
.387

.540

1976

.360
.488
372
511
471
372
.402
481
443
463
458
318
479
456
459
555
239
335

461

1977

.208
.302
.269
352
.348
.236
318
.370
.349
.362
.325
.204
344
.322
.323
332
.153
.168

326

1978

17
.104
.108
.186
.165
122
124
.186
.242
.202
.163
.085
172
.176
.154
AN
.081
.084

.160

1974

.728
790
.700
754
.758
648
732
a2
.746
.736
g1
811
.768
774
8575
.783
517
677

735

19785

539
.545
549
.648

529

515
574
590
572
.588
.579
454
.604
597
.533
674
418
486

593

1976

.468
.570
441
.562
551
.455
510
529
435
.5186
.508
426
551
.506
.508
615
.J61
451

526

1977

322
384
.335
.403
417
323
4186
427
.386
421
.J68
308
414
.367
373
403
277
264

391

1978

175
.156
178
217
.216
A77
.195
231
.265
244

197
165
220
.208
.186
.165
174
.148

.206




Campus of
First Attendancs

Bakersfieid
Chico
Dominguez Hills
Fresno
Fuilerton
Hayward
Humboidt

Long Beach

Los Angeles
Northridge

* Pomona*

Sacramento

San 3ernardino
San Diego

$an Francisco
San Jose

San Luis Obisno
Sonoma
Stanisliaus

Systemwide

FIVE-YEAR GRADUATION RATES OF FALL 1973
CSUC FIRST-TIME FRESHMEN 8Y CSUC CAMPUS

Enrolied
Fall
1973

239
1,364
33
1,187
1,807
1.090
. 896
2,259
1,069
2,320
{1.094)
1,037
211
2,586
1,366
2,128
1,923
418
155

22,066

TABLE 4

Graduated At Graduated At

Same Campus Other Campus
Number Rate "Number Rats
62 .259 12 050
510 .374 54 .040
62 .187 14 .042
413 .348 34 029
431 .286 54 036
228 .209 46 042
207 .231 48 .054
586 259 a7 021
145 136 14 .013
517 223 65 .028
266 257 25 .024
48 227 9 .043
630 .265 86 .034
360 .264 28 .020
574 270 52 024
652 339 65 .034
66 158 27 .065
k}:] .245 9 058
5,845 .265 689 031

Rate
All
Campuses

310
413
.230
377
322
.251
.285
.280
149
251
281
270
299
284
294
373
222
303

.286

*Students aot identified by Sacial Security Number in 1973. Campus data not included :n tocals.

Note: Graduation rates may not add horizontally to total due to independent rounding.
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TABLE 12

CONTINUATION RATES OF FALL 1975 CSUC UNDERGRADUATE TRANSFERS
FROM CALIFORN!Q‘EOMMUN!TY COLLEGES,
FOR SUCCESSIVE FALL TERMS

Enrolled *

Campus of Fall At Same Campus Within The System  _
First Attendance 1975 1976 1977 1978 1976 1977 1978
Bakersfield 376 .559 324 181 .601 378 218
Chico 2,046 .687 453 205 739 *.529 261
Dominguez Hills 1,124 659 431 214 .693 474 244
Frasno 1,822 722 .490 237 741 528 267
Fullerton 2,599 679 437 225 .709 476 259 -
Hayward 1,078 576 .353 162 .608 410 .199
Humboldt 833 677 501 .236 731 565 .294
L.ong Seach 3,798 .678 .466 .254 .709 .508 291
Los Angeles 042 637 427 .257 .656 455 .286
Northridge 2,550 - .5680 473 .241 .704 .502 271
Pomona 1,583 .663 455 226 J0 505 263
Sacramento 2775 673 436 .207 .705 474 .240
San 8ernardino 646 .551 .339 .166 .604 .389 204
San Oiego 3,352 .704 478 .240 .783 .537 .285
Calexico Canter 79 .684 .506 278 .696 519 .316
San Francisco 2,803 .668 425 .203 .698 .463 .235
San Jose 3,100 .674 .437 .198 .598 464 .223
San Luis Obispo 1,405 .752 564 234 .805 .621 .283
Sonoma 964 .818 . .326 .157 .649 .368 .201
Stanislaus 554 567 .357 .164 593 412 .193
Systemwide 35,527 871 .448 .220 .705 .490 257
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TABLE 13

THREE-YEAR GRADUATION RATES OF FALL 1975 CSUC
UNDERGRADUATE TRANSFERS 8Y CSUC CAMPUS

) Enrolled . Graduated At . Graduated At Rate
Campus of Fall Same Campus ~ ~ Other Campus All
First Attendance 1978 Number Rate Number Rate Campuses
Sakerstield 376 110 293 5 013 .306
Chico 2.046 781 .382 51 .02% 407
Dominquez Hills 1,124 360 320 8 .007 327
Frasno 1,822 728 400 14 .008 .407
Fullerton 2,539 876 337 31 .012 349
Hayward 1,078 278 258 13 .012 270
Humboidt 833 293 352 19 .023 375
Long Beach 3,796 1,211 319 44 .012 .331
Los Angeles 2,042 480 235 12 .008 241
Northridge 2,530 794 311 29 011 323
Pomons ) 1,583 382 241 13 .008 .250
Sacramento 2,775 91 332 42 015 347
San dernardino 546 199 308 16 .025 .333
San Diego 3.352 1,135 339 76 .023 .361
Calexico Canter 79 22 278 0 .000 278
San Francisco 2.803 905 323 33 .012 335
San Jose 3.100 1,125 363 a7 .015 378
San Luis Obispa 1.405 an 335 . 35 .025 .360
Sonoma 964 350 363 15 018 379
Stanisiaus 554 182 329 10 .018 347
Consortium 0 0 .000 0 .000 .000
Systemwide 35,527 11,503 327 513 .014 341

Note: Graduation rates may not add horizontaily due %o independent rounding.
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COMPARISON OF “NATIVE” AND “TRANSFER” STUDENTS

In arder to compare graduation rates of “native’ and “transfer”
students, samples were seiected from the two study groups. The Fall
1973 first-time freshmen (“'native”) who graduated from high
schaol in 1973 and wer2 in attendance at a CSUC campus in Fali
1975 were compared with Califarnia Community College transfers
who had graduated from high schaol in 1973 and transferred to
CSUC in Fail 1975. The graduation rates for thess students, within
five years after graduation from high schgol, were .468 for
“transfer” students and .399 for “native” students.

FIGURE L: GRAQUATION RATES OF “NATIVE” AND “TRANSFER"” STUOENTS

Fall 1973 Fall 1975 Graduation
- - - Thru 1977.78
“Native'* First-Time Eamm—— in __'_’.
4 Freshmen Attendance Male .359
/ To In Female 51
/ csuc csue Total - 497
1973 // ‘
High A
Schoeol \
Graduates \ ) N
\ Fall 1975 Graduation
Q.L - Thru 1977-78
" " First-Time 3 ' SN
Teansfer Ereshmen Transfer | Male .430
To To Female .505
cce csuc Total .468
TABLE 21
COMPARISON OF GRADUATION RATES OF "NATIVE”
AND “"TRANSFER"” STUDENTS
Enralled
Fall Graduation Rates
1975 Through 1977-78
Native Students”
Male 8,074 459
Female 1.016 534
Total 13,090 499 -
Transfers®
Male 3.070 430 |
Female . 3,043 505 1
Total 8113 468 |
“Eall 1973 first-time frashmen in attendance Fall 1975, o |

*Fall 1975 CCC transfers who graduated from high schoal in 1973.

45




APPENDIX D

*# The Califotrnia State University and Colleges First-Time
Student Performance Report--Undergraduate Transfers
(Proposed Format)

[T
<




1-a

ERI!

INSTITUTION:
Numbder
Tatal Aduitizd
Trensfins "
CSUC Campus Ennviled  Escoptrent
Baregshild 0 0
Chico 19 2
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Sonome | 0
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47
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THE CALIFURNIA STATE UNIVEHSITY ANU COLLEGES SAMPLE

FIRST-TIME STUOENT PEAFORMANCE REPONT ~ UNDERGRADUATE THANSFERS

Octteramtiat
Between
Number OISTRIBUTIUN OF CUNTINUING STUDENTS Aveage  Troiter .
Aveage  withNe 8Y CAMPUS GPA INTERVAL Fint Year GPA —'COMPARATIVE GPAs
SCU ot GPA Cimpus  Campus  ANCCC  ANUG ANCSUC Al
CSUC  Hepuited 001149 1.50159 200243 250299 300349 350400  GrA GPA Toamfus  Transfars  Natves  SBidents
- - . . - - - - - ~- 266 2.66 2.64 20
16.27 U‘ v | 3} ! 3} 3 286 Y n N 219 wn
- - . - - - - - - m 2,85 21% YR
1395 - v 0 1 0 2 ' X)) 10.20 an 216 X ]| 8
11.82 4 8 % 66 1 16 o (2L 0.18 m an .18 ral]
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13.90 0 0 | 3 \ 3} 2 289 036 an 245 2.46 28
1293 v 0 4 13 11} 20 14 291 on (Y] 2.8 wn L1
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APPENDIX E

Letter from the Association of Independent
California Colleges and Universities

on

The Independent Campuses and the Community College
Transfer Students: Policy, Practices, and Patterns
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.l * assoclaTION of INDEPENOENT CRLIFOANIA COLLEGES ANO UNIYERSITIES
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!
5 Dacamber 1979

TC: Corothy M. Kncell
California Postsecondary Education Commission

FROM: John R. Thelin
Assistant Qirector, AICCU

The Independent Campuses and the Community College
. Transfer Students: Policy, Practices, and Patterns

The AICCY Research Staff has prepared and submitted this
summary report to the CPEC Task Force on Admissions and.
Articulation ta demonstrata the independent college and
university segment's concern and invclvement with increasing
the rata and retention of community college transfer students.
Qur report attempts to grovide information in two areas:

* Published and pubklic statements of policy towaxd
community college transfers which have been dis-
tributed by AICCU and by its member institutions.

* Data which contributes to analysis of the extent
to which the publications and policy statements
are being pursued and fulfilled.

Tcgether, these two areas enabla statewide planning in higher
educdtion to gauge the size and significance of the independernt
campuses in articulation == and to identify hetter both
problems and solution strategies. Specifically, we have
Lnvestigated and prepared the data with the following questions
in mind:

* Significance: To what extent have the independent
campuses played a numerically important role in
community college transfer patterns?

* Accomodation: How many spaces (and what-percentage of
total undergraduata spaces) have AICCU institutions
provided for prospective cocmmunity college transfer
students?
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* Access: Have the independent campusas encouriaged

community college transfer applicants, with
. special attention to the needs and questicns

which these studants bring to the four-year
institution? [n other words, have the indegendent
campuses gone beyond merely "making space
available" tcward comprehensive provision for
attracting, informing, and admitting the ccmmunity
college students? >

* Attractiveness: Given-'the above efforts made by
the independent campuses, to what extsant have
the curricula, pregrams, and educational oppor-
tunities offered by the campuses been perceived
(and accepted) by the cocmmunity college transfer
students as worthwhile and realistic?

Sihce AICCU is not a system, it is neither possible nor
procer to posit a single set of standaxzds by which the

AICCU member institutions appraise transcripts and edu-
caticnal records presantad by community college transfer
students. We do find, however, that the 36 member institutions
do share a general commitment to encouraging applications
frem community college:transfar students. For example,

each year AICCU publishes and distributes an elaborate
informational brochure designed especially for the community
college transfer student. Attached for the Task Force's
gerusal is a sample copy of When It's Time to Transfer. .

Consider Going Independent. Accoraing to the AICCU Publications
staff, copies of the brochure were distributed as follcws:

20,000 brochures were printed and distributed in 1978.

The Counseling O0ffice and Career Canter at each

California Community College were sant cover letters

with invitation and instruction for ordering copies , gratus.

urthermore, the AICCU Counselor's Directory and #andbook
has been sent to community colleges throughout the state.
Both the student brochure and the counseler's director
provide informaticn on specific campuses and on programs,
tinancial aid, ceadlines which are of general interest.

Directors of Admissions at AICCU member institutions report
that participation 1a and representation at College Fairs
and Cocllege Days sponsored by community collages are
reqular and recurrent garts ¢f the admissions staff
activities.
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A raviaw of admissions offices and practices in the AICCU
Siractory indicates that each four-year undergraduate
college does have provision for accepting applications

from community college transfers -- gdither at the same

time that applications from high school seniors are received,
or, in some cases, Directors of Admissions have added

times throughdéut the year when transfer applications are
considered.

Cemmunity College transfer students cconstitute a significant
part of the undergraduate enrollment within AICCU institutions.
Our survay of 39 independent colleges and universities which
offar the bachelor's degree includes the following data for
Fall 1978:

* 8,066 community college transfer students enrollad
at AICCU campuses

How significant is this figure? During the same academic
period, the 3% AICCU institutions enrolled 15,266 students.
Hence, in a given academic year, community college transfer
students representaed mors than one~third of all undergraduates
who enrolled for the first time in California's inuapendent
campuses.

We know of no benchmark which signifies wholly saqund policy
or practice in an undergraduate college's mix of enrollees
from secondary schecl and from community college transfers.
However, if one assumes that parity achieves balance, a
ratio of community college transfers enrolled to first time
freshmen enrolled does provide a useful index: i.e., a
campus which enrolled the same number of community college
transfers as it enrolls freshmen from secondary school would
have 2n index of 1.0. Using this indicator, our sucvey
ceveals the fallowing configurations: .

~
Y

* Qver 73X ¢f the AICCU institutions have an index
of 0.25 or better

* Qvar 45X of the AICCU institutions have an index
of 0.50 or better

* Qvar 19%& of the AICCU institutions have an index
of 0.75 or hetter

* Quvar 16% of the AICCU institutions have an index
of 0.90 cr better
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* The index for all AICCU iastitutions surveyed
is 0.53

Earollment figures reveal only part of the complex pracess

of student choice and institutional attraction. By looking
at the application and admissions figures which accompany

the 8,066 cocmmunity college transfers who anrolled as the
independent campuses we can obtain increasingly sophisticatad
analyses of the nultiple step prccess in college choice

and college attendance.

Survey data suggests that AICCU institutions succeeded in
attracting applications from cemmunity college transfer
students, and that these applicants qualified for admission
at a high rate. Specifically, 18,812 community collega
transfer students applied for admission; frcm +hat apvlicant
pool, 13,800 wers ofered admissicn, and 8,066 acceptad

the offer. Translated ints percentaces, almost 75% of

the community ccllege transfers who appliad to AICCU camzuses
wete granted admission; and, almost 60% chcse =o enroll.
Clearly, this demonstrates a good match between institutions
and individuals. We do not discern any ‘syndrome whereby
comnunlity college transfer applicants aras given false

hopes or unrealistic counsel; i.e., those who have chosen

to apply usually aras offerad admission, and usually choose
0o enrsll.

The aggregate data masks a number of interesting and important

campus case studies. Mills College, a liberal arts collage
fcr women in Qakland, indicates the accessibility which the
four-year independent campus holds for California's commundity
college transfer students. Mills Collega received appli-
cations from 200 ccmmunity c¢ollege +ransfer students; 160
were offered admission, and 119 chose to enroall. This was

an application/ admission yield of 0.30 and an admission/

anrollment yiald of 0.69. And, Mills Ccllega's entering -

freshman class was 190 -- suggesting admirable balance and
mix in instituticnal compesition.

In many cases, a community college transfer applicant stands
A better chance of gaining admission to a college than does

4 secondary school senior who applies for freshman admission.
At Pomona Collage, for example, 47% of applicants far frash-
man admission were offered admissicn:; during the same year,
49% of the community collage transfer applicants were offered
admissicn. A similar pattern emerges in the data for the
University of Southern Califarnia where 5 X of the freshman
applicants were admitted and 56% cf the community college
transfer students who 2pplied wera admitted.
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As suggested by the index summaries presanted on page 3,

a number of AICCU member institutions have exceptionally
high numbers and percentages of students who transferred
from community coclleges. Goldern Gate University in San
Francisco enrolled 55 freshmen last year, while enrolling
311 community college transfer students. This i3 an index
of 5.65.

These summaries and inventories offer a positive and en-
couragiang preliminary answer to ‘the questicns of accgess,
accomodation, and attractiveness which the independenmt
four-year campuses hold for those students at California's
cenmunity ccllages who wish to pursue the bachelor's degres.
Cne area t¢ which we would like to briang your research

and your discussicn is that of information and counsel
which community college transfer students receive while
enrolled at the cocmmunity college; i.e., do these students
receive sufficient information and advice concesrning the
indegendent colleges as an option? Are the advising and
counsel staffs at California's community colleges aware of
and supportive of the diverse and sound educational programs
available to their advisees and cocunselees? ‘Cooperation

at this crucial juncturs will ke integral to increasing

the rate of transfer from the community college to the in-
dezendent four-year campus.

-
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APPENDIX F

Numbers of Community Collage Students Who Transferred to the

University of California and the California State
University and Colleges, 1965-1978, Together
With Numbers of First-Time Freshmen . ¢

Explanatory Notas

-

Information about numbers of first-time freshmen and

transfer
from the
Colleges

students in the Statas University was obtained
most recent California State University and
Statistical Abstract (July 1978) and Report

8 of the
versity,

1978~79 Statistical Report of the State Uni-
"Origin of 1973 Fall Term Enrollments.”

Similar information for University of Califormia students
through Fall 1973 was obtained from these same sources.
Information for subsequent years was obtained from Uni-
versity internal reports and worksheets, except for

1977 and

1978 transfer student data which werz ootained

from raports submitted by the University to the California
Department of Finance.
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APPENDIX F g

Numbers of Ccmmunity College Students Who Transferred to the
University of Calijfernia and the California State
University and Colleges, 1965-1978, Together
With Numbers of First-Time Freshmen from
California High Schools

Y

Community Collage Transfer Students

First-Time Frashmen

Tall Term Only

2 | — e —— o - a——

Year : Fall Term ! Full Year
1 H o
, ue | csuc % csuc ue csucH
i
1565 ' 2,948 14,5603 - - 14,023
1966 3,761 19,295 -— 12,341 15,574
1967 3,702 22,059 - 13,072 15,082
1963 3,785 26,596 - 11,665 18,844
1950 4,458 28,207 43,963 12,066 17,539
1970 5,166 29,059 49,245 13,233 18,9684
1971 6,154 32,544 52,989 13,437 19,306
1972 7,183 34,519 53,820 | 14,353 32,094
, ;
1973 L 8,193 33,089 51,335 | 15,011 22,210
.. !
1974 i 7,813 32,646 51,144 . 14,915 22,886
!
i
1973 | 8,002 35,537 52,917 15,450 23,239
1975 § 7,123 32,633 51,230 14,933 23,498
!
1977 i 6,392 34,001 51,159 14,820 23,867
1978 | 6,193 31,509 - 15,850 24,668
&
|
|

during the full year,

DEC 10 1982

*Fall statistics cepresent about 90% of first-time freshmen who enter

ERIC Clearinghouse for Junior Colleges




