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compared to a decrease of 7.9% for the district overall; (6) an
analysis of fall-to—spring enrollment for the first year after the
new fees revealed that the number of new/returning students declined
by 14.6% from pre~fee years; and (7) the largest decreases were for
older, part-time, working adult students. Data for similar surveys
performed by other colleges in the district, comments by individual
respondents, and the survey instrument are included. (MAB)
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LIMITING ACCESS BY DEGREES:
STUDENT PROFILES PRE AND POST THE FEES

Executive Summary

In August 1992 the California Legislature increased fees for all California community college
students by 67% (from $6 to $10 per unit), imposed an additional "differential fee" of $40 per unit
for students already holding a bachelor’s degree or higher (making their increase 733%), and
removed the “cap" which had previously held total fees per semester to a maximum of $60. To
provide information needed by the district and its colleges to plan for the future, the Los Rios
Community College District Office of Planning and Research (OP&R) undertook a series of
research activities to determine the effect of the fees on district enrollments (all students and "BA+"
students). This report summarizes the results of these various activities and suggests some policy
implications which warrant consideration.

BA+ Survey and Study

»  Computer records identified 4,009 BA+ students in Fall 1992 (8.3% of the district’s 48,137
total enrollment). These students were surveyed by mail to elicit information about their
educational goals, employment status, enrollment patterns, household income, possible
eligibility for one of the state-defined exemption categories, and plans for future enrollment.

»  Responses were received from 1,475 students (37% of those surveyed). The respondents
included more women, older and white students than in the survey population; thus, survey
results could not be considered representative of ali BA+ students in Los Rios. Survey
highlights include the following:

- Almost 60% were attending for job-related reasons; 74% were employed either full-time
or part-time; and 11% were unemployed and seeking work.

- Nearly 72% were taking fewer than six units; 63% were attending only in the evenings.

- Almost two-thirds had received their bachelor’s degree from the CSU or UC systems, but
fully one-third had graduated from a private or out-of-state institution.

- Only 10% were partially or fully reimbursed for their educational expenses by their

employer, and only 12% thought they would qualify for an exemption from the
differential fee.

- 23% reported household incomes of under $20,000; 36% had $20,000-$39,999; and 36%
had incomes of $40,000 or over.
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- Almost half of the respondents said they did nov plan to reenroll in Spring 1993, the great
majority (65%) because they felt the new fees would make college too expensive.

. Almost half of the respondents added individual comments. Most cited the fact that their
BA degrees were outdated or did not prepare them for the current job market: many were

taking classes to maintain license/certification requirements; others mentioned the value
of lifelong education.

BA+ Enrollments and Course-taking Patterns, Fall 1992 and Spring 1993

| 4

In Fall 1992, 4,009 Los Rios BA+ students were enrolled in a total of 6,557 courses (a student
can enroll in more than one course, and at more than one college). In Spring 1993, 2,413

BA+ students were enrolled in 4,001 courses (a 40% decline in students: a 39% decline in the
number of courses they took).

Of the "top ten" departments in terms of BA+ student enrollments in Fall *92, eight showed
enrollment losses substantially greater than the overall 39% decline. Hardest hit were real
estate, PE/recreation, and Spanish (declines of 50% or more). others included computer
information science, mathematics, English, accounting and art. Enrollments in biology and
chemistry declined by only around 9%, and physics joined the “top ten” in Spring 1993.

Student Profiles (All Students/BA+ Students) Pre and Post the Fees

For this analysis, Spring 1992-to-Spring 1993 data were used to conform to the time frame used
for a statewide Fee Impact Study sponsored by the CCC Chancellor’s Office, in which Los Rios
was participating. Highlights of these comparisons include the following:

| 4

Districtwide enrollment declined by 8% and BA+ enrollments dropped 47% in Spring 1993
compared to Spring 1992. (One year earlier--Spring 1992 compared to Spring 1991--district
enrollment had increased by 4%.) Stated another way, 56% of the district’s spring-to-spring
enrollment decline was due to the loss of LA+ students.

The proportions of men and women districtwide remained exactly the same for the two Spring
semesters (56% women, 44% men). The proportion of women among BA+ students was
slightly higher (58%) in 1992 and even higher (62%) in 1993.

Overall, the district lost proportionately more Caucasidn (-12%) and African American (-10%)
students than any other ethnic group between Spring 1992 and Spring 1993. Among BA+
students, losses were proportionately greater among African Americans, Latinos and American
Indians, while the decline in Caucasians mirrored the overall decline ir. BA+ students.

Overall, the district lost proportionately more older than younger students: in fact, the
percentage decline increased consistently with each age group. For BA+ students, no clear
pattern emerged with respect to age groups.

There was a distinct shift from evening to day courses, and from lighter to heavier unit loads,
among all students as well as BA+ students: however, almost 78% of BA+ students were still
taking fewer than six units in Spring 1993.
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For all students as well as BA+ students, the proportions enrolled for vocational reasons
dropped sharply, those with transfer goals declined somewhat, and those enrolling with "no
degree or occupational objective" increased substantially in 1993 compared to 1992. A slight
distinction appeared among BA+ students: those with specific occupational degree or
certificate goals increased slightly, while those taking courses simply to acquire or upgrade job
skills decreased substantially.

With respect to enrollment status, Spring 1993 saw an increase in the number and proportion
of students who were "new, never attended college before." The number of continuing
students remained stable, but there were substantial declines among returning students and
those who were transferring to Los Rios after attending a four-year school. Among BA+
students, the proportion of continuing students increased sharply (although actual numbers
declined) while the proportions of new and returning students dropped by 61%.

Who Stayed/Who Left/New and Returning Students (1991-92 and 1992-93)

To gain a different perspective on the impact of fees on enroliment, full-year statistics were
analyzed to determine the proportions of students who Stayed (continued from one Fall semester
to the following Spring semester); Left (attended in Fall but not in the following Spring); or New
(transfers to Los Rios from other schools) or Returning Students (reenrolled in Spring but had not
attended the previous Fall). These three cohorts were identified for Fall 1991-Spring 1992 (the pre-
fees base year) and for Fall 1992-Spring 1993 (post fees).

| 4

The greatest change between the two years occurred not with those who Stayed, nor with those
who Left, brt with the tremendous decline in the number of New/Returning Students in Spring
1993 compared to Spring 1992.

- The cohort who Stayed declined by only 819 students (3%); the cohort who Left rose by
only 287 students (1%); while the cohort who came as New/Returning Students declined
by 3,057 students (15%) in Spring 1993 compared to Spring 1992.

- Total enrollment in any Spring semester includes students continuing from the previous
Fall plus New/Returning Students in the Spring. Comparing Spring 1993 to Spring 1992,
79% of the net loss was due to the decline in New/Returning Students, and only 21% was
due to the drop in the number who Stayed from the previous semester.

- Changes in student demcgraphic and enro*'ment characteristics of these cohorts confirmed
trends already discussed in this report.

The Income Question

Data on Los Rios students’ household income are suggestive at best, since the new application tor
admission form which includes an income question has only been in use quite recently.

| 4

In Spring 1992 very few students had completed the new form: by Fall 1992 about a third had,
and by Spring 1993 about half had. Of those who completed the new form, about 80%
provided income information. Thus the available income data represent responses from
approximately 31% of the district’s total enrollment in Fall 1992 and 46% in Spring 1993.



» InFall 1992 around 21% reported household incomes of less than $10,000; 22% had $10,000
t0 $24,999; 16%, $25,000 to $39,999: 21%, $40,000 or more; and 20% checked "declined to
state." In Spring 1993, comparable percentages were 23% under $10,000; 23% from $10,000
t0 $24,999; 15.5% from $25,000 to $39,999: 20%, $40,000 or more; and 19% "declined to

state." It would appear that Los Rios had a larger proportion of lower income students in
Spring 1993, after the imposition of fees.

»  Further analysis of the student income data revealed that all ethnic minority groups responded
to the income question in proportions greater than their respective proportions in the total
district population. Since 1990 Federal census statistics indicated that ethnic minority grcups
in the Sacramento region generally had ;ower incomes than whites, the hot :»*a0ld incomes for
all Los Rios students might actually be somewhat higher than the above fiures indicate.

Policy Implications

For many years, California prided itself on its high-quality public higher education s: -*em that was
essentially "tuition free." In the late 1980s a modest fee was imposed (and later increased); in
1992 the California Legislature enacted a drastic 67% increase (from $6 to $10 per unit) in fees for
all students, plus an additional "differential fee” of $40 per unit for students holding BA degrees
or higher, and removed the “cap" or maximum per semester.

The debates regarding fees for higher education took place with little or no actual background data
on student income levels and other relevant factors. This report, among others, seeks to fill that
policy void. Other policy bodies now addressing this issue include CPEC, the Assembly Higher
Education Committee, the Legislative Analyst, and the CCC Chancellor’s Office in cooperaiion with
The RP (Research and Planning) Group. If all these policy bodies come together, educational
policy analysis may yet inform--or at least enhance--the fees debate.

The Limits to Access

What is known of the impact of fees thus far? In Los Rios, BA+ enrollments declined by almost
half and total enrollments feil by 8% from Spring 1992 to Spring 1993: statewide the decline was
almost 10%. Most of the BA+ students in Spring ’92 enrolled for occupational reasons: of those
who enrolled in Spring ’93, many fewer came for job-related reasons.

Overall, we lost proportionately more white students than any other ethnic group; more older than
younger students: more evening than day students; and more part-time than full-time students. /n
short, we lost the older, part-time, working adult students--the kind of students who have accounted
for the majority of the growth in community college enrollment over the last two decades.

As we moved from being the junior colleges of the 1960s to the community colleges of the 1990s
we have provided lifelong retraining, reentry and related learning opportunities focused on keeping
California’s adul¢ population employable and employed. Given California’s current economic
situation, this is still important.

If the shifts in student profile evidenced in Los Rios are true statewide, we may be observing a
legislatively mandated shift back to being junior, rather than community, colleges. If this is in fact
the legislative intent, is should be discussed in planning and policy circles rather than simply being
allowed to happen as an unintended result of budgetary compromises.
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LIMITING ACCESS BY DEGREES:
STUDENT PROFILES PRE AND POST THE FEES

INTRODUCTION

When the California Legislature finally passed a budget measure in August 1992, one of its most
startling features was a 67% increase in tuition fees for community college students (from $6 per
unit to $10 per unit), plus an additior | $40-per-unit "differential fee" for students already
holding a bachelor’s degree or higher, effective for the Spring 1993 semester. Perhaps even more
drastic was the removal of the "cap" so that studerts would be charged the same for every unit,
with no upper limit (previously, students were chaged a maximum of $60 for ten or more units).

Across the state, districts faced an uncertain future: what would be the effect of the new fees?
Would enrollments drop precipitously? In what areas of the curriculum? Would the
baccalaureate students disappear, faced as they were with a 733% increase in their fees? What
about the rest of the students: would $10 per unit be a barrier to many, or would they absorb
the new fees and return after the initial "sticker shock"? Would the new fees result in enroliment
losses, in different types of students coming, or in better persistence?

In order to help understand and plan for the changes anticipated due to the new fees, the Los
Rios District’s Office of Planning and Research (OP&R) begari what would become a four-part
study of the effects of the new fees: a survey of the Fall 1992 baccalaureate students to ask them
about the potential effects of the new fees on their educational plans; an analysis of the
baccalaureate students’ course-taking patterns and demographics; an analysis of the entire Los
Rios student population and its profile pre and post the fees; and an analysis of who continued
and who did not in the years before and after the new fees. The sections which follow address
a.d answer the questions of how we are limiting access by degrees, and look at our colleges’
student profiles pre and post the fees.

BACCALAUREATE STUDENT SURVEY AND STUDY

Background

Faced with the reality of a new $40-per-unit differential fee for baccalaureate and higher degree-
holding students attending community colleges--and with the imposition of that fee mid-year--the
district began to assess the potential results. Since such sharp fee increases could affect
enrollments and class offerings already scheduled for Spring 1993, the Los Rios district wanted
to know the answers to several key questions about its baccalaureate students:

1. How many current students (Fall 1992) already held bachelor’s or higher degrees, and
what proportion of the districtwide enroliment did they represent?

2. What courses were these students enrolled in? How marny units were they taking?



3. What were their demographic characteristics and what were their reasons for enrolling?
4. Did they plan to reenroll in Spring 1993, when their fees would increase to $50 per unit?

S. Were they eligible for one of the exemption categories for which the differential fee could
be waived?

6. What were the income levels of these students?
7. Did the answers to these questions differ by college?

The answer to the first question was easy to obtain: computer records showed that 4,009 Fall
1992 Los Rios students had indicated on their application for admission that they held a

bachelor’s degree or higher, and that these 4,009 represented 8.3% of the district’s total
enrollment of 48,137.

To answer the remaining questions, the OP&R staff :athered data from two sources: a survey
mailed to the students themselves, and an analysis of the baccalaureate students’ course-taking
patterns using information on the district's mainframe computer. (Note: The OP&R also
prepared an analysis of Fall 1992-Spring 1993 student demographics and other characteristics;
however, because L.os Rios later agreed to participate in a multidistrict project sponsored by the
California Community Colleges Chancellor’s office using spring-to-spring data, the fall-spring
material is not included here. The spring-to-spring comparisons are described later in this report.)

The following paragraphs discuss various findings using districtwide data; detailed summaries
of the survey responses and the computer analyses were prepared for each of the district’s three

colleges and the Placerville Center, as well as for the district as a whole, and are included in the
Appendix.

The BA+ Student Survey Results

The Los Rios Office of Planning and Research developed a questionnaire to be sent to the 4,009
Fall 1992 "BA+" students to elicit information about their plans for the Spring 1993 semester and
their reactions to the new fees. The fact that Los Rios was planning a survey to address the BA+
differential fee issue became known very quickly, and OP&R responded to several requests to
share its draft questionnaire with other community college districts. Chabot College, among
others, surveyed their BA+ students using many of the same questionnaire items as Los Rios, and
acknowledged Los Rios’ assistance when presenting their findings at a statewide research
conference in March 1993. This intercollegiate cooperation has the advantage of providing
"coiparable data" on issues of mutual interest, making each set of findings more useful than
either alone.



The final version of Los Rios’ questionnaire included itemis on the student’s educat nal goal,
major program of study, employment status, number of units enrolled in for the Fall 1992
semester, day/evening attendance pattern, location(s) of classes (i.e., main campus/outreach
center, etc.), and type of college or university that had granted the baccalaureate degree. There
were also items on finances: employer reimbursement of educational expenses (if any), annual
household income, and possible eligibility for one of the state-defined exemption categc ‘es for
which the $40-per-unit "differential” fee could be waived. The last question asked whether the
student planned to reenroll in a Los Rios college in Spring 1993, and if not, why not. Space was
also provided for students to add comments of their own.

The questionnaire was mailed with a cover letter signed by the district’s Chancellor explaining
the new fees and a sheet defining each of the exemption categories: dislocated worker, displaced
homemaker, student on public assistance (AFDC, SSI, etc.), and student paying nonresident
tuition. First class mail was used, and a preaddressed postage-paid envelope was included.

Responses were received from 1,475 students (an overall response rate of 37%). The respondent
population did vary from the survey population, with more women, older and white students
among the respondents as compared to the total survey population, and therefore could not be
considered representative of the entire BA+ student population. In terms of demographics, 76%
of the respondents were over 30 years old, 65% were women, and 23% were ethnic minorities.

Copies of the questionnaire showing survey results for each Los Rios college are included in the

Appendix of this report; highlights of the survey results for the district as a whole include the
following:

» Almost 60% of the BA+ students were attending for job-related reasons; 9% were
earning transfer units toward a different degree; and 26% were enrolled for personal
development.

» More than half (§5%) were employed full-time and 19% part-time.

» Surprisingly, 11% were unemployed and seeking work, higher than the unemployment
percentage statewide or in the Sacramento region at the time of the survey.

» Almost 72% were taking fewer than 6 units, and 63% were attending only during the
evenings.

» Almost half (47%) of these students received their baccalaureate degrees fromi the CSU
system and 17% from the UC system. Fully a third (34%) received their degrees from
either independent (private) or out-of-state institutions.

» Two out of three (65%) said their employer provided no financial assistance toward their
educational expenses, and only 10% were partially or fully reimbursed.



» In terms of annua household income, 23% of the baccalaureate students reported less
than $20,000; in fact, 8% had an annual income of under $10,000. Over 35% reported
between $20,000 and $40,000, and 36% $40,000 or more.

» Relatively few (12%) of the students believed they might be eligible for one of the fee
exemption categories (6% as dislocated workers, 3% on public assistance, 2% as
displaced homemakers, and 1% already paying nonresident tuition).

» Almost half of the students (48%) stated they would not return to a Los Rios college in

Spring 1992. the great majority (65%) because they felt the new fees would make college
too expensive.

BA+ Student Comments

The survey form provided space for students to write in their own comments, and 666 students
(45% of the 1,475 respondents) did so. While approximately 60% of all respondents had
indicated they were attending a Los Rios college for job-related reasons, almost two-thirds of all
the comments were from students who had enrolled for those reasons. Many cited the fact that
their BA degrees were outdated or did not prepare them for the job market; many who were
employed stated they needed the community college classes to upgrade their skills in their present
careers or to maintain license/certification requirements; still others were taking classes that while
not required to keep their jobs would nonetheless enhance their ability to perform (e.g., classes
in Spanish or sign language to permit better communication with clients or students).

Students whose immediate educational goals were less specifically related to employment stiil
had compelling reasons for attending: some were taking .lasses that would apply toward a
second bachelor’s degree that might lead to a better career (including some foreign students
whose degrees were not "acknowledged" for relevant employment in this country); a few were
trying to improve their basic skills in English, reading or mathematics; and a substantial number
mentioned the value of continuing education for lifelong learning and enrichment.

While the student comments are difficult to condense or quantify for the body of this report, their
variety and intensity merit more complete consideration. A more complete summary, entitled
BA+ Students Speak Out! is incluced in the Appendix.

Fall 1992-Spring 1993 Course-Taking Patterns

To assist the colleges in planning their Spring 1993 semester course offerings, OP&R did an
analysis of the BA+ students’ course-taking patterns in Fall 1992. This analysis required
combining information from two computer files--the Fall 1992 Student Master File (containing
information from the district’s application for admission) and the Transcript File (containing
information on courses, grades, etc.)--using the OP&R Student Performance Data Base (SPDB)
and SPSS computer software. A separate analysis was done for cach college and the Placerville
Center, as well as for the distict as a whole. The analysis was conducted soon after the Fall
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1992 Fourth Week Census and the information was provided to the college vice presidents of
instruction for use in choosing classes to add to or delete from the Spring 1993 schedule. A

similar analysis was conducted in Spring 1993, and some highlights for the two semesters are
discussed below.

Compared to the 4,009 BA+ students attending Los Rios colleges in Fall 1992, only 2,413 BA+
students enrolled in Spring 1993--a drop of almost 407%. The drop in individual course
enrollments was similar: the 4,009 Fall semester students took a total of 6,557 courses {vne
student can enroll in more than one course, and at more than one college); the 2,413 students in
Spring 1993 took 4,011 courses. Thus the net number of BA+ degree students decreased by

1.596 (-39.8%) from Fall 1992 to Spring 1993, and the number of courses they took fell from
6,557 to 4,011 (-38.8%).

The summary below shows the "top ten/eleven” departments in terms of BA+ student enrollments
throughout the district in Fall 1992 and Spring 1993. Percentages for each semester are of all
BA+ course =nrollments that semester; the last two columns show the net "loss" in individual
enrollments, followed by the percentage loss compared to the previous semester. Departments
are listed in order of percentage loss in Spring 1993. (Summaries by college are included in the
Appendix.) It is interesting to note that while the Fall 1992 "top ten" list remained essentially
the same in Spring 1993 (physics replaced real estate), each of these departments--with the
exception of the hard sciences--lost from 52% to 43% in BA+ student enrollments, compared to
the 40% overall cline in BA+ students.

Loss in % Loss From

Department Fall 1692 Spring 1993 Enroliments _ Fall 1992
Total BA+ Course Enrollments 6,557 100% 4,011 100% -2546 -38.8%
» Real Estate (not in S93 Top 10) 213 3.2% 97 24% - 116 -54.5%
» PE/Recreation 477 1.3% 231 58% - 246 -51.6%
» Spanish 269 4.1% 135 34% - 134 -49.8%
» Computer Info Science 466 7.1% 247 6.2% - 219 -47.0%
» Mathematics 230 3.5% 123 3.1% - 107 -46.5%
» English 182 2.8% 99  2.5% - 83 -45.6%
» Accounting 272 4.1% 152 3.8% - 120 -44.1%
» Art 357 5.4% 203 5.1% - 154 -43.1%
» Biology 404 6.2% 366 9.1% - 38 -9.4%
» Chemistry 250 3.8% 228 5.7% - 22 - 8.8%
» Physics (not in F92 Top 10) - - 104  2.6% - -

Wlhile the “top ten" areas accounted for around 50% of all BA+ student enrollments in each
semester, the BA+ students were enrolled in virtually all areas of the curriculum, with no other
area accounting for more than 3% of the total.



STUDENT PROFILES (PRE AND POST THE FEES)

Background

The foregoing analysis of BA+ students’ demographics and course-taking patterns was prompted
by the furor over the $40-per-unit differential fee imposed by the 1992 California Legislature (to
take effect in Spring 1993) on student.. already holding baccalaureate or higher degrees. Los
Rios was one of the first districts to undertake this type of analysis, which was done primarily
to provide data that would be helpful in planning for the Spring 1993 semester. OP&R also
drafted a summary of demographic and other characteristics of all students enroiled in Fall 1992
for purposes of comparison to the BA+ students.

Preliminary data from these analyses were shared with other California community college
researchers at the Annual Conference of the statewide RP (Research and Planning) Group at
Granlibakken in March 1993, At that conference, a comparison of Los Rios data with that from
other districts revealed that results were remarkably similar in several other districts throughout
the state. Discussions among the researchers also addressed the fact that while the “differential”
fee of $40 per unit had been imposed only on barcalaureate degree students, fees for all
community college students had been increased by 67% (from $6 per unit to $10 per unit), and
the "cap” which had held fees to a maximum of $60 per semester had been removed, effective
for the Spring 1993 semester. The overall effect of these changes would require analyses of
student profiles for all students, not just those with baccalaureate degrees.

Los Rios then agreed to cooperate with The RP Group and the California Community Colleges
Chancellor’s Research and Analysis Unit in a Fee Impact Study which would, among other
things, compare data from Spring 1992 and Spring 1993 on two populations: "all students” and
"BA+ students." It was felt that a spring-to-spring comparison would be more valid than the fall-
to-spring analysis already done by Los Rios and others because historically spring semester
student populations tended to differ from fall populations in a number of ways.

Spring 1992/Spring 1993 Demographic Comparisons

The following paragraphs discuss highlights of the Spring 1992-to-Spring 1993 comparisons of
various demographic and other characteristics of all Los Rios students (including any notable
differences by college), followed by comparable data on all BA+ students for the same semesters.
These comments are based on detailed charts developed by OP&R which show (for each
characteristic) numbers of students and percentages of students for each semester, net changes
in numbers, and spring-to-spring percentage changes. for all students and for BA+ students, for
the district and for each college. Copies of these detailed charts are included in the Appendix
of this report. In considering the percentage changes discussed below, it should be kept in mind
that when the total numbers in a category are small, slight changes in numbers may result in
relatively large percentage increases or decreases.



Enrollment

All Students

District enroliment fell from 49,267 in Spring 1992 to 45,391 in Spring 1993, a decrease of 3,876
or 7.9% This is in stark contrast to comparable figures for the same time frame one year earlier

(Spring 1991 to Spring 1992), when enrollment increased by 1,973 or 4.2% (from 47,294 to
49,267).

All the district’s colleges expericnced drops in enrollment, but the percentage decreases varied
considerably: ARC declined 10.8% from the previous Spring semester; CRC, 4.1%;
CRC/Placerville, 14.6%; and SCC, 5.3%.

BA+ Students

BA+ student enrollments experienced a much sharper decline (47.3%) than the 7.9% overall
enrolliment decline: in Spring 1993 there were only 2,413 BA+ students in the district (5.3% of
the 45,391 total enrollment), compared to 4,577 in Spring 1992 (9.3% of the 49,267 total
enrollment). Stated another way, 56% of the district’s spring-to-spring enrollment decline of
3,876 was due to the loss of 2,164 BA+ students.

Gender

All Students

The proportions of men and womien districtwide remined exactly the same for the two Spring
semesters (56% women, 44% men).

These proportions differed among the colleges (ARC had 55% women; CRC, 57%; CRC/P, 65%;
and SCC, 56%), and changes in the proportions at each college varied somewhat: from Spring
1992 to Spring 1993 ARC lost proportionately more women than men; CRC lost proportionately
more men than women; and at SCC and CRC/P the declines for each gender were approximately
the same as the overall declines for each campus.

BA+ Students

Compared to the district’s total enrollment in Spring 1992, BA+ students included a somewhat
larger proportion of women (58%) than men (42%). The number of men declined 52% in the
following year, compared to declines of 44% for women and 47% for all BA+ studenis, making
the BA+ ratio 62% female and 38% male by Spring 1993.
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Ethnicity
All Students

The Los Rios district lost proportionately more Caucasian students than any other ethnic group
between Spring 1992 and Spring 1993: the number decreased by 3,549 (a 12% drop), and their
percentage of overall enrollment declined from 61.5% to 58.9%. African American and
American Indian student enrollments dropped 9.7% and 8.3% respectively (more than the
districtwide average decrease of 7.9%), but their proportions within total enrollments remainec
essentially the same. !.atinos showed a slight decrease numerically but increased their proportion
within the total district enrollment (from 9.9% to 10.4%), while Filipinos and those checking
“other" increased in both numbers and proportions (percentage increases were 2.5% for Filipirios
and 20% for "other"). The number of Asians, still the district’s largest ethnic minority group,
decreased by four students, while their proportion of total enrollment increased from 10.6% to
11.5%.

At the district’s three colleges, shifts in proportions of various ethnic groups generally reflected
those of the district as a whole, although there were some variations. Every college lost
proportionately more Caucasians than any other ethnic group (compared to the respective
college’s overall enrollment decline), and Filipinos increased slightly in both numbers and
proportions at every college. African American enrollments dropped substantially at CRC and
slightly at SCC, but less than the college’s overall decline at ARC, while the number of
American Indian students declined at ARC and SCC and remained fairly constant at CRC.
Enrollments of Asian students dropped les: than each college’s overall decline at ARC and SCC
and actually increased by 12% at CRC; Latinos increased their proportions at each college and
actually increased numerically at SCC; and the proportion who checked “other” ethnicity
increased sharply at all three colleges. (At CRC Placerville, the total number of all ethnic
minority students combined decreased by four students, but the relatively smai numbers for each
ethnic group make year-to-year percentage changes less useful.)

BA+ Students

Compared to the 47% overall decline in BA+ students, the district lost proportionately more
African American, Latino and American Indian students (59%, 57% and 53%, respectively),
w...le Asians, Filipinos, and "other" ethnic groups had proportionately smaller declines (44%,
29% and 36%, respectively). The 47.5% decline in Caucasian BA+ students mirrored the overall
decline in BA+ students.

Age Groups
All Students

Analysis of the age group proportions indicates that from Spring 1992 to Spring 1993 the district
lost proportionately more older students than younger students: the number of students 30 years



old and older decreased by 12.5%, while those between 18 and 24 declined less than 5%,
compared to the overall 7.9% decrease in total BA+ enro/lments. In fact, the percentage decline
increased consistently with each older age group.

At each of the colleges, the decline among students 30 or older was substantially greater than the
college’s overall decline. Other age groups varied somewhat: at ARC, CRC, and CRC/P, the
percentage loss in the 25-t0-29 age group far exceeded each college’s overall decline, while at
SCC there was virtually no change in this age group. The greatest loss of 30-or-older students
was at CRC/P, which historically has had the largest proportion of older students (down 22%
compared to the overall campus decline of 14.6%). Losses were proportionately smaller among
the younger age groups; at CRC, enrollments of students age 24 and younger actually increased
in both numbers and proportions while total college enrollment dropped by 4%.

BA+ Students

This pattern of "greatest loss among oldest students’ did not hold true for BA+ students
districtwide: their strongest decline was in students age 21 to 24 (64%, compared to a 47%
decline for all BA+ students). The decline among students 30 to 39 years old (49%) was also
slightly above the overall drop; however, declines in the 25-t0-29 and 40+ age groups were
slightly less than the 47% overall.

Day/Evening Attendance

All Students

A comparison of attendance patterns in the two semesters reveals a distinct shift from evening
to day classes: attendance in "evening only" classes dropped by 14.5% (compared to a 7.9%
drop in total students), while attendance in "day only" classes dropped by only 4.5%. The
proportion taking a combination of day and evening courses dropped even less (2.2%). This shift
toward day classes was also apparent at all three colleges and at the Placerville Center; in fact,
at both CRC and CRC/P the number of "day only" students actually increased while overall
enrollment dropped.

BA+ Students

Changes in attendance patterns among BA+ students paralleled those for ail stuaznts: the
proportion of students taking “evening only" classes dropped 53%, compared to the overall
dzcline of 47% among BA+ students, while the proportion taking “day only" classes declined
only 34%. It should be kept in mind, however, that even with these changes only 33% of the
BA+ students were attending "day only" classes in Spring 1993; 58% still attended only in the
evening, and 9% had a combination schedule.



Unit Load

All Students

A definite shift can also be seen in the percentage decline of full-time students (2.5%) compared
to that for part-time students (9.4%), again compared to the 7.9% decline in overall enrollment.
Among part-time students, those taking a "light load" (5.5 units or fewer) decreased by almost
12% from Spring 1992 to Spring 1993, while students taking a "mid load" declined by 6%. The
move toward heavier unit loads was evident at all of the district’s colleges, with CRC and CRC/P

showing actual increases in both the numbers and proportions of full-time students in spite of
decreases in total enroliments.

BA+ Students

Enrollment patterns of BA+ students also showed a shift from lighter to heavier unit loads, but
77.5% were still taking a "light load" of 5.5 or fewer units in Spring 1993; 3.5% were full-time
students, and 19% were taking a "mid load" of 6 to 11.5% units.

Educational Goal

All Students

A comparison of students’ educational goals in Spring 1992 with those in Spring 1993 leads to
a surprising conclusion: the proportions of those who enrolled for vocational reasons dropped
sharply, those preparing 1o transfer dropped slightly, while the proportion of those who enrolled
with "no degree or occupationa: ~bjective” increased substantially.

When asked to check their "most important educationa! goal" on the application for admission
form, 24% of all Spring 1992 students had checked one of the four career-related goals
(vocational degree, vocational certificate, acquire job skills, or upgrade job skills); 60% indicated
they had enrolled to prepare to transfer to a four-year college; and 12% cited "no degree or
occupational objective.” In Spring 1993, only 19% were pursuing vocational goals, 57% sought
university transfer, and the proportion who had no degree or occupational objective had increased
to 21%. Computed on the basis of numbers of students involved, these shifts represent a decline
of 27% in students with vocational goals (and all four sub-goals had sharp declines); a 12%
decline in students with transfer goals; and a 63% increase in the number of students with "no
degree or occupational objective," compared to a 7.9% decrease in total enrollment.

For each of the district’s colleges, the same shifts were apparent: percentage decreases in
vocational goals far exceeded each college’s overall decline; percentage drops among those
seeking transfer also exceeded the overall declines, but were less pronounced; while those
declaring "no degree or occupational objective" showed substantial increases in both numbers and

proportions. For more specific data on these und other changes, see detailed charts in the
Appendix.
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BA+ Students

Shifts in educational goals also occurred among the BA+ students, but there were some important
differences. It should first be noted that the proportions of BA+ students in the various goal
categories were quite different from those for all students: in Spring 1992 more than half (51%)
of the BA+ students were attending for vocational reasons; not surprisingly, only 13% planned
to transfer to a four-year school; and 35% had enrolled with "no degree or occupational
objective.” In Spring 1993 the proportion with vocational goals had decreased sharply to 42%;
those seeking transfer remained the same at 13%; and the proportion with "no degree or
occupational objective" had increased to 44%. Based on numbers of students, these changes
represented percentage declines of 56% for all vocational goals combined, 49% for those
planning to transfer, and 33% for those with "no goal," compared to the 47% overall decline in
BA+ students.

When "vocational" and "transfer" goals are aggregated as in the above analysis, trends among
BA+ students seem to parallel those of the total district population. However, when the four
vocational goals are examined individually, the picture is somewhat different. The proportions
of BA+ students who were seeking a specific vocational degree or vocational certificate actually
increased in Spring 1993 while the proportions who enrolled to acquire job skills or upgrade job
skiils declined sharply. A similar phenomenon occurred with the two transfer goals: the
proportion of BA+ students who planned to transfer to a four-yeai institution without getting an
AA degree increased, while the proportion who planned to transfer after getting an AA degree
decreased. (See charts in the Appendix for specific details.)

These same distinctions were true at the district’s three colleges, with one minor exception at
SCC. At CRC/Placerville, the numbers of BA+ students in each category are too small for
meaningful percentage comparisons, but even there the increase in the proportion who enrolled
witit "no degree or occupational objective” was pronounced (from 58% in Spring 1992 to 72%
in Spring 1993).

Enrollment Status

All Students

With respect to enrollment status, Spring 1993 saw a substantial increuse in both the number and
proportion of students who indicated they were "new, never attended college beforc” (4,191 or
8.5% in Spring 1992 compared to 4,479 or 9.9% in Spring 1993). These gains were remarkable
since overall enrollment declined 7.9% during the same time period. Spring 1993 also showed
an increase in the proportion of “continuing” students, with actual numeric gains at CRC and
CRC/P and very small numeric declines at \RC and SCC. On the other hand, the greatest
proportional declines occurred among students who had attended a four-year school and were
returning to a Los Rios college or were new to Los Rios. There was also a substantial derline
in the number and proportion who were returning after an absence without having attended
elsewhere.
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BA+ Students

Enrollment categories showing the largest percentage changes among BA+ students were similar
to those discussed above for all students. The number of "continuing” students showed little
change from Spring 1992 to Spring 1993 (a drop of 71 students), but their propoition of total
enrollments increased from 42% to 55%. There were sharp drops in the proportions who checked
"new, attended four-year school" (from 31% to 22%), "returning, previously in Los Rios" (13%
to 7%), and "returning, attended four-year school” (14% to 11%).

Who Stayed/Who Left/New and Returning Students

To gain a different perspective on the impact of increased fees on enrcllments and other factors,
OP&R conducted yet anuther computer analysis of available data--a comparison of full-year
enrollment statistics for the 1991-92 and 1992-93 academic years. For each year, three cohorts
were identified: (1) those who Stayed (attended in the Fall semester and continued on into the
Spring semester); (2) those who Left (attended in the Fall semester but did not continue into the
Spring); and (3) New/Returning Students (those who enrolled in the Spring semester but had not
attended the preceding Fall). Student profiles for each cohort were compared in an effort to
detect differences which might be attributed to the increased fees.

An analysis of the fall-to-spring changes in each cohort in 1991-92 (Pre Fees) compared to
1992-93 (Post Fees) leads to the conclusion that the greatest change occurred not with those who
Stayed or those who Left, but rather with the tremendous decline in the number of
New/Returning students in the Post Fees year. Specifically, the number of students who Stayed
dropped by only 819 (2.9%); the number who Left increased by only 287 students (1.4%); but
the number of New/Returniing students in the Post Fees year declined by 3,057 (14.6%) compared
to the Pre Fees year!

As discussed earlier, total enrollment in the Los Rios district declined 7.9% in Spring 1993 (Post
Fees) compared to Spring 1992 (Pre Fees)--a net loss of 3,876 students. Total enrollment in any
Spring semester is comprised of students continuing from the previous Fall semester plus new
and returning students who did not attend in the previous Fall semester. Comparing Spring 1993
to Spring 1992, 79% of the net loss was due to the decline in New/Returning students, and only
21% was due to the drop in the number who Stayed from the previous Fall semester.

In comparing changes in student profiles for each of the three cohorts, many of the findings
regarding various demographic and enrolln:ent characteristics confirmed trends already discussed:
losses were proportionately greater for Caucasians, African American and "other" ethnic groups,
older students, evening and part-time students, and students with vocational goals. Conversely,
while total enrollments declined, the losses were relatively smaller for Asians, Filipinos, younger
and full-time students, and students with "no degree or occupation: objective.” With respect to
gender, the cohort that Stayed lost more women, while the cohort of New/Returning lost
relatively more men. (Overall, the proportions of females to males remained about the same in
the two Spring semesters.) Charts showing details are included in the Appendix.
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The Income Question

What was the relationship between houschold income and a student’s decision to pay the
increased community college fees? What implications does this have for the future when fees
may again be increased substantially? Answers to these and related questions are suggestive at
best in the Los Rios district because the new application for admission form which includes an
income question has only been in use quite recently. In Spring 1992 very few students had
received the new form; by Fall 1992, about a third of the students had completed the new form,
and by Spring 1993, about half had (continuing students do not need to complete a new
application). Thus the income analyses are based on partiai, and not necessarily comparable,
student nopulations. However, given the importance of having income data on students during

this crucial period of fee increases and financial aid questicns, suggestive information is better
than none at all.

Question 22 on the application for admission is worded as foilows:

"HOUSEHOLD INCOME STATISTICS--Indicate the approximate total annual
income of your household."

The number and percentage of responses to each option are shown below.

Fall 1992 Spring 1993
Total students enrolled 48,137 45,391
Number responding to Q22 18,417 25,765
Percent of total enrollment 38.3% 56.8%
Number who gave $ information 14,704 20,812
Percent of all respondents to Q22 79.8% 80.8%
Percent of total enrollment 30.5% 45.9%
Responses to Q22:
»  $4,999 or less 10.4% 11.8%
»  $5,000 - $9,999 10.1% 10.8%
» $10,000-$14,999 8.6% 9.1%
» $15,000-$19,999 6.3% 6.5%
»  $20,000-$24,999 7.1% 7.1%
»  $25,000-$29,999 6.0% 5.6%
» $30,000-$34,999 5.7% 5.5%
»  $35,000-$39,999 4.6% 4.4%
» $40,000 or more 21.0% 19.9%
» Decline to state 20.2% 19.3%
Totals 100.0% 100.0%
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As shown on the previous page, the percentage of students who completed the new application
form and who responded to the question on househoid income increased from 38% in Fall 1992
to 57% in Spring 1993. This percentage can be expected to increase in the future as the new
application for admission form is used more consistently throughout the district. As can also be
seen above, approximately 80% of the students who answered this question actually provided
income data (20% checked "decline to state"). Thus the available income data represent

responses from approximately 31% of the district’s total enrollment in Fall 1992 and 46% in
Spring 1993.

In summary, household income available on the data base is as follows:

Fall 1992 Spring 1993
» Less than $10,000 20.5% 22.6%
»  $10,000-$24,999 22.0% 22.7%
»  $25,000-$39,959 16.3% 15.5%
» $40,000 or more 21.0% 19.9%
» Declined to state 20.2% 19.3%

By comparison, the recent California Postsecondary Education Commission (CPEC) SEARS
report indicated that "50% of independent community college students (80% of CC students are
independent) have household incomes of less than $24,000 per year."” Compared to the data
above, Los Rios students would appear to have somewhat higher incomes than the statewide
average.

Who Answered "The Income Question"?

The figures quoted above would seem to indicate that Los Rios had a /arger proportion of lower
income students in Spring 1993, after the imposition of the new fees! In an effort to explain this
surprising finding, OP&R conducted a more detailed analysis of the students who had provided
income data on their application for admission. Highlights of this analysis include the following:

» College Attended. Of the 18,417 Fall *92 students who responded to the income
question, 18.5% were at ARC, 45% at SCC, 30% at CRC. and 6% at Placerville.
Of the 25,765 who provided income data in Spring '93, 31.5% were at ARC, 38%
at SCC, 25% at CRC, and 5% at Placerville. The degree to which each college

was using the new application form would have strong influence on these
proportions.

» Ethnicity. As shown in the breakdown below, ethnic minority students responded
to the income question in proportions greater than their proportions in the district
population as a whole. This was true for all non-white ethnic groups in each
semester. Since 1990 Federal census statistics indicated that ethnic minority
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groups in the Sacramento regior. generally have lower incomes than whites, then
Los Rios’ students’ household incomes might actually be somewhat higher than
those shown in the previous section.

% Responded % in District % Responded % in District
Fall 1992 Fall 1992 Spring 1993 Spring 1993

American Indian 2.1% 2.2% 2.2% 2.2%
Asian 12.7% 11.0% 11.7% 11.5%
African American 11.3% 9.4% 10.2% 9.2%
Hispanic 11.5% 10.4% 10.7% 10.4%
Filipino 2.9% 2.4% 2.6% 2.4%
Other 4.8% 3.9% 5.2% 4.4%
Caucasian 54.3% 60.0% 56.3% 58.6%

» Gender. Responses to the income question were very similar for males and
females, as shown below. Slightly fewer females, and slightly more males,
responded in Spring 1993 than their respective proportions in that semester’s
population.

Fall 1992 Fall 1992 Spring 1993 Spring 1993

Females <7.7% 57.5% 55.8% 56.2%
Males 42.3% 42.5% 44.29% 43.8%

While these varied data on "The Income Question" provide the basis for further study, they do
not provide a definitive answer to the basic question, "To what extent did the fees impact
enrollment by income level at a Los Rios college?" What this analysis shows is that the
responses to the income question came more frequently from SCC students and from ethnic
minority students than would have been the case if all Los Rios students had responded equally.
These factors could account for the lower-than-expected incomes, and for the fact that the
reported incomes increased after the fees (i.e., more students answered in Spring 1993, resulting
in a somewhat better distribution of incomes). Once our new application is in more general use,
with the information updated each term, we will be able to better track the changes in income
levels with the proposed changes in fees.
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POLICY IMPLICATIONS

"That Was Then; This Is Now"

For many years, California prided itself on the quality of its public higher education system, and
on the fact that the education was “tuition free." The belief was that the state’s investment in
higher education was in fact an investment in its intellectual and economic future, and the
taxpayers of California funded and built a tripartite higher education system that was the envy
of many states and even nations. The 1960 Master Plan for California Higher Education codified
many of the elements of the system, and clarified the mission and functions of the University of
California, the California State University, and the California Community Colleges. Indeed, there
is no question that California’s great investment in its public higher education system contributed
to California’s technological edge and its robust economic growth throughout the sixties,
seventies and into the eighties.

Much has changed since the 1960 Master Plan was written: the student clientele is dramatically
different, the institutions are aging, the technological edge is held by Japar, and California’s
economy is far from robust. Faced with a serious recession, a rising tide of immigration, and
social services that are strained beyond the limit, California has been forced to question its ability
to continue to provide low-cost higher education to all who want it. Beginning with small
increases in student fees in the late 1980s, by 1692 the California Legislaiure sought to help

balance the state’s budget through cuts in public higher education that would be made up by
increases in student fees.

The fees debate was heated and centered around a key, though rarely articulated, question: to
what extent is higher education a private vs. a public benefit, and how much should each party
to the benefit pay? When the legislative dust cleared, the result was dramatically higher fees in
all three higher education segments, including a 67% increase in tuition (from $6 to $10 per unit)
for community college students, plus an additional $40-per-unit "differential fee" for any student
already possessing a baccalaureate or higher degree and attending a community college. The
“private benefit" argument had triumphed, aided certainly by the state’s dismal fiscal situation
and the fact that cuts in health and welfare programs (the other major areas of the budget) had
already been made. Those attending higher education institutions were seen as a privileged lot,

with the sense that they should be charged their "fair share" of the cost of instruction, whatever
that might be.

Unfortunately, these debates took place with little or no actual data about student income levels,
costs of instruction and services, or student goals or intent. Such studies are only now becoming
available. Fiscal necessity became the mother of policy invention.

A number of agencies are now seeking to fill the policy void. The California Postsecondary
Education Commission has just published a series of papers covering the financial status of
California undergraduates, student fee and financial aid policy alternatives, and options for
maximizing access to higher education. CPEC intends to publish a strategic plan by the end of
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the year that will address who should be subsidized in higher education, how to fund instruction,
and how to structure student fee and financial aid policies (Ad Com, March 1993, ACCCA, p.4).
CPE( estimates that the state’s fiscal crisis may last up to four years, with four more years
needed to recover the recession years’ losses. The Assembly Higher Education Committee is
conducting another review of higher education, with an eye toward establishing its own priorities
for who and what should have priority for higher education funding (Ad Com, Feb. 1993,
ACCCA, p.2). In addition, the Legislative Analyst has proposed that the Legislature enact
statewide enrollment priorities that "focus on higher-priority students.” The Analyst supports the
Governor’s proposed $30-per-unit fee increase, under which a full-time community college
student would pay $900 annually ("Community College Legislative Update," School Services of
California, Inc.; Mar. 1, 1993, p.44). If all these policy bodies come together, this year
educational policy analysis may inform--or at least enhance--the fees debate.

The Limits to Access

Now that we have faced the initial impact of both the general and the differential fees, what have
we learned about the results? In Los Rios, we know that we lost alimost half our baccalaureate
enrollment compared to the previous spring. We know from our Fall 92 survey that 60% of
these students had enrolled for job-related reasons; of those enrolled in Spring 93, many fewer
came for job-related reasons. Proportionately more men than women BA+ students left, and the
decline was greater for African American, Latino and American Indian BA+ students. The
Spring ’93 baccalaureate students took a slightly higher unit load and there was a higher
proportion of continuing students. In terms of curriculum, the areas hardest hit were Real Estate
and PE/Recreation, with the hard sciences holding strong.

Clearly, the legislative intent of limiting baccalaureate student access to the community colleges
was achieved with the differential fee. Considering that such students are often the most easily
made employable with relatively few classes, turning these students away from our job training
opportunities at a time when California desperately needs to improve its employment rate may
be a serious mistake. In the words of our BA+ students: "The current administration betrays
their own devaluation of education...” and "I'm moving to Idaho--good luck in salvaging the
community college system; you’ll need it!"

With half the BA+ students gone, what about the rest of the student body? Did the fees affect
the total student profile? Decidedly yes. The Los Rios District experienced an 8% drop in total
enrollment from Spring '92 to Spring '93. But the changes in the student demographics were
startling: we lost, proportionately, more white students than any other ethnic group; more older
than younger students; more evening than day students; and more part-time than fuli-time
students. In short, we lost the older, part-time, working adult students--the kinds of students who

have accounted for the majority of the growth in community college enrollments over the last two
decades.

As we have moved from being the junior colleges of the 1960s to the community colleges of the
1990s, we have provided lifelon; retraining, reentry and related learning opportunities to adults
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throughout our communities. The partnerships with business and industry, the programs to help
with reemployment of displaced workers, all focus on making and keeping California’s adult
population employable and employed. If the shifts in the student profile evidenced in Los Rios
are truc statewide, we may be observing a legislatively mandated shift back to being junior,
rather than community, colleges. If this is in fact the legislative intent, it should be discussed
in planning and policy circles, rather than simply being allowed to happen as an unintendad result
of budgetary compromises.

Enrolilment Implications

Statewide, the Chancellor’s Office reports that community college enrolliment has dropped almost
10% from Spring 1992. Given the recession’s high unemployment, with the usual concomitant
demand for community college training, the Chancellor’s Office estimates that over a million
more students would be enrolled currently statewide if not for the increased fees and course
cutbacks resulting from budget limitations ("Community College Legislative Update," Mar. 15,
1993, School Services of California, Inc.; pp.62-63). While demographics are not yet available,

it is quite possible that the changes in student profiles observed in the Los Rios colleges may also
have occurred statewide. '

If we are returning to a somewhat younger, more traditional student population, that has
implications for our curriculum and support services, as well as for our facilities. For example,
in early 1992, we discussed our ideas for our newly proposed and approved Folsom Lake
College, which was built around the assumnption that the district’s burgeoning enrollments would
continue, and that the majority of its students would initially be older, part-time, working adults.
The possibility that our enrollments districtwide may remain stable or decline for the next several
years means that we may want to plan for a somewhat smaller and more traditional student
population at Folsom Lake--something which, happily, our flexible, phased design permits.
Similar discussions about the impact of the new fees are occurring throughout the district, and
will likely continue for some time.

It is clear that even at $10 per unit, our students were more negatively price responsive than we
had imagined; at $20 or $30 per unit, the 8% enrollment decline could be repeated or deepened.
The consideration of alternative budget scenarios is already underway within the district. In
addition, our attention to changes in the student profiles, in course-taking patterns and in student
goals will enable us to plan wisely for the future, whatever it may hold.
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APPENDIX
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1. DISTRICTWIDE FIGURES (N

DEAR STUDENT: Your answers to the following
questions will help us to schedule courses to meet
your needs. (Unless otherwise noted, please check
only one response for each item.)

1. What is your MOST IMPORTANT reason for attending
our college? (Check only one.)

551 37% a. To acquire skills for new job/career
273 19% b. Tc upgrade skills for present career field
46 3% c. To maintain centificate or license
12 1% d. To improve basic skills in English/reading/math
139 9% e. To earn transferable units for another degree
389 26% f{. Frrpersonal interest/educational development
52 4% g. Other (please describe) (Various}
13 1% No Response

2. Are vou enrolled in an occupational maior program?

Yes 430 29% No 1,015 69% NR 30 2%

If Yes, which program? (Check only one.)
(% based on 430 who answered Yes)

74 17%
4 1%
4 1%

24 €%

23 5%
9 2%

15 4%
3 1%

a. Accounting/Business/Management
b. Administration of Justice
c. Aviation Maintenance Technology
d. Computer Information Science
e. Early Childhood Education
f. Electronics Technology
g. Fire Technology
h. Food Service Management
1 .2% i. Foodservice Production/Control
15 4% j. Horticuhure
32 7% k. Legal Assisting
5 1% | Library Technology
8 2% m. Mechanical-Electrical Technology
41 10% n. Nursing (R,N.)
13 3% o. Occupational Therapy Assistant
4 1% p. Printing Technology
38 9% q. Real Estate
21 5% r. Sign Language Studies
83 21% s. Other (please specify) (Various)
7 2% Answared Yes, but did not specify program

3. In what other types of courses are you enrolled?
{Check all that apply.) (Each % based on 1,475)

130 9% a. Art

114 8% b. Biological Sciences (biology, physiology, etc.)
196 13% c. Business/Computer Science/Management
30 2% d. Early Childhood Education

49 3% e. English/Speech

12 1% f{. English as a Second Language

39 3% g. Family/Consumer Science, Home Economics
129 9% h. Foreign Language

81 6% i. Mathematics/Statistics

54 4% |. Music

109 7% k. Physical Education

67 5% |. Physical Sciences (chemistry, physics, etc.)

95 6% m. Social/Behavioral Science (econ., psych., etc.)
8 1% n. Theater Arts

135 9% 0. Other (Please specify) (Various)

4. What is your current employment status?

817 55% a. Employed fuil-time
279 19% b. Employed part-time

3 .2% c. Full-time military service
166 11% d. Uremployed but seeking work
190 13% e. Unemployed, not seeking work
20 1% No Response

5. How many units are you taking this semester?

62 4% a. 12 or more units
336 23% b. 6to 11.5 unis
1056 72% c. .5to0 5.5 units
21 1% No Response

6. When are your classes scheduled?

171 12% a. During ths day (mornings and afternoons)
115 8% b. Mornings only (begin before 12:00)

79 5% c. Afternoons only (begin 12:00 or later)
931 63% d. Evenings only (begin 5:00 p.m. or later:

133 9% e. Both day and evening
31 2% f{. Weekends (only)
15 1% No Response
[OVER, PLEASE]
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7. Where do you attend classes? (Chack all that apply) 10. Please indicate the approximate total annual income of .

{Each % based on 1,475 respondents) your household: .
619 42% a. AMERICAN RIVER COLLEGE (Main Campus) 50 3% a. $ 4.999 orless 137 9% f. $25-$29,999
38 3% b. Natomas Qutreach Center 76 5% b. $ 5000-$ 9,999 128 9% g. $30-$34,999
30 2% c. Sunrise Qutreach Center 108 7% c. $10,000-$14,999 113 8% h. $35-$39,999
13 1% d. McClellan AFB Qutreach Center : 112 8% d. $15,000-$19,999 524 36% i. $40,000+
3 2% e. Kaiser Hospital 142 10% e. $20,000-$24,999 84 5% No Response
2 1% f. Gramercy Court
12 1% g. Sacramento Fire Dept. Towers 11. Students who may be exempt from the new $40 differential
0 0% h. Mission Oaks Senior Center fes are described on the enclosed sheet. PLEASE READ
3 .2% i. Orange Grove School THESE DESCRIPTIONS CAREFULLY and indicate if you
223 15% j. COSUMNES RIVER COLLEGE (Main) Lh;gt‘n Yt?;n:ualrfy for and plan to apply for on- of the
53 4% k. Placerville Center P )
32 2% |. Folsom/Cordova Outreach Sites 82 6% a. Dislocated worker
13 1% m. WMather Cutreach Center 31 2% b. Displaced homemaker
o . 45 3% c. Student on public assistance (AFDC, SSI|, etc.)
383 27% n. SACBAMENTO CITY COLLEGE (Main) 16 1% d. Student pay?ng nonresident tuition
65 4% Davis Center

[0 o,
80 5% p. Downtown Center 1301 88% No Response
q.

o,
25 2% West Sacramento Center 12. Do you planic reenroll at one of our colleges next semester

7 19 VA
8. Piease indicate the type of college/university which (Spring 1993)7 (42 3% No Response)

granted your bachelor's degree: 718 49% Yes i Yes, for how many units? _Avg. = §
251 17% a. University of California 715 48% No F No, please indicate why: {% based on 713)
693 47% b. California State University 54 8% a. My educational objective will be completed.
96 7% c. California Independent University 463 65% b. New fses will make college too expensive.
248 17% d. Out-of-state Public University 44 6% c. Plan to “stop out” and reenrol! at a later time.
146 10% e. Out-of-state Private University 53 7% d. Wit enroll at another school: (% based on 53)

41 3% No Response 7 {(13%) University of California campus

37 70%) California State University campus
1 (2%) California Independent University
2 (4%) Public out-of-state university

9. Are your educational expenses offset or reimbursed by
your employer?

58 4% a. Fully paid for/reimbursed 0 (0%) Private out-gf-st:'ate universi‘ty

87 6% b. Partially paid for/reimbursed 0 (0%) Anocther California c?mmumty college
957 65% c. No financial assistance from employer 6 (11%) Other {please specily) (Various)
347 24% d. Not applicable/not employed 90 13% e. Otser reasons: (Various)

26 2% No Response 11 2% Answered No, but gave no reason

COMMENTS: [lf you have any additional comments, add them here.]

THANK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING IN THIS SURVEY!

[Please return this form in the postage-paic envelope as soan as possible.]
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SacraMENTO CiTy COLLEGE AMERICAN RivER COLLEGE CosuMnes River COLLEGE

October 12, 1992

Dear Student:

I am writing to all students who are enrolled in our colleges this fall and who have a
bachelor’s degree. As you may know, the California Legislature recently passed a bill
that will increase community college fees this coming Spring 1993 semester.

For students who already hold a bachelor’s degree, the fee will be $50 per unit -- $10 for
the general enrollment fee plus a $40 differential fee. The legislation also provides for
a waiver of the $40 per unit differential fee for students who qualify under one of several
categories explained on the enclosed sheet.

Please read the categories carefully as you might qualify for a differential fee waiver.
If you have questions, you can check with your college Financial Aid Office.

We are concerned about your educational future and we want to do all we can to help you
reach your educational goals. To do that we need your help. Please take a few minutes
to complete the enclosed questionnaire and return it to us in the prepaid postage
envelope within ten days.

Your response is appreciated and will do a great deal to help us plan for the coming
semester.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

%«szw K. fFets

Marj K. Blaha, Ed.D.
Chancellor

MKB:jh
Enclosure
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Exemptions from Payment of Differential Fees

A community college student who holds a baccalaureate degree is exempt {rom paying the
$40 per unit differential fee if he or she qualifies under one of the following categories:

1) A nonresident student paying nonresident tuition.

2) A dislocated worker. A dislocated worker is one who has been terminated or laid

off; or laid off as a result of permanent closure of a plant or other facility; or self-employed
(including farmers) but now unemployed because of poor economic conditions in the
community or a natural disaster.

Note: Proof of this status requires certification by the Sacramento Employment and
Training Agency (SETA).

3) A recipient of public assistance such as Aid to Families with Dependent Children,
the Supplemental Security Income/State Supplementary Program, or a general
assistance program.

4) A displaced homemaker. A displaced homemaker is one who has not worked in
the labor force for five years or more but has during those ‘ears worked in the home
providing unpaid service for family members and has bec. dependent on public
assistance or the income of another family member but is no longer receiving that
income.
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BA+ STUDENTS SPEAK OUT!

Summary of Comments
Survey of Fall 1992 BA+ Students Attending Los Rios Colleges

Analysis
by
Verna M. Puglisi
Office of Planning & Research
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BA+ DEGREE STUDENTS SPEAK OUT!

As part of our student survey, we provided space where students could write comments. Many
took advantage of the opportunity and some wrote in considerable detail about their specific
situations, tiie reasons they were seeking additional education at the community college, and
especially what they felt about the fees. Not surprisingly, since 60% of these students were
attending for job-related reasons, many of the comments concerned the fact that these students
needed to take additional courses to make themselves employable in today’s job market. As our
survey results also showed, the assumption that students with BA or higher degrees were working
and relatively affluent proved untrue for many of these students, and their comments often
reflected their difficult economic circumstances. The analysis which follows is based upon
reading over 600 comments from these students and, while somewhat subjective, is intended to
provide some of the ideas and concerns expressed by the students. These comments varied
tremendously—usually against the imposition of a differential fee (although a few did favor it).

The following is a sample of these students’ feelings:

o I'm being discriminated against...are you sure this is legal?
o Why am I being penalized for having an education?

¢ Now my BA is working against me!

o Having a BA degree doesn't necessarily mean high $3s!

¢ I'm resentful of minorities!

¢ Has education become a luxury?

L 4

I feel that my "continuing education” is ending.

L 4

Thanks for nothing! By the way, what does the differential fee pay for?

L 4

Middle class pays for all!

L 2

$6 per unit is too little, but $50 per unit is too much!

o Comes down to relative value—waiting in lines, crowded classrooms, etc.; now I'll go
elsewhere!

L 4

Will BA students wear yellow stars, receive more services, etc. for their extra $40?

L 4

Thank goodness my husband, who is only a high school grad, makes twice as much as I do.

(-2,-‘



¢ I'm moving to Idaho—good luck in salvaging the community college system. you’ll need it!
¢ I'm disappointed that these opportunities (community college system) are now out of my reach.
& Why not let us enroll after the second week in empty seats.

¢ Charging $50/unit goes against what the CC was started for...thanks for abandoning me!

¢ | know other students who are going to lie next semester—How can you tell if we have a BA?

There were noticeable overlaps in the various fields checked; students sometimes checked several
categories even though the questionnaire asked for the MOST IMPORTANT (upon reading their
comments, they could reasonably have fallen into more than one). Sometimes interpretation
varied from one student to another. Circumstances might be the same but the reason checked
would be entirely different, i.e., Spanish being taken for use on the job could be checked as
upgrading job skills by one student, while another would consider it to be personal interest/
educational development. Also, whether the student planned to return the following semester did
not depend on how well they could afford it. Senior citizens with lower incomes taking
swimming for health or a humanities class for enrichment often planned to return, whereas
someone with $40K> might just as easily go elsewhere to "get their money’s worth." Besides
money’s worth, there is also "unit’s" worth-——as one student stated, he would rather pay $150 for
a class where the units are guaranteed to be transferable (National University).

Not all comments were negative—there were some students who thought the fee increase was
a good idea and only fair that they should pay; these students usually were in the upper income
brackets. Some students, while not really disagreeing with the fee increase, cited the
method/timeliness of the administration’s action. A common complaint which crossed over
educational need or income, whether they agreed with the fee increase or not, was why the
Legislature didn’t gradually build up to the increase over a period of time, rather than suddenly
in one semester.

It is interesting to note that whether students would return did not depend so much on their
ability to "afford" the fee increase or even their MOST IMPORTANT reason for
attending—be it to acquire new skills for a career change, upgrade present job skills or
even for personal interest. Rather, it seemed from their comments, the single determining
factor for persistence was simply how much they value education.



The following comments are organized according to the main reason the student gave for
attending one of the Los Rios colleges.

Acquire skills for new job/career

& My degree is 20 years old!

& The system is designed tc perpetuate hopelessness.

o I should have stayed unemployed & gone on welfare—then I could afford school!

o System is designed to trap people into professions in an ever-changing job market!

o Employment conditions change!
o My BA was sort of a hobby (Anthropology); now I've decided I want to be a nurse.

o The education I'm receiving is just as crucial to my career needs and personal growth as it
is to individuals without a degree!

A typical reason for acquiring skills for a second career was that the BA degree was worthless
in the job market. An Art major working towards a welding certificate wasn’t sure if he could
afford to continue. Another student kept trying different occupations to obtain full-time
employment (her last job was as a teacher earning $350 per month). Another student fearing
being laid off, retraining for another career also said she had a Masters degree, but earned less
than $25,000 annually. Still another student pointed this out quite well when she asked, "Did
anyone stop to think why they (BA students) were back in school in the first place—to get a job
to support themselves, because they didn’t have a job or couldn’t find a job in their field of
study!" Added another student, "I feel that there are very few people who are working in the
same field in which they got their degree. Most of us have to go back to college for retraining
or because of career changes. A community college is really the only feasible way to go if you
are on a tight budget."

Many of these students are now being forced to get their education elsewhere. One student
(income less thaa $20,000) attempting to complete the legal assisting program, would be forced
to switch to a private "business college at an accelerated pace for comparable fees". As would
the mother of young children who had stayed out of the work force for a few years until her
children were all of school age and who now needs to take refresher classes to re-enter.

Some degrees do not provide all the training to enter the job market: a UC graduate complained
that the Interpreter Training Program is not available through UC system, or she would have
completed it while getting her degree.



A student who completed his training for a new career was grateful to CC for the opportunity,
but at the same time felt sorry for other BA students who hadn’t finished their re-training before
the fee increase. Students, for instance, like the woman who had worked to support herself since
she was 16 years old; eamed a degree in Social Science; but, unable to get work in that field
went to work for a hotel; was laid off recently; now still unemployed and running out of money,

she desperately asks, "I want to go back to school for a chance at a better career. Please give
me that chance."

Throughout the survey, retired students and/or senior citizens kept popping up in every way
possible; many were actively retraining for second careers. One retired state worker taking
writing courses for a second career now cannot afford to continue. Another retired student
developing new skills for another career commented that while she realized the colleges were
probably trying to "weed out" people like herself, she also noticed that in her evening classes
these same "people” were much more diligent and eager to learn than younger students. Said
another, "this fee has effectively kicked out all us ’old ladies’ who want to learn—who study,
who get good grades, who attend evening class.”

Nursing seemed to be the most popular new job/career choice identified (often the student failed
to check "Nursing" under the occupational major category, probably because they weren’t
actually enrolled in the program yet). One student pointed out that the nursing program is a two
year commitment; at the beginning or her program, she hadn’t prepared to pay the higher fee.

Often students began a second career because of health reasons. An ex-Vietnam helicopter pilot
was forced into early retirement from his firefighter career after brain surgery (he received very
low $ because it was non-industrial related). He started over again at age 47, but now cannot
afford the fee (<$14K annual income). .

Upgrade skills for present career field
¢ Education needs & skills do not remain the same over a long period of time.

o This is a Catch 22. Without my coursework, I can’t get a job— feel as though I'm being held
hostage!

Regardless of income or career choice, many needed to upgrade job skills and quite often these
students couldn’t understand the fee increase. "I thought community colleges were for all
members of the community to enrich their lives and continue learning—not just the young,”
complained a computer science student whose income exceeded $40,000. Another "older”
student with a very different point of view for upgrading job skills said, "at my age. I don’t think
the additional courses will benefit me that much in my career...the time has come to seek other
alternatives that will provide a better cost to units earned ratio.” A third felt that as her age
increases, she has to worry more about keeping up in skills with younger people. This is just
another way to keep the "status quo—once you're in a field. you're stuck." Another older
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student who understands the need to help people who have not completed a degree also asks why
are people like herself who return to school in mid-life being discriminated against just "because
many got useless liberal arts degrees earlier in their lives".

Many self-employed students found it necessary to take accounting or learn word processing and
computer skills, especially if they had a small business.

"Because of changing atmosphere and types of jobs available in the workforce and because of
the changing makeup of the workforce, I have to attend college to keep up with all the changes.
It’s an ignorant government that doesn’t understand the importance of continuing education. I
make a good salary now, but without continuing education this could change.” Still agreeing,

another student felt caught between wanting to improve job performance and the financial
investment.

Foreign language was often indicated as type of course taken to upgrade job skills (in a wide
variety of professions, but especially among school teachers). One high school teacher
complained she would not be able to update her teaching skills which are important to both
herself and her students. Another student said, "more and more of our workforce is hispanic.”

This same student also takes computer classes because his work place is very rapidly becoming
fully automated.

Many students who indicated they were upgrading present job skills also felt it was an option
they could no longer afford. One student feels the state is going to become a haven for minimum

wage earners with no additional skills. "Even people with BA/BS degrees will stagnate and
use outdated skills."

Maintain certificate or license

o Are there any exceptions regarding the $50 if you're enrolled in u very expensive school
program (dental hygiene)

¢ [ know many RN students with BA degrees who may be forced to drop out

A variety of careers requiring certificates were mentioned. Teaching often stood out as a
profession which provided more than monetary rewards. One teacher stated she purchased
classroom materials for her students out of her own pocket and was in the process of taking an
ECE class to fulfill supervisory units; another was taking Spanish to better communicate with her
Hispanic students; yet another gave up a well-paying job to make a difference in the lives of
young people, and as a teacher she now needs to complete 150 hours of coursework to renew
credential points. A Catholic sister from the Philippines supported by donations is taking ECE
classes to qualify to teach elementary school and hopes to be exempt from differential fee.



One student predicts that real estate licensing and ongoing certification courses will lose all their
current degree studerts and the colleges should expect a major drop in enrollment.

Another student pointed out, “...even with a BA/BS, some employers require specific certification,
(i.e., library technology); the fee is almost like a penalty to those of us who need to add to or
enhance our BA to make us look more attractive to potential employers."

Earn transferable units toward another degree
¢ I'm still paying off the loan for my first degree!

Often the foreign student whose degree doesn’t count in this country is forced to start over again.
One student from the Philippines said he didn’t get enough knowledge from his BS—there is a
big difference between our education and that of the Philippines, especially in technical classes.
Even when the student feels he is qualified professionally (as did one student from India), he
questions the faimess of being charged the differential fee for possessing an "unacknowledged
degree”. Another student (from England) planning to take 16 units next semester working

towards MA in History and teaching at a community college will have to wait until he has saved
the $800.

In addition to foreign students being required to earn a second degree, many native U.S. students
needed a second degree. Quite often these students were taking undergraduate classes for a
Master’s Degree in a different field or because a particular Bachelor’s degree does not
automatically mean the student is able to work in that field. As one student stated, her BS in
"Pre-Physical Therapy"” doesn’t even allow her to get a job as a physical therapist—she needs
to have a Master’s or a BS in Physical Therapy. Another student with a 20-year-old degree
thought that at the time she earned her BA, it wasn’t important in what—just that she had a BA.
Now, however, she feels she was wrong and is having to start over again and "on top of that, is
being asked to pay more than first time students. When we all graduate, though, we will all be
competing for the same jobs!" Another student. away from school since 1970, is uncertain about
his job in today’s economic conditions, chose to take prerequisite classes to qualify for his
master’s program now asks why other students who do not complete classes they sign up for are
not penalized in the least. while he completes each class—he has the purpose and desire to
continue.

Again, nursing was often named—this time as the major for a second degree {previously, cited
as a second career). It seems like a popular choice for many students starting over again (more
steady job market?).

An engineering student feels his hopes of a second degree "are now shattered" and he also ciaims
that it is not his responsibility "to finance the education of those students without bachelor’s
degrees." He closes his comments by thanking the "Golden State.”



Another student embittered at the government for increasing the fees just because he was
awarded a degree complains, "My degree does absolutely nothing for me. It doesn’t qualify me

for a single job. I must go on to graduate or to a professional school in order to make my
education worth anything."

Personal interest/educational development

¢ Education should be vaiued for its own sake, not just in terms of job training!

¢ This is really sad.

¢ A bachelor's program is specific, now I feel a need to take classes I was unable to take then.
¢ No problem regarding the increased fees and will gladly pay them—still a bargain!

¢ I can afford to pay, but don’t care tc s the fees are outrageous in principle!

¢ Personal interest—that's what tibraries and book stores are for!

Many (especially seniors) view attendance at a community college as a source of lifelong
continuing educational enrichment, social activity, and even health maintenance. They may or
may not be able to afford the fee increase, many probably will not continue taking what they
considered an "extra." Many seniors said they were “sad" that they could rot continue in what
had been a source of joy; their classes helped them from becoming depressed.

It seemed that there was a larger proportion of upper income students in this group (>$40K)
which might also account for the greater number of favorable responses to the fee. Many of
these students felt they could afford the increase and even agreed that it was fair they should now
help pay for other students’ education. But some expressed concern for other BA+ students who
might not be as able to afford the fee. Surprisingly, these other BA+ students often agreed with
the increase even when they didn’t make as much money.

One student even went so far as to suggest that classes taken for "personal interest” (including
his own business/computer science/management class) should not be subsidized at all since they
benefit a very small portion of the population at the expense of all taxpayers.

These students took a wide variety of classes (everything from business or social science to art
and music). A foreign language was often cited as the personal interest class taken. but might
be discontinued even when the student’s income exceeded $40,000 annually. Interestingly, just
as often, it didn't discourage the student from continuing. One student was even willing to travel
out of town and pay more in order to attend a conversational French class at SCC’s Davis Center.
Another husband and wife (also earning >$40K) who were also both taking the same French class
will not continue next semester (4 units @ $50 for two people = $400).



Improve basic skills in English/reading/math
¢ Selected programs should be exempt from increased fees!

A blind student from Bolivia working towards a second degree in counseling needs to complete
English classes before he can begin taking psychology classes (income less than $5,000 he had
his wife fill out the questionnaire).

Other reasons

¢ The reason my income is hig" is that I live with my parents (pursuing Master's prerequisites).
& Educators should be exempt—either we are in the wrong business or crazy!

There were some very interesting and unusual responses listed under this category—the student
pursuing skills for volunteer activities as a Master Gardener (who would drop classes because
the fees were more than she could afford to "enhance"” a volunteer activity); an unemployed
student (whose husband is also out of work) taking a "refresher” Spanish class to help acquire
a job; several other students who already work part time as "contract students” had to maintain
at least six units just to keep their jobs (CSUS Hornet Foundation).

This category was often cited for health reasons, (though more urgent than the PE class to "keep
fit" in the personal interest category) many senicrs "needed" to take swimming classes to relieve
the pain and stiffness of arthritis. There was even a firefighter who took physical fitness as a
job requirement.

A Los Rios District math instructor checked this category because she takes a sign language class
to communicate directly with her nonhearing students. She hopes that the district will consider
reimbursing her. A kindergarten teacher with eight non-English speaking chiidren in her class
is taking Spanish to keep her district within state “compliance" (she also hopes her district will
reimburse her).

A nurse hoping to go through a nurse practitioner program needing to "update her knowledge”
is repeating anatomy and physiology classes.
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Los Rios Community College District
Baccalaureate Student Survey Highlights

The district has just completed a special survey of the 4,009 baccalaureate degree students erxolled
in Fall 1992 (about 8% of our student population). The ovcrall response rate was 37%, and the
respondent population did vary from the survey population with somewhat more women, older and
white students among the respondents. In terms of demographics, 76% of respondents were over 30
years old, 65% were women and 23% were ethnic minorities.

This survey addressed the baccalaureate students’ goals and background, and the potential effect of
the new $40-per-unit differential fee on their educational plans. Initial findings of the survey inciude

the following:

Almost 60% of the baccalaureate students are attending for job-related reasons; 9%
are earning transfer units toward a different degree; and 26% are enrolled for personal
development.

More than half (55%) are employed full-time and 19% part-time.

Surprisingly, 11% are unemployed and seeking work, higher than the unemployment
percentage statewide or in the Sacramento region.

Almost 72% are taking fewer than 6 units, and 63% are attending only during the
evenings.

Almost half (47%) of these students received their baccaiaureate degrees from the
CSU system and 17% from the UC system. Fully a third (34%) received their
degrees from either independent (private) or out-of-state institutions.

Two out of three (65%) said their employer provided no financial assistance toward
their educational expenses, and only 10% were partially or fully reimbursed.
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] In terms of annual household income, 23% of the baccalaureate students reported less
than $20.000; in fact, 8% had an annual income of under $10.000. Over 35%
reported between $20,000 and $40,000, and 36% $40,000 or more.

) Relatively few (12%) of the students believed they might be eligible for one of the
fee exemption categories (6% as dislocated workers, 3% on public assistance, 2% as
displaced homemakers, and 1% already paying nonresident tuition).

® Almost half of the students (48%) stated they would not return to one of the Los Rios
colleges next semester, the great majority (65%) because they felt the new fees would
make college too expensive.

Additional analyses of the survey information have been completed, and results by college are
available upon request. A previous analysis of the baccalaureate students’ course-taking patterns and
demographics was produced by the district’s Office of Planning and Research and is available both
by district and by college.

L.os Rios Community College District
Office of Planning and Research
November 16, 1992
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Los Rios Community Coliege District
Baccalaureate Students’ Course Taking Patterns and Demographics

Given the new state legisiation for community colleges, the Los Rios district wanted to know the answers
to two key questions about its baccalaureate students:

1. What courses are these students enrolled in?
2. What do we know about them demographically and in terms of their reasons for enrolling?
To answer these questions, the Los Rios District Office of Planning and Research analyzed the entire Fall
1692 student file and the highlichts below are for the 4,009 students districtwide who indicated on their
application that they held a baccalaureate or higher degree. These students represent 8.3% of the 48,199
students districtwide counted for 4th Week Census. (Separate analyses were done for each of the colleges,
since each college has a somewhat different cumriculum and different student population.)
The 4,009 baccalaureate students districtwide enrolled in 6,557 courses (one student can enroll in more
than one course, and at more than one college). Looking at the frequency of course enrollments by
department, the following are the "top ten" areas for baccalaureate student erroliment:

e PERec (477, 7.3% of the total)

¢ Computer Information Science (466, 7.1%)

e Biology (404, 6.2%)

e Art (357, 5.4%)

e Accounting (272, 4.1%)

e Spanith (269, 4.1%)

e Chemistry (250, 3.8%)

e Math (230, 3.5%)

e Real Estate (213, 3.2%)

¢ English (182, 2.8%)

While these are the "top ten" areas, our analysis has shown that our baccalaureate students take courses
across virtually all areas of the curriculum, with no one area accounting for more than 8% of the total.

1919 SpanNnos COURT ® SACRAMENTO, CA 95825-3981 e 916-568-3021
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Moving to our demographic and application information analysis, here are the highlights about our 4,009
baccalaureate students:

¢ 42% of these students are at ARC; 36% at SCC; 18% at CRC; and 4% at Placerville.
e 60% are women; 71% are 30 years of age or older.

® 29% are ethnic minorities: 10% Asian, 6% Hispanic, 5% African-American, 3% Filipino.
1% American Indian, 4% other; and 71% white.

® 63% are enrolled in evening courses, 28% in day courses, and 9% enrolled in both day and
evening courses.

® 77% are enrolled for the lightest unit load (.5 to 5.5 units); 19% are mid-load students (6-11.5
units); and 4% are enrolled full-time (12 or more units).

e 46% of the baccalaureate students enrolled for occupational reasons:

25% enrolled to upgrade job skills.
10% to acquire new job skills.

7% to obtain a vocational certificate.
4% to get a vocational AA degree.

e  13% said they planned to transfer (8% without an AA; 5% with an AA), and 40% stated they had
enrolled with no specific AA/certificace objective.

e 93% of these students are in good standing academicaily.

® 94% are U.S. citizens, while 4% are on permanent student visas. (Fewer than 1% are in each of
the other three citizenship categories.)

The District is also sending a survey to these students to collect additional information about their plans

for the Spring 1993 semester and their reactions to the new baccalaureate fee. This information should
be available by November.

Los Rios Community College District
Office of Planning and Research
September 1992
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Los Rios Community College District
Baccalaureate Students’ Course-Taking Patterns and Demographics

Spring 1993

The Los Rios District Office of Planning and Research analyzed the entire Spring 1993 student file and
the highlights below are for the 2,427 students districtwide who indicated on their application that they
held a baccalaureate or higher degree. These students represent 5.3 % of the 45,391 students districtwide
counted for 4tk Week Census. (Separate analyses were done for each of the colleges, since each college
has a somewhat different curriculum and different student population.)
The 2,427 baccalaureate students districtwide enrolled in 4,011 courses (one student can enroll in more
than one course, and at more than one college). Looking at the frequency of course enrollments by
department, the following are the "top ten" areas for baccalaureate student enrollment:

¢ Biology (366, 9.1% of the total)

¢ Computer Information Science (247, 6.2%)

¢ PERec (231, 5.8%)

¢ Chemistry (228, 5.7%)

¢ Art (203, 5.1%)

¢ Accounting (152, 3.8%)

¢ Sparish (135, 3.4%)

¢ Math (123, 3.1%)

¢ Physics (104, 2.6%)

¢ English (99, 2.5%)

While these are the “top ten" areas, our analysis has shown that our baccalaureate students take wuurses
across virtually all areas of the curriculum, with no one area accounting for more than 10% of the total.

1919 Spa~nos COuRrRT ® SACrRAMENTO, CA 95825-3981 e 916-568-3021
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Moving to our demographic and application information analysis, here are the highlights about our 2,427
baccalaureate students:

L4

L4

40% of these students are at ARC; 37% at SCC; 19% at CRC; and 4% at Placerville.

62% are women; 72% are 30 years of age or older.

29% are ethnic minorities: 10% Asian, 5% Hispanic, 5% African-American, 3% Filipino,
1% American Indian, 5% other; and 71% white.

58% are enrolled in evening courses, 33% in day courses., and 9% enrolled in both day and
evening courses.

77% are enrolled for the lightest unit load (.5 to 5.5 units); 19% are mid-load students (6-11.5
units); and 4% are enrolled full-time (12 or more units).

43% of the baccalaureate students enrolled for occupational reasons:

21% enrolled to upgrade job skills.
9% to acquire new job skills.

8% to obtain a vocational certificate.
5% to get a vocational AA degree.

13% said they planned to transfer (9% without an AA; 4% with an AA), and 43% stated they had
enrolled with no specific AA/certificate objective.

98% of these students are in good standing academically.

94% are U.S. citizens, while 4% are on permanent student visas.

Los Rios Community College District
Office of Planning and Research
February 1993
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COMPARISON OF BA+ STUDENTS’ COURSE-TAKING PATTERNS
Fall 1992-Spring 1993

LOS RIOS DISTRICT

The following summary shows the "top tenfeleven” departments in terms of BA+ student
enrollments in Fall 1992 and Spring 1993 (percentages are of all BA+ course enrollments). The
last two columns show the net "loss” in individual enrollments, followed by the percentage loss
compared to the previous semester. Departments are listed in order of percentage loss in
enrollments in Spring 1993 compared to Fall 1992.

Loss in % Loss From
Fall 1992 Spring 1993 Enrollments Fall 1992

TOTALS (all BA+ courses) 6,557 100% 4,011 100% -2546 -38.8%
» Real Estate** 213 3.2% 97 2.4% -116 -54.5%
» PE/Recreation 477 1.3% 231 5.8% - 246 -51.6%
» Spanish 260 4.1% 135 3.4% - 134 -49.8%
» Computer Info Science 466 7.1% 247 6.2% - 219 -47.0%
» Mathematics 230 3.5% 123 3.1% - 107 -46.5%
» English 182 2.8% 99  2.5% - 83 -45.6%
» Accounting 272 41% 152 38% - 120 -44.1%
» Art 357 5.4% 203 5.1% - 154 -43.1%
» Physics* 157 2.4% 104 2.6% - 53 - 33.8%
» Biology 404 6.2% 366 9.1% - 38 - 9.4%
» Chemistry 250 3.8% 228  5.7% - 22 - 8.8%

*Not in Fall '92 Top 10
**Not in Spring 93 Top 10



L.OS R10S COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT
ALL STUDENTS—SPRING 92 AND SPRING 93

. %o Number Net Change
Demographics & Other Characteristics Spring 92 I Spring 93 | Spring 92 l Spring 93 | % Pts l Number l % Chg
! " TOTAL STUDENTS “jo00 | 1000 | 492671 - 45391] o0 | - 3876|719
Women 56.3 56.3 27.721 25,508 0.0 -2.213 -8.0
GENDER Men 437 437 21526 19832 00| -1694] -9
Unknown 20 51 31
African American 9.4 9.3 4,650 4,200 -0.1 -450 9.7
American Indian 22 22 1.086 996 0.0 -90 -8.3
Asian 10.6 11.5 5.243 5.239 0.9 -4 -0.1
ETHNICITY Caucasian 61.5 58.9 30.287 26,738 2.6 -3.549 -11.7
Filipino 22 25 1,085 1.112 0.3 27 25
Latino 9.9 10.4 4860 4727 0.5 -133 2.7
Other 34 4.5 1.682 2019 1.1 3137 20.0
Unknown (No Code) 0.8 0.8 374 360 0.0 -14 -3.7
Under 18 1.5 1.6 715 730 0.1 15 2.1
18 10 20 22.8 239 11.252 10.825 1.1 -427 -38
21 to 24 22.6 234 11,140 10,600 0.8 -540 -4.9
Gﬁgﬁp 2510 29 16.3 16.3 8.050 7383 0.0 -667 -8.3
3010 39 21.6 20.6 10,624 9.333 -1.0 -1.291 -12.2
40 or older 15.2 144 7486 6.520 -0.8 -966 -129
30 or older 16.8 35.0 18.110 15853 | -18 2257 -125
Both Day/Evening 17.1 18.1 8.399 8.212 1.0 -187 22
EV%QTNG Day only 45.5 472 22420 21.407 17 1013|458
Evening only 374 348 18.443 15772 -2.6 -2,676 -14.5
Full time (12+) 223 23.6 10968 10,689 1.3 -279 -25
UNIT Mid (6-11.5) 32,6 332 16,062 15080 | 06 982 -6l
LOAD Light (.5-5.5) 45.1 432 22211 19.594 | -19 26171 -118
Average number/units 7.02 7.25 +.23
Transfer/no AA 19.9 184 9.630 8.239 -1.5 -1,391 -144
Transfer/with AA 40.5 38.9 19,581 17419 -1.6 -2.102 -11.0
Vocational AA 6.3 6.1 3.056 2,731 -0.2 -325 -10.6
General Education AA 3.7 2.7 1.796 1.220 -1.0 -576 -32.1
EDUCATIONAL 5 =
GOAL Vocational Ceriificate 53 4.5 2,536 2.015 -0.8 -521 -20.5
Acquirc Job Skill 44 3.0 2,114 1.321 -1.4 -793 -37.5
Upgrade Job Skill 7.7 5.1 3.737 2.280 -2.6 -1.451 -38.8
No AA/certificate goal 12.1 214 5.862 9.566 9.3 3.704 63.2
New, never attended 8.5 9.9 4,191 4.479 1.4 288 0.9
New. attended 2 yr 6.8 7.0 3.339 3.194 0.2 -145 -43
New, attended 4 yr 5.6 4.0 2717 1.806 -1.6 -971 -35.0
EN‘E%%SENT Returning (prev. LR) 124 9.0 6.111 4103 | -34 2008 | -329
Returning (@ 2 yr) 2.1 23 1,334 1,025 -0.4 -309 -23.2
Returning (@ 4 yr) 3.1 19 1510 850 | -1.2 660 | 437
_High School Student 0.7 0.7 348 336 0.0 -12 -3.5
Continuing 60.2 65.2 29.654 29,583 5.0 ] -2
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I LOS RIOS COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT
BA+ STUDENTS—SPRING 92 AND SPRING 93
l T % Number Net Change
Demographics & Other Characteristics "¢\ 00 97 | spring 93 | Spring 92 | Spring 93 | % Pts | Number | % Chg
| rOoTALSTUDENTS [ 1000 [ 10001 4577 2413] 00 | 2164| 473
I Women 579 61.7 2,649 1488 38 1,161 | 438
GENDER Men 42.1 18.3 1928 924 | -38 1004 | -521
Unknown 0 1 1
l African American 5.7 4.5 260 108 -1.2 -152 -58.5
American Indian 1.5 14 70 33 -0.1 -37 -529
l Asian 9.2 9.8 421 237 0.6 -184 |  -437
Caucasisn 719 71.7 3,290 1,729 -0.2 -1.561 475
ETHNICITY .
Filipino 1.9 2.6 87 62 0.7 -25 -28.7
l Latino 5.6 46 256 110 | -1.0 146 | 570 |
Other 3.7 4.5 170 109 0.8 61| -359
Unknown (No Code) 0.5 1.0 23 25 0.5 2 8.7
l Under 18 0.0 0.0 2 0 0.0 21 -1000
18 t0 20 02 0.0 9 1] 02 8| -889
2110 24 11.1 75 506 180 |  -3.6 326 | 644
I AGE 2510 29 19.6 20.8 898 501 1.2 2397 | 442
GROUP 30 to 39 33.1 323 1516 779 | .08 737 | -48.6
. 40 or older 36.0 39.5 1,646 952 35 694 | -422
30 or older 9.1 | 718 ] 3162 1731 27 1431 ] 453
Both Day/Evening 8.7 9.3 397 224 0.6 173 | 436
l DAY o [ Day only 26.3 329 1203 793 | 66 410 | 341
Evening only 65.0 57.9 2977 139 | -7.1 -1581 | 531
Full time (12+) 2.8 35 129 84 0.7 45| -349
l UNIT Mid (6-11.5) 18.1 19.0 830 458 0.9 372 448
LOAD Light (.5-5.5) 79.0 715 3617 1871 -15 -1746 | -483
l Average number/units 395 4.16 +.21
Transfer/no AA 79 9.0 35§ 213 1.1 -142 -40.0
Transfer/with AA 5.3 4.1 236 97 -1.2 -139 -58.9
' Vocational AA 34 4.9 151 117 1.5 34| 225
Gencral Education AA 1.1 1.0 47 23 -0.1 -24 -51.1
EDUCATIONAL : :
GOAL Vocational Certificate 6.5 7.6 291 181 1.1 -110 -37.8
' Acquire Job Skill 10.8 8.7 485 207 2.1 -278 -57.3
Upgrade Job Skill 30.6 21.0 1375 500 -96 875 | -63.6
l No AA/certificate goal 34.6 438 1.554 1041 9.2 S13 00 4330
New, never attended 0.3 2.2 13 52 1.9 39 300.0
New, attended 2 yr 0.0 2.0 2 48 2.0 46 | 2.300.0
' New. attended 4 yr 30.7 21.8 1404 525 | -89 879 | -62.6
EN%%&%’IgNT Returning (prev. LR) 13.0 6.8 596 165 | -62 431 723
Returning (@ 2 yr) 0.0 1.2 1 28 1.2 27 | 2.700.0
I l Returning (@ 4 yr) 14.. 11.3 646 273 | 28 373 | 577
High School Student 0.0 0.0 0 0 0.0 0
E TC Continuing 4138 548 1914 1322 | 130 592 | 309
1 e TARI FRASS DIS




l L Rl RICT _Staved in §'92 _Stayved in $'93
Count  Percent Count  Percent % Change
' Total Students 49,267 100.0 45,391 100.0 -7.9%
Fall Spring Stay % 28,261 57.4% 27442 60.5% -2.9%
l Gender Women 16,135 57.1 15,488 56.4 -4.0%
Men 12,126 429 11,952 436 -1.4%
Uncoded 0 L2 2 ET T EXE2IR]
l Ethnicity Afro-American 2,441 8.6 2,387 8.7 -2.2%
American indian 582 2.1 588 21 1.0%
I Asian 3,403 12.0 3,546 12.9 4.2%
Caucasian 17,303 612 16,097 58.7 -7.0%
Filipino 669 2.4 692 2.5 3.4%
' Latino 2,747 9.7 2917 10.6 6.2%
Cther 907 3.2 1,044 3.8 15.1%
Unknown (Not Coded) 209 0.7 171 0.6 -18.2%
l Age Group 17 and Under 215 0.8 227 0.8 5.6%
18 to 20 7,950 28.1 7,626 27.8 -4.1%
21to 24 6,601 23.4 6,598 24.0 0.0%
' 25 to 29 4,241 15.0 4,260 15.5 0.4%
30 to 39 5,526 19.6 5,283 19.3 -4.4%
l 40 and over 3,728 13.2 3,448 12.6 -7.5%
Schedule Day Only 14,441 51.1 14,185 51.7 -1.8%
Evening Only 7,836 27.7 7,357 268 -6.1%
' Both Day/Evening 5,984 21.2 5,900 21.5 -1.4%
Unit Load 0.1t0 5.9 9,012 319 8,704 31.7 -3.4%
' 6.0to 11.9 10,291 36.4 9,916 36.1 -3.6%
12.0 and up 8,951 317 8,815 32.1 -1.5%
' Colle;'e Units Comp. None 765 2.7 774 28 1.2%
0.5t015.5 9,997 35.4 9,306 33.9 -6.9%
16.0t0 29.5 4,439 15.7 4,477 16.3 0.9%
I 30.0 to 45.5 3,999 14.2 4197 153 5.0%
45.0 t0 59.5 2,562 9.1 2,651 9.7 3.5%
60+ -w- no AA 2,911 10.3 3,113 11.3 6.9%
l 60+ -w- AA 1,827 6.5 1,728 6.3 -5.4%
BA or Higher 1,761 6.2 1,196 44 -32.1%

i ' " = Not Included in
E TC Computing Percentages Page: 1




1 y avod (Sorin 1992/Sarin. 195
lLFiI DISTRI in$' inS'
Count  Percent Count  Percent % Change
! Educatioha!l Goal Transfer no AA 6,012 21.7 5,509 20.4 -8.4%
Transfer -w- AA 12,921 46.7 12,537 464 -3.0%
Voc. AA 1,777 6.4 1,853 6.9 4.3%
l GE AA 977 35 835 31 -14.5%
Voc Cent 1,392 50 1,370 5.1 -1.6%
Acq. Job Skills 848 3.1 672 25 -20.8%
l Upg. Job Skills 1319 48 973 36  -26.2%
No AA/Cert Obj. 2,438 8.8 3,282 12.1 34.6%
l Enroliment Status  New, No Coilege 10 0.0 1 0.0 -90.0%
New, Been at 2 yr 12 0.0 -100.0%
New, Been at 4 yr 4 0.0 1 0.0 -75.0%
Returning 290 1.0 14 0.1 -85.2%
' Returning, Been at 2 yr 51 0.2 1 0.0 -98.0%
Returning, Been at 4 yr 37 0.1 5 0.0 -86.5%
High Schoo! Student 158 0.6 144 0.5 -8.9%
' Continuing 27,698 98.0 27,276 994 -1.5%
A
**** = Not Included in J i

Computing Percentages Page: 2




students Who Left (Spring 1992/Spring 1993)

LOS RIQS DISTRICT

College Units Comp,

Total Students
Fall/Spring Drop %

Women
Men
Uncodad

Afro-American
American Indian
Asian

Caucasian

Filipino

Latino

Other

Unknown (Not Coded)

17 and Under
18to0 20

21to 24

25t0 29

30to 39

40 and over

Day Only
Evening Only
Both Day/Evening

0.1to59
6.0to 11.9
12.0 and up

None

0.5to 155
16.0t0 29.5
30.0t0 45.5
46.0 to 59.5
60+ -w- no AA
60+ -w- AA
BA or Higher

“**** = Not Included in
Computing Percentages

Page: 1

_leftingS'92 Leftin $'93
Count  Percent Count  Percent % Change
49,267 100.0 45,391 100.0 -7.9%
20,408  414% 20,695  456% 1.4%
12,073 502 12,166 589 0.8%
8,326 40.8 8,504 41.1 2.1%
9 o5
2,018 9.9 2,119 10.2 5.0%
496 24 468 2.3 -5.6%
1,650 8.1 1,731 8.4 4.9%
13,079 64.1 12,816 61.9 -2.0%
402 2.0 454 2.2 12.9%
1,926 9.4 2,096 10.1 8.8%
642 3.1 814 39 26.8%
195 1.0 197 1.0 1.0%
434 2.1 415 2.0 -4.4%
3,674 18 3,598 17.4 2.1%
4,234 20.7 4,495 21.7 6.2%
3,634 178 3,672 17.7 1.0%
4,866 23.8 4,738 229 -2.6%
3,566 175 3,777 183 5.9%
8,066 39.5 8,396 40.6 4.1%
9,814 48.1 9,764 47.2 -0.5%
2,528 12.4 2,535 12.2 0.3%
12,429 609 12,722 61.6 2.4%
5,650 27.7 5,747 27.9 1.7%
2,292 11.2 2,185 10.6 -4.7%
4,449 218 4,122 19.9 -7.3%
5414 26.5 5,540 26.8 2.3%
1,997 9.8 2,100 10.1 5.2%
1,406 6.9 1,450 71 3.8%
1,163 57 1,121 5.4 -3.6%
1,561 7.6 1,717 8.3 10.0%
1,876 9.2 1,696 8.2 -5.6%
2,542 125 2,938 14.2 15.6%

e, -



E

Students Who Left (Spring 1992/Soring 1993

D ICT

Transier no AA

Transfer -w- AA
Voc. AA

GE AA

Voc Cert

Acq. Job Skills

Upg. Job Skills

No AA/Cert Obj.

New, No College

New, Been at 2 yr

New, Been at 4 yr
Returning

Returning, Beenat 2 yr
Returning, Been at 4 yr
High School Student

Terrt = Not Included in
Computing Percentages

Page: 2

Left in S'92 Left in $'93
Count  Percent Count  Percent % Change
3,594 18.0 3,441 16.9 -4.3%
6,912 346 6,655 328 -3.7%
1,217 6.1 1,174 58 -3.5%
788 3.9 608 3.0 -22.8%
1,030 5.2 996 49 -3.3%
1,186 59 993 49 -16.3%
2,314 11.6 1,988 9.8 -14.1%
2,927 14.7 4,447 21.9 51.9%
3,321 16.3 3,181 154 -4.5%
2,185 10.7 1,847 8.9 -15.5%
1,922 9.4 1,692 8.2 -12.0%
3,426 16.8 3,889 18.8 13.5%
671 3.3 442 2.1 -34.1%
1,056 5.2 725 35 -31.3%
104 05 g3 0.4 -10.6%



New/Returning Students (Spring 1992/Spring 1993

L Rl DISTRICT New/Ret. in S'92 New/Ret. in $'93

Count  Percent Count  Percent % Change
Total Students 49,267 100.0 45,391 100.0 -7.9%

Total New/Returning 21,006 42.6% 17,949 39.5% -14.6%

Gender Women 11,586 56.2 10,020 58.0 -13.5%

Men 9,400 448 7,880 44.0 -16.2%
UnCOdEd 20 hadaboiolel 49 LA a2l ahthd

Eihnicity Afro-American 2,209 10.5 1,813 10.1 -17.9%
American Indian 504 24 408 2.3 -19.0%
Asian 1,840 8.3 1,693 9.4 -8.0%
Caucasian 12,984 61.8 10,641 59.3 -18.0%
Filipino 416 2.0 420 2.3 1.0%
Latino 2,113 10.1 1,810 10.1 -14.3%
Other 775 3.7 875 54 25.8%
Uiiknown (Not Coded) 165 0.8 189 1.1 14.5%

Age Group 17 and Under 500 24 503 2.8 0.6%
18 to 20 3,302 15.7 3,199 17.8 -3.1%
21to 24 4,539 21.6 4,002 22.3 -11.8%
25to0 29 3,809 18.1 3,123 17.4 -18.0%
30to 39 5,098 243 4,050 22.6 -20.6%

-
l 490 and over 3,758 179 3,672 17.1 -18.3%
O

Schedule Day Only 7.979 38.0 7,222 40.2 -9.5%
Evening Only 10,612 50.5 8,415 469 -20.7%
Both Day/Evening 2415 115 2312 12.9 -4.3%

Unit L.oad 0.1t05.9 13,199 62.8 10,890 60.7 -17.5%
6.0to 11.9 5,771 27.5 5,164 28.8 -10.5%
12.0 and up 2,017 9.6 1874 10.4 71%

College Units Comp, Necne 6,116 29.1 5,584 31.1 -8 7%
0.5t0 155 5173 246 4,676 26.1 -9.6%
16.0t0 29.5 1,709 8.1 1,673 9.3 2.1%
30.0t045.5 1,294 6.2 1,253 7.0 -3.2%
46.0to0 59.5 825 39 787 44 -4.6%
60+ -w- No AA 1,297 6.2 1417 79 8.3%
60+ -w- AA 1,776 85 1,342 75 -24.4%
BA or Higher 2,816 13.4 1,217 6.8 -56.8%

cn

“rre® = Not Included in
Computing Percentages Page: 1
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l RlI DISTRI New/Ret. in $'92 New/Ret. in $'93
Count  Percent Couni  Perceni % Change
I Educational Goal  Transfer no AA 3,618 175 2,730 15.4 -24.5%
Transfer -w- AA 6,660 323 4,822 27.5 -27.6%
Voc. AA 1,279 6.2 878 49 -31.4%
l GE AA 819 4.0 385 2.2 -53.0%
Voc Cert 1,144 55 645 3.6 -43.6%
Acq. Job Skills 1,266 6.1 649 37 -48.7%
Upg. Job Skills 2,418 11.7 1,313 7.4 -45.7%
I No A&/Cert Obj. 3,424 15.6 6,284 354 83.5%
Enroiiment Status  New, No Coliege 4,181 19.9 4,478 25.0 7.1%
' New, Beenat 2 yr 3,327 15.8 3,194 17.8 -4.0%
New, Been at 4 yr 2,773 13.2 1,805 10.1 -34.9%
Returning 5,821 27.7 4,089 2238 ~29.8%
I Returning, Been at 2 yr 1,283 6.1 1,024 7 -20.2%
Returning, Been at 4 yr 1,473 7.0 845 4.7 -42.6%
High School Student 190 0.9 192 1.1 1.1%
' Continuing 1,956 9.3 2,307 12.8 17.9%

Lt:' oJ

“**** = Not Included in
Computing Percentages Page. 2




APPENDIX

American River College

Questionnaire and Responses to BA+ Student Survey—Fall 1992

Highlights of BA+ Student Survey (Fali 1992)
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AMERICAN RIVER COLLEGE FIGURES
(N=663)

LOS RIOS COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT

SURVEY OF BACCALAUREATE DEGRE" STUDENTS

"AM ERICAN RNER COLLEGE

COSUMNES H[VER COLLEGE
CRCIPLACERVILLE CENTER .

SACRAMENTO cm' COLLEGE--._

DEAR STUDENT: Your answers to the following
questions will hel. us to schedule courses to meet
your needs. (Unlecs otherwise noted, please check
only one response for each item.)

1. What is your MOST IMPORTANT reason for attending
our college? (Check only one.)

276 42% a. To acquire skills for new job/career
131 20% b. To upgrade skills for present career field
20 3% c. To maintain certificate or license
2 .3% d. To improve basic skilis in English/reading/math
60 9% e. To earn transferable units icr another degree
142 21% f{. For personal interest/educational development
25 4% g. Other (please describe)_(Various)
7 1% No Response

2. Are you enrolied in an occupational major program?

Yes 238 36% No 415 63%

NR 10 2%

if Yes, which program? (Check only one.)
(% based on 238 who answered Yes)

36 15% a. Accounting/Business/Management

1 .4% b. Administration of Justice

0 0% c. Aviation Maintenance Technology

10 4% d. Computer Information Science

10 4% e. Early Childhood Education

6 3% {. Electronics Technology

13 6% g. Fire Technology

3 1% h. Food Service Management

0 0% i. Foodservice Production/Control

15 6% j. Horticulture

32 13% k. Legal Assisting

0 0% 1. Library Technology

2 1% m. Mechanical-Electrical Technology

19 8% n. Nursing {R.N.)

0 0% o. Occupational Therapy Assistant

0 0% p. Printing Technology

27 11% q. Real Estate

13 6% r. Sign Language Studies

48 20% s. Other (please specify) (Various)
A

3 1% Answered Yes but did not specify program

3. In what other types of courses are you enrolied?
{(Check alil that apply.) (Each % based on 663)

55 8% a. Art

52 8% b. Biological Sciences (biology, physiology, etc.)
104 16% c. Business/Computer Science/Management

16 2% d. Early Childhood Education

22 3% e. English/Speech

4 1% {. English as a Second Language

16 2% g. Family/Consumer Science, Home Economics
54 8% h. Foreign Language

37 6% i. Mathematics/Statistics

14 2% j. Music

30 5% k. Physical Education

32 5% I. Physical Sciences (chsmistry, physics, etc.)
38 6% m. Social/Behavioral Science (econ., psych., etc.)

5 1%
64 10%

n. Theater Arts
0. Other {Please specify} (Various)

4. What is your current employment status?

355 54% a. Emploved full-time
126 19% b. Employed part-time
2 .3% c. Full-time military service
84 13% d. Unemployed but seeking work
87 13% . Unemployed, not seeking work
9 1% No Response

5. How many units are you taking this semester?

30 5%
183 25%
458 69%

12 2%

a. 12 or more units
b. 6 to 11.5 units
c. .5to 5.5 units
No Response

6. When are your classes scheduled?

82 12% a. During the day (mornings and afternoons)
53 8% b. Mornings only (begin before 12:00)
25 4% c. Afternoons only (begin 12:00 or later)
416 63% d. Evenings only (begin 5:00 p.m. or later)
65 10% . Both day and evening
14 2% {. Weekends (only)
8 1% No Response

(OVER, PLEASE]




7. Where do you attend classes? (Check all that apply)
(Each % based on 663 respondents)
579 87% a. AMERICAN RIVER COLLEGE (Main Campus)
38 6% b. Natomas Outreach Center
30 5% c. Sunrise Outreach Center
13 2% d. McClellan AFB Outreach Center
3 1% e. Kaiser Hospital
2 .3% {. Gramercy Court
12 2% g. Sacramento Fire Dept. Towers
0 0% h. Mission Oaks Senior Center
3 1% i. Orange Grove School
5 1% j. COSUMNES RIVER COLLEGE (Main)
0 0% k. Placerville Center
2 .3% . Folsom/Cordova Outreach Sites
0 0% m. Mather Outreach Center
16 2% n. SACRAMENTO CITY COLLEGE (Main)
0 0% o. Davis Center
5 1% p. Downtown Center
0 0% q. Waest Sacramento Center
8. Please indicate the type of coilege/university which
granted your bachelor's degree:
94 14% a. University of California
313 47% b. California State University
50 8% c. California Independent University
112 17% d. Qut-of-state Public University
70 11% e. Out-of-state Private University
24 4% No Response
8. Are your educational expenses offset or reimbursed by
your employer?
25 4% a. Fully paid for/reimbursed

a
43 7% b. Partially paid for/reimbursed

408 62% c. No financial assistance from employer
167 25% d. Not applicable/not employed

14 2% No Response

10. Please indicate the approximate total annual income of
your household:

23 4% a. $ 4,999 or less 56 8% f{. $25-$29,999
35 5% b. $ 5,000-% 9,999 53 8% g. $30-$34,999
47 7% c. $10,000-$14,999 45 7% h. $35-$39,999
43 7% d. $15,000-$19,999 259 39% i. $40,000+
58 9% e. $20,000-$24,999 44 7% No Response

11. Students who may be exempt from the new $40 differentiz
fee are described on the enclosed sheet. PLEASE REAI
THESE DESCRIPTIONS CAREFULLY and indicate if yo
think you qualify for and plan to apply for one of th
exemptions:

35 5%
19 3%
20 3%
6 1%
583 88%

. Dislocated worker

. Displaced homemaker

. Student on public assistance (AFDC, SSI, etc.)
. Student paying nonresident tuition

o Response

zao o

12. Do you plan to reenroll at one of our colleges next semeste
(Spring 1993)? (18 = 3% No Response)

340 51% Yes If Yes, for how many units? _Avg. = 5

305 46% No

33 11% a. My educational objective will be completed.
174 57% b. New fees will make college toc expensive.
c
d

If No, please indicate why: (% based on 30¢

27 9% c. Plan to “stop out” and reenroll at a later time.
27 9% d. Will enroll at another school: (% based on 27)
1 ( 4%) University ot California campus
22 (82%) California State University campus
0 ( 0%) California Independent University
1 (4%) Public out-of-state university
0 (0%) Private out-of-state university
0 ( 0%) Another California community college
3 (11%) Other (please specify) {Various)
40 13% e. Other reasons: {Various)

4 1% Answerad No but did not give reason.

COMMENTS: [if you have any additional comments, add them here.]

THANK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING IN THIS SURVEY!

[Please return this form in the postage-paid envelope as soon as possible.}
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American River College
Baccalaureate Student Survey Highlights

The district has just completed a special survey of the 4,009 baccalaureate degree students enrolled
districtwide in Fall 1992 (about 8% of our student population). The overall response rate for
American River College students was 39%, and the ARC respondent population did vary from the
survey population with somewhat more women, older and white students among tiie respondents. In

terms of demographics, 76% of respondents were over 30 years old, 66% were women, and 17% were
ethnic minoxities.

This survey addressed the baccalaureate students’ goals and background, and the potential effect of
the new $40-per-unit differential fee on their educational plans. Initial findings of the survey for
ARC include the following:

Almost 65% of the baccalaureate students are attending for job-related reasons; 9%

are eamning transfer units toward a different degree; and 21% are enrolled for personal
development.

More than half (54%) are employed full-time and 19% part-time.

Surprisingly, 13% are unemployed and seeking work, higher thar: the unemployment
percentage statewide or in the Sacramento region.

Almost 69% are taking fewer than 6 units, and 63% are attending only during the
evenings.

Almost half (47%) of these students received their baccalaureate degrees from the
CSU system and 14% from the UC system. More than a third (36%) received their
degrees from either independent (private) or out-of-state institutions.

Almost two out of three (62%) said their employer provided no financial assistance
toward their educational expenses, and only 11% were partially or fully reimbursed.
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) In terms of annual hoﬁsehold income, 23% of the baccalaureate students reported less
than $20,000; in fact, 9% had an annual income of under $10,000. Over 32%
reported between $20,000 and $40,000, and 39% $40,000 or more.

. Relatively few (12%) of the students believed they might be eligible for one of the
fee exemption categories (5% as dislocated workers, 3% on public assistance, 3% as
displaced homemakers, and 1% already paying nonresident tuition).

. Almost half of the students (46%) stated they would not return to one of the Los Rios
colleges next semester, the majority (57%) because they felt the new fees would make
college too expensive.

Additional analyses of the survey information have been completed, and results by district and college
are available upon request. A previous analysis of the baccalaureate students’ course-taking patterns
and demographics was produced by the district’s Office of Planning and Research and is available
both by district and by college.

Los Rios Community College District
Office of Planning and Research
November 16, 1992



COMPARISON OF BA+ STUDENTS’ COURSE-TAKING PATTERNS
Fall 1992-Spring 1993

AMERICAN RIVER COLLEGE

The following summary shows the "top ten/eleven" departments in terms of BA+ student
enrollments in Fall 1992 and Spring 1993 (percentages are of all BA+ course enrollments). The
last two columns show the net "loss" in individuai enrollments, followed by the percentage loss
compared to the previous semester. Departments are listed in order of percentage loss in
enrolliments in Spring 1993 compared to Fall 1992.

Loss in % L.oss From
Fall 1992 Spring 1993 Enrollments Fall 1992

TOTALS (all BA+ courses) 2,862 100% 1,708 100% -1,154 -40.3%
» PE/Recreation 172 6.0% 61 3.6% - 111 -64.5%
» Spanish** 108 3.8% 48  2.8% - 60 -55.6%
» Real Estate 124 4.3% 57 3.3% - 67 -54.0%
» Mathematics 109 3.8% 53 31% - 56 -51.4%
» Computer Info Science 232 8.1% 135 7.9% - 97 -41.8%
» Management 127  4.4% 79 4.6% - 48 -37.8%
» Accounting 89 3.1% 57 33% - 32 -36.0%
» Art 159 5.5% 111 6.5% - 43 -30.2%
» Horticulture 106 3.7% 80 4.7% - 26 -24.5%
» Interior Design* 59 2.1% 57 3.3% -2 -3.4%
» Chemistry 112 3.9% i09  6.4% -3 -2.7%
» Biology 179 6.3% 157 9.2% - 22 -1.1%

*Not in Fall *92 Top 10
**Not in Spring 93 Top 10



AMERICAN RIVER COLLEGE
ALL STUDENTS—SPRING 92 AND SPRING 93

% Number Net Change

Demographics & Other Characteristics  [gp50002 | Spring 93 | Spring 92 | Spring 93 | % Pts | Number | % Chg
"~ “TOTAL STUDENTS L1000 | 000 2330 9023, 00 | 2307 108
Women 55.4 55.1 11815 10464 | -0.3 -1351 | -114
GENDER Men 44.6 449 9.515 8535 | 03 980 | -103

Unknown 3 24 21
African American 6.2 6.4 1.330 1.211 0.2 -119 -9.0
American Indian 2.5 24 540 463 -0.1 =77 -143
Asian 5.8 6.2 1.237 1.180 04 -57 -4.6
Caucasian 724 70.5 15.434 13417 | -19 2017 | -13.1

ETHNICITY —

Filipino 1.5 1.8 323 332 0.3 9 2.8
Latino 79 82 1679 1.559 0.3 -120 7.2
Other 29 3.8 611 714 0.9 103 16.9
Unknown (No Code) 08 | 08 179 147 0.0 32| -179
Under 18 1.1 0.9 230 173 | 02 571 248
18 10 20 24.1 24.9 5.145 4727 0.8 418 8.1
21 10 24 23.5 24.1 5.004 4,590 0.6 414 -8.3
GQSEP 2510 29 16.5 16.1 3.525 3067 | -04 458 | -13.0
30 to 39 20.7 20.3 4419 3862 | -04 557 | -126
40 or older 14.1 137 3010 2604 | -04 406 | -13.5
30 or older 3438 34.0 7429 6466 | 08 963 | -13.0
Both Day/Evening 16.1 16.5 3430 3.130 04 -300 -8.8
E\%{}TNG Day only 46.8 48.5 9977 9220 | 17 51| 16
Evening only 372 35.1 7926 6673 | -2.1 1253 | -158
Full time (12+) 213 21.5 4547 4,086 0.2 461 | -10.
UNIT Mid (6-11.5) 337 349 7.180 6.632 1.2 -548 7.6
LOAD Light (.5-5.5) 45.0 436 9.606 8300 | -14 1306 | -13.6

Average number/units 6.96 7.02 +.06
Transfer/no AA 21.5 20.2 4386 3719 -1.3 -667 -15.2
Transfer/with AA 43.1 424 8.783 7828 | -07 955 | -108
Vocational AA 72 72 1463 1.330 0.0 -133 9.1
General Education AA 33 29 680 527 -0.4 -153 2228

EDUCATIONAL : —
GOAL Vocational Certificate 6.1 5.4 1.233 1.000 -0.7 -233 -18.¢
Acquire Job Skill 4.1 2.8 842 523 | -1.3 319 | -37¢
Upgrade Job Skill 6.7 5.0 1.369 925 | -17 444 | 324
No AA/certificate goal 8.0 14.1 1.640 2.602 6.1 962 58."
New, never attended 7.9 8.3 1.677 1.582 04 -95 5.0
New. attended 2 yr 6.8 6.2 1443 1182 | -06 261 | -18.
New, attended 4 yr 5.7 39 1215 746 | -18 469 | -38.
ENI;%%?NT Returning (prev. LR) 12.0 79 2.555 1504 | -4.1 -1051 | -4l
Returning (@ 2 yr) 2.1 1.8 443 334 -0.3 -109 244
Returning (@ 4 yr) 28 1.8 589 334 -10 2255 | -43.
High School Student 0.5 04 96 80 -0.1 -16 -16.
Continuing 624 69.7 13,315 13.248 73 -67 -0.!
TABLEMLISS ARC




AMERICAN RIVER COLLEGE
BA+ STUDENTS—SPRING 92 AND SPRING 93

%o Number Net Change
Demographics & Other Ch’aructeristics Spring 92 ] Spring 93 | Spring 92 | Spring 93 | % Pis l Number | % Chg
- TOTAL STUDENTS 1000 | - 1000 | 1878 974 00| 04| 41
Women 594 62.3 1.115 607 29 -508 -45.6
GENDER Men 40.6 3.6 763 366 | 30 397 | 520
Unknown 0 1 1
African American 4.1 4.2 76 41 0.1 -35 -46.1
American Indian 1.9 1.4 36 14 0.5 -22 -61.1
Asian 5.6 5.8 106 56 | 02 50 | -472
ETHNICITY Caucasian 78.0 71.8 1.464 758 -0.2 -706 -48.2
Filipino 1.5 2.1 29 20 0.6 -9 -31.0
Latino 438 44 90 43 -04 -47 -522
Other 3.3 34 61 33 0.1 -28 -45.9
Unknown (No Code) 0.9 0.9 16 0.0 -7 -43.8
Under 18 0.0 0.0 0 0 0.0 0
18 10 20 0.1 0.0 2 0 -0.1 -2 | -100.0
2110 24 10.9 6.8 204 66 -4.1 -138 -67.7
Gﬁgﬁp 2510 29 19.3 18.8 363 183 | -05 -180 | -49.6
30 t0 39 314 33.0 590 321 1.6 -269 -45.6
40 or older 38.3 415 719 404 32 -315 438
30 or older 69.7 74.5 1.309 725 4.8 584 | 446
Both Day/Evening 9.2 9.6 173 93 0.4 -80 -40.2
EV%QTNG Day only 24.3 28.3 457 276 | 40 81| -39.6
Evening only 66.5 62.1 1.248 605 | 44 643 | -515
Full time (12+) 3.1 4.1 59 40 10 -19 -322
UNIT Mid (6-11.5) 18.6 209 349 204 | 23 145 | 416
LOAD Light (.5-5.5) 783 75.0 1470 730 | -33 740 | -50.3
Average number/units 4.04 427 +.23
Transfer/no AA 8.9 112 160 105 2.3 -55 -344
Transfer/with AA 5.5 44 99 41 -1.1 -58 -58.6
Vocational AA 4.2 5.2 76 49 1.0 -27 -35.5
General Education AA 1.1 14 20 13 0.3 -7 -35.0
EDUCATIONAL A .
GOAL Vocational Certificaie 8.3 11.1 148 104 2.8 -44 -29.7
Acquire Job Skill 12.4 10.5 223 99 -19 -124 -55.6
Upgrade Job Skill 313 25.6 561 241 -5.7 -320 -57.0
No AA/certificate goal 28.3 30.6 508 288 2.3 -220 -43.3
New, never atiended 0.2 4.3 4 17 4.1 13 325.0
New, atiended 2 yr 0.0 5.1 0 20 5.1 20
New. atiended 4 yr 30.7 49.1 577 194 18.4 -383 -66.4
ENROLLMENT | Returning (prev. LR) 11.3 15.4 212 61 4.1 151 712
STATUS Returning (@ 2 yr) 0.0 2.3 0 9 2.3 9
Returning (@ 4 yr) 14.1 238 265 94 9.7 -171 -04.5
High School Studcat 0.0 0.0 0 0 0.0 0
Continuing 437 60.5 820 579 16.8 -241 -294

TABLCBASS ARC




APPENDIX

Cosumnes River College

Questionnaire and Responses to BA+ Student Survey—Fall 1992

Highlights of BA+ Student Survey (Fall 1992)

Comparison of College BA+ Students’ Course-Taking Patterns (Fall 1992-Spring 1993)
Chart of ANl Student Characteristics—Spring 1992 & Spring 1993

Chart of BA+ Student Characteristics—Spring 1992 & Spring 1993
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DEAR STUDENT: Your answers to the following
questions will help us to schedule courses to meet
your needs. (Unless otherwise noted, please check
only one response for each item.)

1. What is your MOST IMPORTANT reason for attending
our college? (Check only one.)

75 32% a. To acquire skills for new job/career
55 23% b. To upgrade skills for present career field
12 5% c. To maintain certificate or license
5 2% d. To improve basic skills in English/reading/math
19 8% e. To earn transferable units for another degree
65 27% f{. For personal interest/educational development
6 3% g. Other (please describe) (Various)
0 0% No Response

2. Are you enrolled in an occupational major program?

Yes 61 26% No 173 73% NR 3 1%

If Yes, which program? (Check only one.)
(% based on 61 who answered Yes)

11 18% a. Accounting/Business/Management
0 0% b. Administration of Justice
0 0% c. Aviation Maintenance Technology
6 10% d. Computer Information Science
4 7% e. Early Childhood Education
1 2% {. Electronics Technology
2 3% g. Fire Technology
0 0% h. Food Service Management
i 2% i. Foodservice Production/Control
0 0% j. Horticulture
0 0% k. Legal Assisting
0 0% 1. Library Technology
2 3% m. Mechanical-Electrical Technology
6 10% n. Nursing (R.N.)
0 0% o. Occupational Therapy Assistant
0 0% p. Printing Technology
6 10% gq. Real Estate
1 2% r. Sign Language Studies
20 33% s. Other (please specity) (Various)
1 2% Answered Yes but did not specify program

3. In what other types of courses are you enrolled?
(Check all all that apply.) (Each % based on 237)
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7%
7%
15%
1%
3%
4%
2%
3%
6%
4%
11%
4%
4%
0%
11%

—xT o TQ Mo a0 o

Art
Biological Sciences (biology, physiology, etc.)
Business/Camputer Science/Management

. Early Childhood Education
. English/Speech

English as a Second Language

. Family/Consumer Science, Home Economics
. Foreign Language

Mathematics/Statistics

Music

Physical Education

. Physical Sciences (chemistry, physics, etc. )

m. Social/Behavioral Science (econ., psych., etc.)

n.
0.

Theater Arts
Other (Please specify) (Various)

4. What is your current employment status?

143

5.

~
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60%
16%
0%
8%
15%
1%

4%
17%
78%

1%
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a.
b.
c.

. Employed full-time

. Employed part-ime

. Full-time military service

. Unemployed but seeking work
. Unemployed, not seeking work

o Response

How many units are you taking this semes:er?

12 cr more unts
6 to 11.5 units
.5to 5.5 units

No Response

6. When are your classes scheduled?

21
15
13
1€6
18
3

1

9%
6%
6%
70%
8%
1%
4%

a. During the day (mornings and afternoons)
b. Mornings only (begin before 12:00)

C.
d
e
f

Afternoons only (begin 12:00 or later)

. Evenings only {begin 5:00 p.m or later)
. Both day and even:ng
. Waeekends (orly)

No Response

[OVER, PLEASE]




7. Where do you attend classes? (Check all that apply)

10. Please indicate the approximate total annual income of
(Each % based on 237 respondents)

your household:

12 5% a. AMERICAN RIVER COLLEGE (Main Campus) 2 1% a. $4,999 or less 22 9% f. $25-$29,399
0 0% b. Natomas Outreach Center 9 4% b. $5,000-$ 9,999 21 9% g. $30-$34,999
0 0% c. Sunrise Outreach Center 11 5% c. $10,000-$14,999 29 12% h. $35-$39,999
0 0% d. McClellan AFB Outreach Center 17 7% d. $15,000-$19,999 91 38% i. $40,000+
0 0% e. Kaiser Hospital 20 8% e. $20,000-$24,999 15 6% No Response
0 0% f. Gramercy Court
0 0% g. Sacramento Fire Dept. Towers 11. Students who may be exempt from the new $40 differential
0 0% h. Mission Oaks Senior Center fee are described on the enclosed sheet. PLEASE READ
0 0% i. Orange Grove School THESE DESCRIPTIONS CAREFULLY and indicate if you

197 83% j. COSUMNES RIVER COLLEGE (Main) :;('Z’r‘n Yt?o“ns‘?“a“fy for and plan to apply for one of the
2 1% k. Placerville Center pions.

29 12% . Folsom/Cardova Qutreach Sites 17 7% a. Dislocated worker

12 5% m. Mather Outreach Center 4 2% b. Displaced homemaker

11 5% n. SACRAMENTO CITY COLLEGE (Main) 7 3% c. Student on PUbﬁc assigtance (./‘TFDC, SS|, etc.)

. 2 1% d. Student paying nonresident tuition
0 0% o. Davis Center 207 87% No Response
2 1% p. Downtown Center
0 0% q. West Sacramento Center

12. Do you plan to reenroll at one of our colleges next semester
{Spring 1993)? (4 = 2% No Response)

116 49%

8. Please indicate the type of college/university which

granted your bachelor's degree: Yes If Yes, for how many units? _Avg. = 5

36 15% a. University of California 117 49% No If No, please indicate why: (% based on 117)
110 46% b. California State University ) 9 8% a. My educational objective will be completed.
20 8% c. California Independent University 77 86% b. New fees will make college too expensive.
46 19% d. Out-of-state Public University 8 7% c. Plan to “stop out” and reenroll at a later time.
20 8% e. Out-of-state Private University 9 8% d. Will enroll at another school: (% based on 9)
5 2% No Response 3 (33%) University of California campus
) 4 (44%) California State University campus
8. Are your educational expenses offset or reimbursed by 0 ( 0%) California independent University
your employer? 0 ( 0%) Public out-of-state university
12 5% a. Fully paid for/reimbursed 0 ( 0%) Private cut-of-state universiFy
13 6% b. Partially paid for/reimbursed 0 ( 0%) Another California community college
168 67% c. No financial assistance from employer 2 (22%) Other (please specify) (Various)
52 22% d. Not applicable/not employed 13 11% e. Other reasons: (Various)
2 1% No Response 1 1% Answered No but did not give reason.

COMMENTS: [If you have any additioral comments, add them here.]

THANK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING IN THIS SURVEY!

(Please return this form in the postage-paid envelope as soon as possible.]
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Cosumnes River College
Baccalaureate Student Survey Highlights

The district has just completed a special survey of the 4,009 baccalaureate degree students enrolled
districtwide in Fall 1992 (about 8% of our student population). The overall response rate for
Cosumnes River College students was 33%, and the CRC respondent population did vary from the
survey population with somewhat more women, older and white students among the respondents. In

terms of demographics, 79% of respondents were over 30 years old, 59% were women, and 31% were
ethnic minorities.

the new $40-per-unit differential fee on their educational plans. Initial findings of the survey for CRC
include the following:

. Almost 60% of the baccalaureate students are attending for job-related reasons; 8%

are eamning transfer units toward a different degree; and 27% are enrolled for personal
development.

. Sixty percent are employed full-time and 16% part-time.

° Surprisingly, 8% are unemployed and seeking work, somewhat lower than the
unemployment percentage statewide or in the Sacramento region.

) Almost 78% are taking fewer than 6 units, and 70% are attending only during the
evenings.

° Almost half (46%) of these students received their baccalaureate degrees from the
CSU system and 15% from the UC system. More than a third (35%) received their
degrees from either independent (private) or out-of-state institutions.

° Two out of three (67%) said their employer provided no financial assistance toward
their educational expenses, and only 11% were partially or fully reimbursed.

67 3EST COPY AVAILABLE

I This survey addressed the baccalaureate students’ goals and background, and the potential effect of
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° In terms of annual household income, 17% of the baccalaureate students reported less
than $20,000; in fact, 5% had an annual income of under $10.000. Over 38%
reported between $20,000 and $40,000, and 38% $40.000 or more.

° Relatively few (13%) of the students believed they might be eligible for one of the
fee exemption categories (7% as dislocated workers, 3% on public assistance, 2% as
displaced homemakers, and 1% already paying nonresident tition).

° Almost half of the students (49%) stated they would not return to one of the Los Rios

colleges next semester, the great majority (66%) because they felt the new fees would
make college too expensive.

Additional analyses of the survey information have been completed, and results by district and college
are available upon request. A previous analysis of the baccalaureate students’ course-taking pattemns
and demographics was produced by the district’s Office of Planning and Research and is available
both by district and by college.

Los Rios Community College District
Office of Planning and Research
November 16, 1992



COMPARISON OF BA+ STUDENTS’ COURSE-TAKING PATTERNS
Fail 1992-Spring 1993

COSUMNES RIVER COLLEGE

The following summary shows the "top tenfeleven” departments in terms of BA+ student
enrollments in Fall 1992 and Spring 1993 (percentages are of all BA+ course enrollments). The
last two columns show the net "loss” in individual enrolliments, followed by the percentage loss
compared to the previous semester. Departments are listed in order of percentage loss in
enrollments in Spring 1993 compared to Fall 1992.

Loss in % Loss From
Fall 1992 Spring 1993 Enrollments Fall 1992

TOTALS (all BA+ courses) L113 160% 716 100% -403 -36.2%

» Accounting 70 6.3% 27 3.8% - 43 -61.4%
l » Computer Info Science 143 12.8% 59 8.3% - 84 -58.7%
» PE/Recreation 131 11.8% 59 83% - 72 -55.0%
I » Business** 33 3.0% 15 2.1% - 18 -54.5%
» Spanish** 39 35% 21 3.0% - 18 -46.2%
» Real Estate 44 4.0% 25 35% - 19 -43.2%
. >t 37 33% 27 3.8% - 10 -27.0%
» Photography 37 33% 27 38% - 10 -27.0%
» Chemistry 34 3.1% 26 3.7% - 8 -23.5%
' » Music-Instrumental/Voice* 32 29% 25 3.5% -7 -21.9%
» Animal Health Tech* 24 2.2% 26 37% + 2 + 8.3%
l » Biology 70 6.3% 84 11.8% + 14 +20.0%
Q

*Not in Fall "92 Top Ten
**Not in Spring "93 Top 10




COSUMNES RIVER COLLEGE
ALL STUDENTS—SPRING 92 AND SPRING 93

% Number Net Change
Demographics & Other Characteristics "¢ 110797 | Spring 93 | Spring 92 | Spring93 | % Pts | Number | % Chg
TOTAL STUDENTS = .. 1000 10001 93231 ssaa 00| 319
Women 56.3 56.8 5.244 5064 0.5 -180 34
GENDER Men 43.7 432 4064 3853 | -05 211 52
Unknown 15 27 -12
African American 13.6 12.2 1.268 1,089 -1.4 -179 -14.1
American Indian 2.1 2.1 195 189 0.0 -6 -3
Asian 12.1 14.2 1.132 1.266 2.1 134 118
Caucasian 52.6 49.8 4904 4456 -2.8 -448 9.1
ETHNICITY —
Filipino 4.4 4.7 414 424 0.3 10 24
Latino 10.6 10.9 991 976 0.3 -15 -1.5
Other 34 44 321 389 1.0 68| 212
Unknown (No Code) 1.1 1.7 98 155 0.6 57 58.2
Under 18 1.8 23 170 201 0.5 31 18.2
18 10 20 21.6 250 2,010 2.234 34 224 11.1
21 10 24 18.4 19.5 1711 1,743 1.1 2 19
AGE 25 10 29 159 147 1484 1315 | -12 169 | -114
GROUP
30 to 39 249 222 2322 1982 -27 340 | -14.6
40 or older 174 164 | 1626 1469 | -10 -157 9.7
30 or older 423 38.6 3948 3451 | 37 497 -126
Both Day/Evening 16.8 18.4 1.563 1641 1.6 78 50
EV‘%’;;(NG Day only 35.3 18.4 3.290 3435 | 3. 145 4.4
Evening only 48.0 433 4470 3868 | -4.7 602 | -135
Full time (12+) 17.6 20.7 1636 1.855 3.1 219 13.4
UNIT Mid (6-11.5) 29.7 306 2771 2.738 0.9 -33 12
LOAD Light (.5-5.5) 52.7 48.6 4916 4350 | -4.1 566 | -11.5
Average number/units 6.41 6.87 +.46
Transfer/no AA 16.4 15.3 1528 1362 | -11 166 | -109
Transfer/with AA 36.1 348 3.363 3,104 -1.3 -259 -1.7
Vocational AA 5.5 54 513 478 | -G.1 -35 -6.8
General Education AA 45 2.7 418 237 -1.8 -181 -433
EDUCATIONAL . —
GOAL Vocational Certificate 5.5 3.8 512 339 -1.7 -173 -338
Acquire Job Skill 5.5 36 512 21| -19 191} 373
Upgrade Job Skill 10.0 6.0 927 534 | -4.0 393 | 424
No AA/certificate goal 16.5 28.5 1.535 2.544 12.0 1.009 65.7
New, never attended 10.6 14.0 988 1.249 34 261 26.4
New. attended 2 yr 8.9 96 832 855 0.7 23 28
New. attended 4 yr 6.4 3.6 593 25| 28 268 | -452
EN*E%%NT Returning (prev. LR) 13.7 10.7 1276 954 | -30 322 | 253
Returning (@ 2 yr) 4.1 2.4 385 2121 -1.7 173 | -449
Returning (@ 4 yr) 24 0.9 223 771 -15 -146 | -655
High School Student 1.0 1.2 06 110 0.2 14 14.6
| Continuing 529 57.7 4928 5,160 48 232 47
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COSUMNES RIVER COLLEGE
BA+ STUDENTS—SPRING 92 AND SPRING 93

% Number Net Chunge
Demographics & Other Characteristics [ 21095 | spring 93 | Spring 92 | Spring 93 | % Pts | Number | % Chg
| - TOTAL STUDENTS 100.0 1000 1 g8 | . 451} 00 447 498
Women 53.7 59.4 482 268 5.7 -214 -44.4
GENDER Mer, 463 406 416 183 | -57 233|560
Unknown 0 0 0
African American 8.1 44 73 20 -3.7 -53 -126
Amecrican Indian 0.8 1.8 7 8 1.0 1 14.3
Asian 12.3 13.5 110 61 1.2 -49 -44.6
Caucastan 64.5 65.6 579 296 1.1 -283 -48.9
ETHNICITY —
Filipino 3.3 3.8 30 17 0.5 -13 -43.3 -
Latino 7.2 38 65 17 -34 -48 -739
Other 33 4.2 30 19 0.9 -1i -36.7
Unknown (No Code) 0.5 29 4 13 24 9 225.0
Under 18 0.1 0.0 1 0 -0.1 -1 -100.0
18 to 20 0.3 0.0 3 0 -0.3 -3 -100.0
21t0 24 10.4 64 93 29 -4.0 -64 -68.8
AGE 25 10 29 202 19.3 181 87| 09 94 | 519
GROUP
30 to 39 37.1 34.8 333 157 -2.3 -176 -52.9
40 or older 32.0 39.5 287 178 7.5 -109 -38.0
30 or older 69.1 7413 620 335 5.2 -285 -46.0
Both Day/Evening 8.1 10.0 73 45 1.9 -28 -38.4
E\,‘%’;}'NG Day only 18.2 304 163 137 | 122 26| 160
Evcning only 73.7 59.7 662 2069 | -14.0 -393 -594
Full time (12+4) 1.5 1.6 13 7 0.1 -6 -46.2
UNIT Mid (6-11.5) 13.0 14.4 17 65| 14 52| 444
LOAD Light (.5-5.5) 8S.5 84.0 763 379 | -15 389 | -507
Average number/units 3.41 3.58 +.17
Transfer/no AA 5.5 7.5 49 34 2.0 -15 -30.0
Transfer/with AA 39 27 35 12 -1.2 -23 -05.7
Vocational AA 2.6 4.0 23 18 1.4 -5 -21.7
General Education AA 0.8 09 7 4 0.1 -3 -42.9
EDUCATIONAL - —
GOAL Vocational Certificate 5.8 6.0 52 27 0.2 -25 -48.1
Acquire Job Skill 10.7 7.1 96 32 -3.6 -64 -66.7
Upgrade Job Skill 337 17.3 303 78 | -164 =225 -74.3
No AA/ccrtificate goal 37.1 54.6 333 246 17.5 -87 -26.1
New, never attended 0.6 6.9 5 31 6.3 26 520.0
New, attended 2 yr 0.0 29 0 13 29 13
New. attended 4 yr 363 24.0 326 108 | -12.3 -218 -06.9
EN*E%%\}?NT Returning (prev. LR) 14.2 115 127 52| -27 5] 59
Rctuming (@ 2 yr) 0.0 1.6 0 7 1.6 7
Rctuming (@ 4 yr) 11.5 5.3 103 24 -6.2 -79 -76.3
High School Student 0.0 0.0 0 0 0.0 0
Continuing 37.5 479 336 216 10.4 -120 2355
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APPENDIX

Cosmunes River Coliege/Placerville Center

Questionnaire and Responses to BA+ Student Survey—Fall 1992

Highlights of BA+ Student Survey (Fall 1992)

Comparison of College BA+ Students’ Course-Taking Patterns (Fall 1992-Spring 1993)
Chart of All Student Characteristics—Spring 1992 & Spring 1993

Chart of BA+ Student Characteristics—Spring 1992 & Spring 1993
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ENTER.FIGURE

CRC/PLACE

DEAR STUDENT: Your answers to the following
questions wili help us to schedule courses to meet
your needs. (Unless otherwise noted, please check
only one response for each item.)

1. What is your MOST IMPORTANT reason for attending
our college? (Check only one.)

17 29% a. To acquire skills for new job/career
8 14% b. To upgrade skills for present career field
0 0% c. To maintain certificate or license
0 0% d. To improve basic skills in English/reading/matn
2 3% e. To earn transferable units for another degree
28 48% f. For personal interest/educational development
3 5% g. Other (please describe) (Various)
0 0% No Response

2. Are you enralled in an occupational major program?

No 49 85% NR 0 0%

Yes 9 15%

If Yes, which program? (Check only one.)
(% based on 9 who answered Yes)

4 44% a. Accounting/Business/Management
1 11% b. Administration of Justice

0 0% c. Aviation Maintenance Technology
1 11% d. Computer Information Science

1 11% e. Early Childhood Education

0 0% f. Electrenics Technology

0 0% g. Fire Technoiogy

0 0% h. Food Service Management

0 0% i. Foodservice Production/Control

0 0% |j. Horticulture

0 0% k. Legal Assisting

0 0% |. Library Technology

0 0% m. Mechanical-Electrical Technology
0 9% n. Nursing (R.N.)

0 0% o. Occupational Therapy Assistant

0 0% p. Printing Technology

0 0% q. Real Estate

0 0% r. Sign Language Studies

2 22% s. Other (please specify) (Various)
0 0% Answaeared Yes but did not specify program

3. In what other types of courses are you enroiied?
{Check alli that apply.) (Each % based on 58)

7 12% a. An

1 2% b. Eiclogical Sciences {(biology, physiology, etc.)
5 9% c. Business/Computer Science/Management

0 0% d. Early Childhood Education

0 0% e. English/Speech

0 0% f. English as a Second Language

0 0% g. Family/Consumer Science, Home Economics
4 7% h. Foreign Language

3 5% i. Mathematics/Statistics

1 2% j. Music
11 19% k. Physical Education

0 0% |. Physical Sciences (chemistry, physics, etc.)
0 0% m. Social/Behavioral Science (econ., psych., etc.}
0 0% n. Theater Arts

6 10% o. Other (Please specify) (Various}

4. What is your current employment status?

26 45%
15 26%
1 2%
7 12%
8 14%
1 2%

. Employed full-time

. Employed part-time

. Full-time military service1

. Unemployed but seeking work
. Unemployed, not ssaking work
o Response

o QA0 oW

5. How many units are you taking this semes:zr?

0 0% a&. 12 or more units
8 14% b. 610 11.5units

49 B85% c. .5to 5.5 units
1 2% No Respcnse

6. When are your classes scheduled?

6 10% a. During the day (mornings and afternoons)
5 9% b. Mornings only (begin before 12:00)
3 5% c. Afternoons only (begin 12:00 or later)
35 60% d. Evenings only (begin 5:00 p.m. or 1ater)
6 10% e. Both day and evening
3 5% t Weeikends (only)
0 0% No Response

[OVER, PLEASE]

.
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7. Where do you attend classes? (Check all that apply)
(Each % based on 58 respondents)

2%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

5%
95%
2%
2%
0%
0%
2%
0%

OO O —

- a2 NWw O0OO0O0O0O0o

o -0 0

. AMERICAN RIVER COLLEGE (Main Campus)
Natomas Cutreach Center

Sunrise Outreach Center

McClellan AFB Outreach Center

Kaiser Hospital

Gramercy Court

Sacramento Fire Dept. Towers

Mission Oaks Senior Canter

Orange Grove School

COSUMNES RIVER COLLEGE (Main)
Placerville Center
Folsom/Cordova Outreach Sites
Mather Qutreach Center

. SACRAMENTO CITY COLLEGE (Main)
Davis Center

Dcwntown Center

Waest Sacramento Center

N A

LoD

8. Please indicate the type of college/unive:sity which
granted your bachelor's degree:

5%
60%
10%
16%

7%

2%

—- bW oUW

[

. University of California

b. California State University

c. California Independent University
d. QOut-of-state Public University

e. Out-of-state Private Univessity
No Response

9. Are your educational expenses offset or reimbursed by
your employer?

1 2%
1 2%
37 64%
19 33%
0 0%

a. Fully paid for/reimbursed

b. Partially paid tor/reimbursed

c. No financial assistance from employer
d. Not applicable/not employed

No Response

10. Please indicate the approximate total annual income of
your household:

5%
3%
3%
7%
9%

nhAPPDDW

a. $ 4,999 or less 2 3%

b. $ 5,600-$ 9,999 3 5% g.$30-$34,999
c. $10,000-$14,999 10 17% h. $35-$33,999
d. $15,000-$19,999 24 41% i. $40,000+
6. $20,000-$24,999 3 5% No Response

Ay

f. $25-$29,999

11. Students who may be exempt from the new $40 differential
fee are described on the enclosed sheet. PLEASE READ
THESE DESCRIPTIONS CAREFULLY and indicate if you

think you qualify for and plan to apply for one of the
exemptions:

4 7%
1 2%
1 2%
0 0%
52 90%

. Dislocated worker

. Displaced hememaker

. Student cn public assistance (AFDC, SSi, etc.)
. Student paying nonresident tuition

o Response

Zza0 o

12. Do you planto reenroll at one of our colleges next semester
(Spring 1993)? (1 = 2% No Response)

22 38%

35 60%
1 3%
24 69%
3 9%
0 0%

7 20%
0 0%

Yes If Yes, for how many units? _Avg. = 3.5

No It No, please indicate why: {% baseu on 35)

a. My educational objective will be compieted
b. New feus will make college too expensive.
c. Plan to "stop out™ and reenrofl at a later time.
d. Will enroll at another schoo!: (% based on 0)
0 ( 0%) University of California campus
0 { 0%) California State University campus
0 ( 0%) California Independent University
0 ( 0%) Public out-of-state univetsity
0 ( 0%) Private out-of-state university
0 { 0%) Another California community college
0 { 0%) Other (piease specify) (Various)
6. Other reasons: (Various}
Answered No but did not give reason.

COMMENTS: [If you have any additional comments, add them here.]

THANK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING IN THIS SURVEY!

[Please return this form in the postage-paid envelope as soon as possible.]

-3
S




A FuiToxt provided by

WMINOWWOO .
(N
€ DISTRICT®

()
CoLL®

SacraMeENTO Ci1y COLLEGE AMmerican River CoLLrgeE CosuMnEs River Covtreat

CRC/Placerville Center
Baccalaureate Student Survey Highlights

The district has just completed a special survey of the 4,009 baccalaureate degree students enrolled
districtwide in Fall 1992 (about 8% of our student population). The overall response rate for
CRC/Placerville Center students was 37%, and the CRC/P respondent population did vary from the
survey population with somewhat more women, older and white students among the respondents. In
terms of demographics, 91% of respondents were over 30 years old, 67% were women, and 9% were
ethnic minorities. (Due to having only 58 respondents, percentages should be used with great

caution.)

This survey addressed the baccalaureate students’ goals and background, and the potential effect of

the new $40-per-unit differential fee on their educational plans. Initial findings of the survey for
CRC/P include the following:

° Fewer than half (43%) of the baccalaureate students are attending for job-related
reasons; 3% are earning transfer units toward a different degree; and 48% are enrolled
for personal development.

. Almost half (45%) are employed full-time and 26% part-time.

° Surprisingly, 12% are unemployed and seeking work, somewhat higher than the
unemployment percentage statewide or in the Sacramento region.

. Eighty-five percent are taking fewer than 6 units, and 60% are attending only during
the evenings.

0 Almost two-thirds (60%) of these students received their baccalaureate degrees from
the CSU system and 5% from the UC system. A third (33%) received their degrees
from either independent (private) or out-of-state institutions.

. Almost two out of three (64%) said their employer provided no financial assistance
toward their educational expenses, and only 4% were partially or fully reimbursed.

1919 Spanos COURT © SACRAMENTR, .CA 95825-3981 e 916.-568 302
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° In terms of annual household income, 18% of the baccalaureate students reported less
than $20,000; in fact, 8% had an annual income of under $10,000. Almost 34%
reported between $20,000 and $40,000, and 41% $40,000 or more.

° Relatively few (11%) of the students believed they might be eligible for one of the

fee exemption categories (7% as dislocated workers, 2% on public assistance, and 2%
as displaced homemakers).

o More than half of the students (60%) stated they would not return to one of the Los

Rios colleges next semester, the great majority (69%) because they felt the new fees
would make college tco expensive.

Additional analyses of the survey information have been completed, and results by district and college
are available upon request. A previcus analysis of the baccalaureate students’ course-taking patterns

and demographics was produced by the district’s Office of Planning and Research and is available
both by district and by college.

Los Rios Community College District
Office of Planning and Research
November 16, 1992



COMPARISON OF BA+ STUDENTS’ COURSE-TAKING PATTERNS
Fall 1992-Spring 1993

CRC/PLACERVILLE

The following summary shows the "top ten/eleven” departments in terms of BA+ student
enrollments in Fall 1992 and Spring 1993 (percentages are of all BA+ course enroliments). The
last two columns show the net "loss" in individual enrollments, followed by the percentage loss
compared to the previous semester. Departments are listed in order of percentage loss in
enrollments in Spring 1993 compared to Fall 1992.

Loss in % L.oss From
Fall 1992 Spring 1993 Enrollments Fall 1992

' » Journalism** 13 6.8%

TOTALS (all BA+ courses) 190 100% 100 100% -90 -47.4%

0 0.0% - 13 -100.0%
» French** 7 37% 1 1.0% - 6 -85.7%
» Human Services** 7 37% 2 20% -5 -711.4%
» Business 13 6.8% 4 4.0% - 9 -69.2%
» Art 26 13.7% 12 12.0% - 14 -53.8%
» English 8 4.2% 4 4.0% - 4 -50.0%
» Accounting 13 6.8% 7 7.0% - 6 -46.2%
» Mathematics 6 32% 4 4.0% -2 -33.3%
» Computer Info Science 13 6.8% 10 10.0% -3 -23.1%
» PE/Recreation 34 17.9% 27 27.0% -1 -20.6%
» Geology* 2 11% 6 6.0% + 4 + 300.0%
» Forestry* - - 3 3.0% + 3 + 300.0%
» Medical Technology* - - 3 3.0% + 3 + 300.0%
*Not in Fall '92 Top Ten
*¥Not in Spring 93 Top 10

| 4




COSUMNES RIVER COLLEGE/PLACERVILLE CENTER
l ALL STUDENTS—SPRING 92 AND SPRING 93
%o Number Net Change

‘ Demographics & Other Characteristics  [™gring 92 | Spring 93 | Spring 92 | Spring 93 | % Pts | Number | % Chg
| . . "'TOTAL STUDENTS . . . 000 [T Treea 1 ans e T igor 00 T L 308 ] 146
Women 64.9 1,370 1.173 0.1 -197 -144
l GENDER Men 35.1 743 634 | -0.1 109 | -14.7

Unknown 2 -2
African American 0.3 0.3 6 6 .0 0 0.0
l American Indian 22 3.2 46 58 1.0 12 26.1
| Asian 0.8 07 16 12 -01 4| -250
I ETHNICITY Caucasian 38.3 86.6 1868 1,564 -1.7 -304 -16.3
Filipino 0.4 0.6 9 10| 02 1 1.1
Latino 5.3 5.2 112 93| -0.1 19| -170
! Other 18 22 37 39 0.4 2 54
Unknown (No Code) 1.0 14 21 25 04 19.1
Under 18 3.6 5.5 77 99 19 2| 286
. 18 to 20 18.1 204 383 369 23 -14 37
21 to 24 113 12.8 238 231 15 -7 29
AGE 25 10 29 10.7 10.2 227 184 | -05 43| -189

GROUP

l 30 10 39 253 243 535 439 | -1.0 96 | 179
40 or older 31.0 26.8 655 485 | 4.2 170 | -26.0
30 or older 56.3 51.1 1,190 9241 52| 66| 24
I Both Day/Evening 17.8 20.1 377 363 2.3 -14 -3.7
EV%Q}{NG Day only 29.8 36.7 630 663 | 69 13 52
' Evening only 524 432 1,108 781 92 327 295
Full time (12+) 104 14.1 220 254 3.7 4| 155
UNIT Mid (6-11.5) 249 257 526 464 | 08 62| -118
l LOAD Light (.5-5.5) 64.7 60.3 1,369 1089 | -44 280 | -205

Average number/units 5.19 5.59 +.40
l Transfer/no AA 129 10.8 272 195 | 2.1 771 283
Transfer/with AA 27.1 27.9 572 504 0.8 681 -119
Vocational AA 45 39 94 70 -0.6 -24 -25.5
I EDUCATIONAL General Educatio AA 33 2.7 69 49 -0.6 -20 -29.0
GOAL Vocational Certificate 33 2.8 70 50| -05 20| -286
Acquire Job Skill 72 43 153 77| -29 76 | 497
' Upgrade Job Skill 12.2 8.0 258 145 | 42 113 438
No AA/certificote goal 29.6 39.7 624 717 10.1 93 149
l New, never attended 13.1 14.9 277 269 18 -8 229
; New, attended 2 yr 8.4 8.4 177 151 0.0 26| -147
New, attended 4 yr 5.6 3.0 118 55 -2.6 -63 -534
l ENROLLMENT | Retuming (prev. LR) 218 167 460 302 5.1 158 | 344
Retumning (@ 2 yr) 3.2 2.5 67 45| 07 22| 328
Returning (@ 4 yr) 29 0.9 62 16| -20 -46 | 742
l High School Student 1.8 17 38 30| 0.1 8] 211
o Continuing 433 52.0 915 939 8.7 24 2.6

B " TABLPMLLISSPVL
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' COSUMNES RIVER COLLEGE/PLACERVILLE CENTER
BA+ STUDENTS—SPRING 92 AND SPRING 93
Yo Number Net Change
' Demographics & Other Characteristics  |™g 097 | Spring 93 | Spring 92 | Spring 93 | % Pis | Number | % Chy
TOTAL STUDENTS T w00 ] w00} 257 " es1 00| 12| 669 |
Women 58.0 61.2 149 52 3.2 97| -65.1
I GENDER Men 42,0 318.8 108 33| 32 as | -694
Unknown 0 0 0 |
' African American 0.4 0.0 1 o] -04 | -10000
American Indian 1.6 24 4 2 0.8 2 -50.0
Asian 0.0 0.0 0 0 0.0 0
I Caucasian 92.6 85.9 238 73 -6.7 -165 -(9.3
ETHNICITY —
Filipino 0.0 24 0 2 24 2
Latino 2.7 4.7 7 4 2.0 3| -429
l Other 2.7 24 7 21 -03 S 714
Unknown (No Codc) 0.0 24 0 2 24 2
Under 18 0.0 0.0 0 0 0.0 0
. 18 10 20 0.0 0.0 0 0 0.0 0
21 to 24 0.8 35 2 3 2.7 1 50.0
l Gﬁgﬁp 2510 29 6.6 4.7 17 41 -19 13| <765
30 10 39 29.2 28.2 75 241 -10 S5i| 680
40 or older 634 63.5 163 54 0.1 -109 -66.9
l 30 or older 92.6 91.7 238 78 -0.9 -160 -67.2
Both Day/Evening 5.1 59 13 S 0.8 -8 -61.5
l Evll)sﬁNo Day only 198 27.1 51 23] 713 28] -sa9
Evening only 75.1 67.1 193 hY) -8.0 -136 -70.5
Full time (12+) 0.0 0.0 0 0 0.0 0
l UNIT Mid (6-11.5) 9.3 4.7 24 4| -46 20 -833
LOAD Light (.5-5.5) 90.7 95.3 233 &1 4.6 152 -65.2
Average number/units 291 2.70 -21
l Transfer/no AA 3.1 2.4 8 2| 07 6| -75.0
Transfer/with AA 0.8 4.7 2 4 39 2 100.0
. Vocational AA 04 1.2 1 1 0.8 0 0.0
General Education AA 04 0.0 1 0 -0.4 -1} -100.0
EDUCATIONAL - ,
GOAL Vocational Certificate 1.6 1.2 4 1 -0.4 -3 -75.0
l Acquire Job Skill 10.9 8.2 28 7] 27 21 750
Upgrade Job Skill 249 16.6 64 91 -143 -55 -85.9
No AA/certificate goal 58.0 71.8 149 61 13.8 -88 -59.1
' Necw, never attended 0.8 1.2 2 1 0.4 -1 -50.0
New, attended 2 yr 0.0 1.2 0 1 1.2 1
New, attended 4 yr 30.0 32.9 77 28 2.9 49| -636
l EN%%‘;I%SENT Returning (prev. LR) 24.5 212 63 18| -33 45| 2714
Retuming (@ 2 yr) 0.0 1.2 0 1 1.2 1
Retuming (@ 4 yr) 140 7.1 36 6 -6.9 -30 -83.3
l High School Student 0.0 0.0 0 0 0.0 0
Q Continuing 30.7 353 79 30 4.6 -49 -62.0
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APPENDIX

Sacramento City College

Questionnaire and Responses to BA+ Student Survey—Fall 1992

Highlights of BA+ Student Survey (Fall 1992)

Comparison of College BA+ Students’ Course-Taking Patterns (Fall 1992-Spring 1993)
Chart of All Student Characteristics—Spring 1992 & Spring 1993

Chart of BA+ Student Characteristics—Spring 1992 & Spring 1993

Ay

Y



ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

DEAR STUDENT: Your answers to the following
questions will help us to schedule courses to meet
your needs. (Unless otherwise noted, please check
only one response for each item.)

1. What is your MOST IMPORTANT reason for attending
our college? {Check only one.)

178 36% a. To acquire skills for new job/career
72 14% b. To upgrade skills for present career field
14 3% c. To maintain certificate or license
5 1% d. To improve basic skills in English/reading/math
57 11% eo. To earn transferable units for another degree
151 30% f. For personal interest/educational development
18 4% g. Other (please describe)_(Various)
5 1% No Response

2. Are you enrolled in an occupational major program?
Yos 116 23% No 368 74% NR 16 3%

If Yes, which program? (Check only one.)
(% based on 116 who answered Yes)

18%
2%
3%
5%
6%
2%
0%
0%

21 a. Accounting/Business/Management
2 b. Administration of Justice

4 ¢. Aviation Maintenance Technology
6 d. Computer Information Science

7 e. Early Childhood Education

2 f. Electronics Technology

0 g. Fire Technology

0 h. Food Service Management

0 0% i. Foodservice Production/Control

0 0% j. Horticulture

0 0% k. Legal Assisting

5 4% 1. Library Technology

4 3% m. Mechanical-Electrical Technology
5 13% r. Nursing (R.N.)

3 11% o. Occupational Therapy Assistant

4 3% p. Printing Technology

4 3% q. Real Estate

7 6% r. Sign Language Studies

13 16% s. Other (please specity) (Various)
3 A

3% Answered Yes but did not specify program

1
1

3. In what other types of courses are you enrclied?
{Check all that apply.) (Each % based on 500)

52 10% a. An

44 9% b. Biological Sciences (biology, physiology, etc.)
48 10% c. Business/Computer Science/Managemaent
11 2% d. Early Childhood Education

18 4% e. English/Speech

7 1% f{. English as a Second Language

18 4% g. Family/Consumer Science, Home Economics
60 12% h. Foreign Language

26 5% i. Mathematics/Statistics

29 6% . Music

41 8% k. Physical Educsation

24 5% 1. Physical Sciences (chemistry, physics, etc.)

46 9% m. Social/Behavioral Science (econ., psych., etc.)
3 1% n. Theater Arts

38 8% o. Other (Please specity) (Various) .

4. What is your current employment status?

282 56% a. Employed full-time

97 19% b. Employed part-time

0 C% c. Full-time military service

54 11% d. Uncmployed but seeking work

60 12% e. Unemployed, not seeking work
N

7 1% No Response

5. How many unts are you taking this semester?

23 5% a. 12 cr more units
121 24% b. 61ic 11.5 units
351 70% c. .5t0 5.5 units

5 1% No Respcnse

6. When are your classes scheduled?

60 12% a. During the day (mornings and afternoons)
41 8% b. Mornings only (begin before 12:00)
38 8% c. Afternoons only (begin 12:00 or later)
302 60% d. Evenings only (begin 5:00 p.m. or later)
43 9% e. Both day and evening
11 2% f. Weekends (only}
5 1% No Response
[OVER, PLEASE]
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7. Where do you attend classes? (Check ali that apply)
{Each % based on 500 respondsnts)

N

-
OMNMN OO0OO0OOOOOON

o

364
64
71
25

8.

4%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

2%
4%
0%
0%

73%
13%
14%

5%

. AMERICAN RIVER COLLEGE (Main Campus)
Natomas Qutreach Center

Sunrise Outreach Center

McClellan AFB Qutreach Centar

Kaiser Hospital

Gramercy Court

Sacramento Fire Dept. Towers

Mission Oaks Senior Caenter

Orange Grove School

COSUMNES RIVER COLLEGE (Main)
Placerville Center
Folsom/Cordova Qutreach Sites
Mather Cutreach Center

SACRAMENTO CITY COLLEGE (Main)
Davis Center
Downtown Center
West Sacramento Center

mFa@mroapow

a o~ 'x'.'"

ooDoO>B

Please indicate the type of college/university which

granted your bachelor's degree:

113
229
20
78
51
9

23%
46%
4%
16%
10%
2%

a. University of California
b. Calitornia State University
¢. California Independent University
d. Out-of-state Public University
e. Out-of-state Private University
o Response

9. Are your educational expenses offset or reimbursed by

19
23
341
108
9

4%
5%
68%
22%
2%

your employer?

a. Fully paid for/reimbursed

b. Partially paid for/reimbursed

¢. No financial assistance from employar
d. Not applicable/not employed

No Response

10. Please indicate the approximate total annual income of
your household:

22 4%
30 6%
48 10%
48 10%
89 12%

. $ 49389 or less

. $ 5,000-$ 9,999
. $10,000-$14,999
. $15,000-$19,999
. $20,000-$24,898

54 11% f. $25-$29,999
50 10% g. $30-$34,999
26 5% h. $35-$39,999
143 28% i. $40,000+

20 4% No Response

@ a0 oW

11, Students who may be exempt from the new $40 differential
fee ai3 described on the enclosed shest. PLEASE READ
THESE OESCRIPTIONS CAREFULLY and indicate if you
think you qualify for and plan to apply for one of the
exemptions:

26 5%
7 1%
16 3%
8 2%
443 89%

a. Dislocated worker

b. Displaced homemaker

¢. Student on public assistance (AFDC, SSI, etc.)
d. Student paying nonresident tuition

No Response

12. Do you plan to reenroll at one of our colleges nex: semester
(Spring 1993)? (18 = 4% No Response)

233 47%

249 50%
11 4%
181 73%
6 2%
15 6%

30 12%
6 2%

Yes If Yes, for how many units? _Avg. = 5

No If No, please indicate why: {% based on 249)

a. My educational objective will be completed.
b. New fees will make college too expensive.

c. Plan to “stop cut” and reentoll at a later time.
d. Will enroll at another school: (% based on 15)
3 (20%) University of California campus
10 (67%) California State University campus
1 ( 7%) California Independent University

0 (0%) Public out-of-state university
0 (0%) Private out-of-state university
0 { 0%) Another California community college
1(7%) Other (please specify) (Various)
e. Other reasons: (Various)
Answered No but did not give reason.

COMMENTS: [If you have any additional comments, add them here.]

THANK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING IN THIS SURVEY!

[Please return this form in the postage-paid envelope as soon as possible ]
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Sacramento City College
Baccalaureate Student Survey Highlights

The district has just completed a special survey of the 4,009 baccalaureate degree students enrolled
districtwide in Fall 1992 (about 8% of our student population). The overall response rate for
Sacramento City College students was 35%, and the SCC respondent population did vary from the
survey population with somewhat more women, older and white students among the respondents. In

terms of demographics, 73% of respondents were over 30 years old, 66% were women. and 29% were
ethnic minorities.

This survey addressed the baccalaureate students’ goals and background, and the potential effect of

the new $40-per-unit differential fee on their educational plans. Initial findings of the survey for SCC
include the following:

More than half (53%) of the baccalaureate students are attending for job-related

reasons; 11% are earning transfer nits toward a different degree; and 30% are
enrolled for personal developrment.

More than half (56%) are employed full-time and 19% part-time.

Surprisingly, 11% are unemployed and seeking work, somewhat higher than the
unemployment percentage statewide or in the Sacramento region.

Seventy percent are taking fewer than 6 units, and 60% are attending only during the
evenings.

Almost half (46%) of these students received their baccalaureate degrees from the
CSU system and 23% from the UC system. Almost a third (30%) received their

degrees from either independent (private) or out-of-state institutions.

Two out of three (68%) said their employer provided no financial assistance toward
their educational expenses, and only 9% were partially or fully reimbursed.

{ BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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° In terms of annual household income, 30% of the baccalaureate students reported less
than $20,000; in fact, 10% had an annual income of under $10,000. Almost 38%
reported between $20,000 and $40,000, and 29% $40.000 or more.

) Relatively few (11%) of the students believed they might be eligible for one of the
fee exemption categories (5% as dislocated workers, 3% on public assistance, 1% as
displaced homemakers, and 2% already paying nonresident ition).

) Half of the students (50%) stated they would not return to one of the Los Rios

colleges next semester, the great majority (73%) because they felt the new fees would
make college too expensive.

Additional analyses of the survey information have been completed, and results by district and college
are available upon request. A previous analysis of he baccalaureate students” course-taking paiterns

anu demographics was produced by the district’s Office of Planning and Research and is available
both by district and by college.

Los Rios Community College District
Office of Planning and Research
November 16, 1992



COMPARISON OF BA+ STUDENTS’ COURSE-TAKING PATTERNS
Fall 1992-Spring 1993

SACRAMENTO CITY COLLEGE

The following summary shows the "top ten/eleven" departments in terms of BA+ student
enrollments in Fall 1992 and Spring 1993 (percentages are of all BA+ course enrollments). The
last two columns show the net "loss" in individual enrollments, followed by the percentage loss
compared to the previous semester. Departments are listed in order of percentage loss in
enroiliments in Spring 1993 compared to Fall 1992.

Loss in % Loss From
Fall 1992 Spring 1993 Enroliments _Fall 1992

TOTALS (all BA+ courses) 2,392 100% 1,493 100% - 899 -37.6%
» Art 135 5.6% 53 3.5% - 82 -60.7%
» Physics 88 3.7% 45 3.0% - 43 -49.0%
» Spanish 118 4.9% 63 4.2% - 55 -46.6%
» Computer Info Science** 78 3.3% 43 29% - 35 -44.9%
» PE/Recreation 140 5.9% 84 5.6% - 56 -40.0%
» Psychology 79 3.3% 48 3.2% - 31 -39.2%
» Accounting 100 4.2% 61 4.1% - 39 -39.0%
» Mathematics 8S  3.6% 52 3.5% - 33 -38.9%
» Family Consumer Science* 76 3.2% 58 3.9% - 18 -23.7%
» English as a Second Language* 57 2.4% 45 3.0% - 12 -21.1%
» Biology 153 6.4% 124 8.3% - 29 -19.0%
» Chemistry 104 4.3% 92 6.2% - 12 -11.6%

*Not in Fall '92 Top Ten
*¥Not in Spring '93 Top 11 (Physics/ESL tied for 10th)



ALL STUDENTS—SPRING 92 AND SPRING 93

. SACRAMENTO CITY COLLEGE

% Number Net Thange

> Demographics & Other Characteristics "¢ 110705 | Spring 93 | Spring 92 | Spring 93 | % Pts | Number | % Chg
| TOTAL'STUDENTS | 1000 |7 710001 16496 1+ 156171, 00 | 89|  -53
Womer 56.3 56.4 9292 8.807 0.1 -485 5.2
l GENDER Men 437 436 7.204 6810 | 0.1 394 | 55

Unknown 0 0 [ 0
African American 124 12.1 2,046 1.894 -0.3 -152 -7.4
. American Indian 1.9 1.8 305 286 -0.1 -19 -0.2
Asian 17.3 17.8 2.858 2.781 0.5 77 2.7
Caucasian 490 46.8 8,081 7.301 -2.2 -780 9.7

ETHNICITY —
' Filipino 2.1 22 339 346 0.1 7 2.1
Latino 12.6 134 2,078 2,099 0.8 21 1.0
l Other 4.3 5.6 713 877 1.3 164 23.0
Unknown (No Code) 0.5 0.2 76 33| -03 431 -56.6
Under 18 1.4 17 238 257 0.3 19 8.0
' 18 10 20 225 224 3714 3495 | 0.1 219 5.9
21 to 24 254 25.8 4,187 4,036 0.4 -151 -36
AGE 25 to 29 17.1 18.0 2814 2817 0.9 3 0.1
GROUP -

l 30 to 39 20.3 19.5 3.348 3050 | -0.8 -298 -8.9
40 or older 13.3 12.6 2,195 1962 | -07 2233 | -106
30 or older 336 | 32.1 5.543 sorz] s ] s3] 96
l Both Day/Evening 184 107 3.629 3.078 1.3 49 1.6
EV‘%@}’NG Day only 51.7 51.8 2,523 8089 | 0.1 434 | 51
! Evening only 30.0 28.5 4944 4450 | -15 494 | -10.0
Full time (12+) 27.7 28.8 4,565 4,494 1.1 -71 16
UNIT Mid (6-11.5) 339 336 5.585 5246 | 0.3 -339 -6.1
l LOAD Light (.5-5.5) 38.4 375 6.320 5855 | -09 465 | 74

Average number/unils 7.70 794 +.24
! Transfer/no AA 20.9 19.0 3444 2.963 -1.9 -481 -14.0
Transfer/with AA 41.6 38.3 6.863 5983 | -33 880 | -128
Vocational AA 6.0 5.5 986 | 853 -0.5 -133 -13.5
I General Education AA 38 2.6 629 407 -1.2 -222 -35.3

EDUCATIONAL - -

GOAL Vocational Certificate 44 4.0 721 626 -04 -95 -13.2
Acquire Job Skill 3.7 26 607 400! -1.1 207 | -34.1
' Upgrade Job Skill 7.2 4.4 1.182 682 | -2.8 501 | -424
No AA/certificate goal 12.5 23.7 2,063 3.703 112 1.640 79.5
l j New. never atiended 7.6 8.8 1.249 1.379 1.2 130 10.4
New., atiended 2 yr 5.4 6.4 887 1,006 1.0 119 13.4
New, atiended 4 yr 52 4.4 851 680 | -08 A171 =200
l EN}E(T)IA%{?NT Returning (prev. LR) 11.0 8.6 1.820 1343 | 24 47| 2262
Retuming (@ 2 yr) 2.7 2.8 439 434 0.1 -5 -1.1
Retuming (@ 4 yr) 3.9 2.7 636 423 -1.2 -213 -33.5
l High School Student 0.7 07 118 116 0.0 2 1.7
o Continuing 63.6 65.5 10,496 10,236 19 2260 25

EM d TABLBALLSS SCC
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SACRAMENTO CITY COLLEGE
BA+ STUDENTS—SPRING 92 AND SPRING 93

Yo Number Net Change
Demographics & Other Characteristics Spring 92 ] Spring 93 | Spring 92 l Spring 93 | % Pts l Number l G Chg
l " TOTAL STUDENTS 1000 | 1000 § 1544 | 9031 - 00 641 | 415
Women 58.5 62.1 903 561 3.6 -342 -37.9
GENDER Mcn 415 37.9 641 2| 36 299 | 467
Unknown 0 0 0
African Amcrican 7.1 52 110 47 -1.9 -63 -57.3
American Indian 1.5 1.0 23 9 -0.5 -14 -60.9
Asian 13.3 13.3 205 120 0.0 -85 415
Cae zasian 65.4 66.7 1.009 602 1.3 -407 -40.3
ETHNICITY
Filipino 1.8 2.6 28 23 08 -5 -179
Latino 6.1 5.1 94 46 -1.0 -48 -S511
Other 4.7 6.1 72 55 1.4 -17 -23.6
Unknown (No Codc) 0.2 0.1 3 1 -0.1 -2 -66.7
Under 18 0.1 0.0 l 0 -0.1 -1 1 -100.0
18 10 20 0.3 0.1 4 -0.2 -3 -75.0
21t0 24 13.4 9.1 207 82 4.3 -125 -60.4
AGE 25 10 29 21.8 25.1 337 27| 33 110 | 326
GROUP
30 10 39 336 30.7 518 277 -2.9 2241 -46.5
40 or older 309 35.0 477 316 4.1 -161 -33.8
30 or older 4.5 65.7 995 593 1.2 -4021 404
Both Duay/Evening 8.9 9.0 138 81 0.1 -57 -41.3
EV%QTNG Day only 345 39.5 532 3157 50 175 | o329
Evening only 56.6 SLS 874 465 -5.1 -409 -46.8
Full time (12+) 37 4.1 57 37 04 -20 -35.1
UNIT Mid (6-11.5) 22.0 20.5 340 185 -1.5 -155 -45.6
LOAD Light (.5-5.5) 743 75.4 1,146 631 1.1 465 | -40.6
Average number,units 433 4.47 +.14
Transfer/no AA 8.9 8.0 138 72 -0.9 -66 478
Transfer/with AA 6.5 4.4 100 40 -2.1 -60 -60.0
Vocational AA 33 54 51 49 2.1 -2 -39
EDUCATIONAL General Education AA 1.2 0.7 19 6 -0.5 -13 -68.4
GOAL Vocational Certificate 5.6 5.4 87 49 -0.2 -38 437
Acquire Jnb Skill 8.9 7.6 138 69 -1.3 -69 -50.0
Upgrade Job Skill 29.0 19.1 447 172 -9.9 -275 -61.5
No AA/certificate goal 36.5 494 564 446 12.9 -118 -20.9
New, never atiended 0.1 0.3 2 3 0.2 1 50.0
New, attended 2 yr 0.1 1.6 2 4 1.5 12 600.0
New, attended 4 yr 27.5 21.6 424 195 -5.9 -229 -54.0
ENROLLMENT | Retrning (prev. LR) 12.6 3.8 194 34| -88% 160 ] 825
STATUS Retarning (@ 2 yr) 0.1 1.2 ] 11 1.1 10 | 1.000.0
Returning (@ 4 yr) 15.7 16.5 242 149 0.8 -93 -384
High School Student 0.0 0.0 0 0 0.0 0
Continuing 44.0 55.0 679 497 11.0 -182 -26.8
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