O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 482 808 JC 030 692

TITLE Contra Costa Community College District Transfer Education
Report.

INSTITUTION Contra Costa Community Coll. District, Martinez, CA.

PUB DATE 2002-01-00

NOTE 104p.; Prepared by the Office of District Research, Planning
and Resource Development.

PUB TYPE Information Analyses (070) -- Numerical/Quantitative Data
{110) -- Reports - Descriptive (141)

EDRS PRICE EDRS Price MFO01/PC0O5 Plus Postage.

DESCRIPTORS Community Colleges; Institutional Cooperation; Institutional

Role; *Outcomes of Education; School Effectiveness; Student

Mobility; Transfer Policy; *Transfer Programs; *Transfer

Students; *Two Year College Students; Two Year Colleges
IDENTIFIERS *Contra Costa Community College District CA

ABSTRACT

This research report from Contra Costa Community College
District (CCCCD), California, summarizes relevant findings from assessments
of the performance of students receiving transfer education, and CCCCD's
progress in meeting its Partnership for Excellence (PFE) goals in this area.
Findings reported include the following: (1) Student Goal Attainment--No data
are available and steps are being taken to correct the problem; (2) Transfer
Course Success Rates--CCCCD continues to show an increase in the percentage
of students who successfully complete their transfer course work, with a
71.8% success rate for 1999-2000; (3) Transfer Statistics/Number Transferred-
-The number of students CCCCD sent to University of California campuses in
2000-01 increased by 18% over 1995-96 totals--On the other hand, the number
of transfers to California State University campuses decreased in the same
period by 13.3%; (4) Transfer Statistics/Number Eligible--CCCCD's 1999-2000
total of transfer-prepared students declined by 15.1% from its 1997-98 level;
(5) Academic Performance after Transfer--Findings indicate that on average,
CCCCD is preparing its transfer students as well as are other California
Community College districts; and (6) Degree Completion Rate--Because an
associate degree is not required to transfer, it is not surprising that the
number of associate degrees awarded by CCCCD has been declining over the
years. (Contains 36 tables and more than 250 references.) (NB)

Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made
from the original document.




The Colleges of
Contra Costa

ED 482 808

patﬁu’ays to chcess

Contra Costa Community College District

TRANSFER
EDUCATION
REPORT

January 2002

PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE AND U_S_'DEPARTMENT OF EDdUCATION
an

DISSEMINATE THIS MATERIAL HAS Oftice o
BEEN GRANTED BY EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION

CEMTER (ERIC}
W This document has been reproduced as

S F:D received from the perscn Or organization
: ARl originating it.
O Minor changes have been made to

improve reproduction quality.

TOILI-FI(E) EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
RMATION CENTER (ERIC) ® Points of view or opinions stated in this
document do not necessarily represent

official OERI position or policy.

Office of District Research
Planning and Resource Development
Contra Costa Community College District
500 Court Street
Martinez, California 94553

BEST COPY AVAILABLE 2



Transfer Education Report Executive Summary

Executive Summary

This report is the second of four mission specific topics scheduled for the 2001-02 agenda
of the Governing Board. It provides an overview of the legislative and administrative
context of the transfer process and profiles transfer education, statewide and at Contra
Costa Community College District (CCCCD). It is hoped that the information in this
report will prove useful in ongoing districtwide discussions regarding transfer education.

Overview

Historical, Policy, and Institutional Context

Transfer education provides students the lower-division coursework required for a
baccalaureate degree which, when successfully completed, allows them to transfer to the
upper-division programs of four-year postsecondary educational institutions. Transfer
education has long been a central mission of American Community Colleges and is
frequently referred to as the “transfer function”. In California, this mission was first
formalized in the state’s 1960 Master Plan for Public Higher Education, and it has been
reaffirmed in subsequent legislation and education code.

Like its counterparts elsewhere, CCCCD supports the transfer function through a unique
array of transfer education and related student service programs consistent with its
mission priorities. The viability of the transfer function throughout the California
Community College system is essential for insuring that students, do not go directly to a
four-year institution upon completion of high school, have the opportunity to do so.
Additionally, California Community Colleges are strategically positioned to provide this
and all other student populations with continued access to educational opportunities and
to ensure that the characteristics of students served by public postsecondary institutions
reflect the demographics of the state. The viability of the transfer function at California
Community Colleges is thus an essential component of society’s efforts to ensure equal
access to educational opportunities.

Transfer Bound Students and Transfer Eligibility Criteria

As a student works to obtain transfer eligibility status, he or she must consider, of course,
the transfer requirements of the targeted institution. These requirements have changed
considerably over the years and these changes have frequently been the source of much
confusion and grief. To clarify this situation, this report provides a recent summary of
the most current transfer requirements of UC, CSU, and other four-year postsecondary
institutions.

The Transfer Process

The process by which college students who are enrolled at one postsecondary education
institution seek to continue their education at another is know as the “transfer process”.
This process, which varies with targeted transfer institution, can be bewildering for
community college students. This report outlines the general sequence of events and steps
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that community college students typically follow in order to transfer successfully. These
include commentary on the development of an educational plan, enrollment in
appropriate courses, maintaining performance standards, and timing of transfer process
with student services of targeted institution.

Transfer Programs and Services

Concerns about the vitality of the transfer function have helped to bring into existence an
array of statewide transfer programs/services. Since the mid-1980's, several
intersegmental initiatives to improve the transfer process have been established by the
state’s Governor and Legislature. This report reviews the key programs these initiatives
have given rise to, including: The California Articulation Numbering (CAN); The
Intersegmental General Education Transfer Curriculum (IGETC); Articulation System
Stimulating Interinstitutional Transfer Project (ASSIST); and The Intersegmental Major
Preparation Articulated Curriculum (IMPAC).

New Transfer Initiatives and Challenges to a Successful Transfer Process

Also noted in this report are major policy initiatives recently adopted by the Governor
and Legislature that are designed to direct state resources towards improving student
transfer and a critique by the California Postsecondary Education Commission (CPEC)
on the major challenges to a successful transfer process. These challenges include the
need to: (1) research and evaluate issues of transfer "supply" and "demand," in order to
establish reasonable parameters for State transfer expectations; (2) examine the many
segment-specific and intersegmental transfer programs and initiatives currently in force
to assure that they are functioning in a coordinated, effective and cost-effective manner;
and (3) sponsor forums and workshops for transfer programs directors and staff to
facilitate information exchanges, develop methods for increased coordination of
activities, reduce current redundancies in some transfer efforts, and garner greater
commitments to State goals from all stakeholders.

Transfer Education and the California Community College System
This report provides a statewide overview of the flow of CCC transfers to CSU, UC, and
member institutions of the Association of Independent California Colleges and

Universities (AICCU) as well as their upper-division performance where possible.

Transfer Access

Several findings are reported concerning the institutions to which students from the
California Community Colleges (CCC) transfer, including:

1. Most transfers to CSU and UC continue to come from CCC. In 1999-00, for
example, 83% and 74% of transfers to CSU and UC, respectively, came from CCC.
The numbers of transfers from CCC to CSU show a 4.7% increase since 1997-98
following a three-year decline, whereas, the total from CCC to UC has been
decreasing until 1999-00 which showed 6.6 increase over the prior year. Transfers
from out of state have been increasing, especially at UC which has seen an increase
39.6% of these latter transfer students over their 1993-94 totals. (See Table 3).

11
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The top five CSU campuses for 1999-00, in terms of their CCC transfer totals, are
Fullerton, Sacramento, Northridge, Long Beach, San Diego. At UC, the top five
campuses sought by CCC transfers in 1990-00 were Los Angeles, Berkeley, Davis,
Santa Barbara, and San Diego. (See Tables 4-5)

With the decline in the total number of CCC transfers to CSU and UC for the 1995-98
period, there has been a corresponding decline in the number of minority transfers.
For 1999-00, there was a small increase over the prior year of Black, Filipino, and
Latino but not Asian and Native American transfers to CSU. At UC, all ethnic
minority transfers show a similar decline and slight increase for 1999-00 over 98-99
levels with the exception of Native Americans. (See Tables 6-7)

Whereas transfer totals declined for UC and CSU for the 19995-98 interval, they
actually increased by 8.7% for California Independent Colleges and Universities. The
top five private institutions that received the most CCC transfers for the 1990-99
period were National University, University of Southern California, University of San
Francisco, Chapman University, and Point Loma Nazarene University. (See Tables 8-
9)

The percent and number of CCC transfers to both CSU and UC that were admitted
decreased from 1996-97 to 1998-99; however, the percent of transfers that enrolled in
these systems during this time increased by 7.5% for CSU and 2.9% for UC, with
increases observed for all ethnic groups as well. While the percent of admitted CCC
transfers increase from 1998-99 to 1999-00, the percent of enrolled transfers
decreased slightly. Noteworthy is the finding that among 1999-00 applicants, 12,318
or 23.5% of admitted CCC transfers to CSU and 3,600 or 28.3% of admitted CCC
transfers to UC did not enroll. It is possible that those admitted to CSU but who did
not enroll may have had the option to enroll at UC, and visa versa. The enrollment
increases in these systems over the prior year do not support this position. A study
seems in order to determine where these students are going. These are transfers that
will not get considered in the evaluation of Partnership for Excellence goals of CCC.
(See Tables 10-11)

Transfer Qutcomes

Available data on the performance of California Community College (CCC) transfers to
CSU and UC give evidence that they are well prepared to compete academically. Several
findings are reported, including:

1.

The persistence and graduation rates of Regularly Admitted CCC transfers to CSU
and UC who entered Fall 1994 were markedly higher than the same rates for CCC
transfers who entered Fall 1990. (See Tables 12-15)

The persistence and graduation rates of Regularly Admitted CCC transfers to CSU
and UC who entered Fall 1990 and Fall 1994 compare favorably with those for their
native student counterparts at these respective institutions. (See Tables 12-15)
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3. The persistence and graduation rates of upper-division CCC transfers with disabilities to
CSU and UC who entered Fall 1993 and Fall 1994 compare favorably with those for their
native student counterparts at these respective institutions. (See Tables 12-15)

Transfer Education, Assessment, and Mission at CCCCD

Over the last several years, CCCCD has moved to develop institutional effectiveness
indicators to gauge its progress along key educational dimensions. Parts of CCCCD’s
Institutional Effectiveness 2000 Report regard the performance of students receiving
transfer education and the progress of CCCCD in meeting its Partnership for Excellence
(PFE) goals in this area. This report summarizes relevant findings from these two
assessment efforts.

Qutcome Assessment of Transfer Function: Institutional Effectiveness Indicators

Several findings are reported, including:

1. Student Goal Attainment: No data are available at this time to gauge the percent of
transfer bound students who achieve transfer eligibility status. The reasons for this
state of affairs and actions being taken to correct it are discussed.

2. Transfer Course Success Rates: CCCCD continues to show an increase in the
percent of students who successfully complete their transfer coursework (i.e., a grade
of “c”: or better). CCCCD’s successful transfer course completion rates compare
favorably with the average rates of other institutional benchmarks: the Bay Area’s ten
community college districts, multi-college community college districts in the state,
and the California Community College system.( See Tables 19a and 19b)

3. Transfer Statistics -- Number Identified as Having Transferred: The number of
students CCCCD sent to UC in 2000-01 showed an 18% increase over 1995-96 totals,
whereas, Bay 10 institutions and multi-college districts increased their transfer totals
by 2.7% or less for this same interval. Los Rios CCD and CCCCD have the highest
totals of UC transfers among multi-college districts. The number of CCCCD transfers
to CSU in 2000-01, on the other hand, has decrease by 13.3% from 1995-96 totals;
the Bay 10 and other multi-districts have shown, respectively, declines of 14.7% and
3.5% for this same period. Los Rios, Coast, Foothill-DeAnza, the State Center, and
CCCCD have been the top five among multi-college districts with respect to their
CSU transfer totals. The reasons for the finding that Bay Area community colleges
have experienced a decline in CSU transfers while others in the state have not are not
apparent. The relative distribution of these transfers to CSU and UC is similar to what
was observed for all California Community College transfers statewide. (See Tables
20a to 22c¢)

For the 1997-98 to 2000-01 period, a substantial number of CCCCD transfers to UC
and CSU were minonty students: 77% of CCC transfers tend to be minority students
and around 50% of these are Asian/Pacific Islanders and Black; about 44% of DVC
transfers tend to be minority and around 33% of these are Asian/Pacific Islanders and
Latino; and 46% of LMC transfers tend to be minonty and around 30% are Black and
Latino. (See Table 22)
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An additional 179 CCCCD students transferred to private postsecondary institutions
Fall 2000; 40 or 22% of these were minority students. Saint Mary’s College received
the largest number of these students (47 or 26%) and six other institutions received
five or more transfers: California College of Arts and Crafts, John F. Kennedy
University, National University, Simpson College, and the University of San
Francisco. (See Tables 23 to 24c)

4. Transfer Statistics: -- Number Identified as Transfer Eligible: CCCCD’s 1999-00
total of transfer prepared students declined by 15.1% from its 1997-98 level, whereas
the Bay 10 and other multi-college districts declined by 7% and 9% respectively.
One possible explanation for this decline is that students may be transferring to four-
year post-secondary institutions that, unlike UC and CSU, do not require them to
complete 56 units before they can be “transfer eligible” as defined by the State
Chancellor’s Office. Another possibility is that students who would ordinarily be
transfer candidates are becoming employed full-time before completion of 56 units.
(Tables 25a and 25b)

5. Academic Performance after Transfer (Grade Point Average and Persistence
rates): Pre-admission GPAs of CCCCD transfers to CSU Fall 1999 to be equal to or
exceeded the GPA for all community college transfers to CSU, varying from 2.93 to
2.97. The first-year GPA and persistence rates of CCCCD transfer students to CSU is
not significantly different than the 2.90 and 84% that was achieved by all CCC
transfers respectively, with the exception of CCC transfers who averaged a GPA of
2.77 and a persistence rate of 77%. With one exception, transfers with lower-division
status did not perform as well as did transfers with upper-division status. These
findings suggest that on average CCCCD is preparing its CSU transfers as well as
other districts. No comparable district/college specific data is available at this writing
for UC transfers. (See Tables 26a -26f)

6. Degree Completion Rate: Historically, the number of awards achieved by students
has been used as an indicator of how well students were being prepared to transfer to
four-year institutions. Currently, a student needs 56 units of transfer coursework and
the GPA required by the target institution to transfer -- an associate degree is not
necessary for the student to transfer. Not too surprisingly, the number of associate
degrees given by CCCCD has decreased over the years. (See Tables 27a and 27b)

Outcome Assessment of Transfer Function: Partnership for Excellence Transfer Goals

The relation of several outcome measures to 2005-06 PFE goals were discussed, including:

1. Increase in Number of Transfer Students: CCCCD’s goal to increase the annual number
of UC transfers from 511 to 681 seems reachable at this time given its total of 603 for
2000-01. Its goal to increase CSU transfers totals from 1,650 to 2,178, however, will
require concerted effort, given its total of 1,431 for 2000-01. (See Table 28)
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2. Increase in Number of Students Who Become Transfer Prepared to CSU and
UC: CCCCD’s goal of increasing its number of transfer prepared students from 2,982
to 3,789 does not seem very likely at this time given that it had 2,531 such students in
1999-00. CCCCD will have to seriously reconsider the strategies it is using for
reaching this goal. Changes in the total of transfer prepared students can reflect many
factors, including: the increasing number of options for transfer bound students to
attend four-year institutions other than UC and CSU; the growing number of popular
majors that do not have openings at UC/CSU and that prevent CCCCD students from
transferring to these institutions; and the increasing number of attractive job
opportunities. (See Table 29)

3. Increase in Successful Transfer Course Completion Rates: CCCCD will very
likely meet its PFE goal of increasing transfer course completion rates from 70% to
72.5% given that it achieved a rate of 71.6% in 1999-00. (See Table 30)
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Overview of Transfer Education

Historical, Policy, and Institutional Context

The educational route that allows students to advance from K-12 to the California
Community Colleges and from this system to four-year institutions is often referred to as
the “transfer pipeline”. A central mission of American Community Colleges has been
to provide this latter bridge through “transfer education”, specifically, by providing
students the lower-division coursework required for a baccalaureate degree which, when
successfully completed, allows them to transfer to the upper-division programs of four-
year postsecondary educational institutions (Cohen and Brawer, 1996). The process by
which the merit of this lower-division coursework is established for the student’s use in
transferring to another institution is generally referred to as “articulation”. This mission
of community colleges is frequently referred to as the “transfer function”. In California,
this mission is formalized in the state’s 1960 Master Plan for Public Higher Education
and it has been reaffirmed in subsequent legislation and education code.

To further support this transition, various state agencies and public interest groups over
the years have moved to hold the University of California (UC) and the California State
University (CSU) system accountable for establishing a 40 to 60 ratio of lower to upper
division students as called for by the Master Plan and to require that community college
transfers be given the highest priority in the admissions process. Relatedly, the
California Postsecondary Education Commission (CPEC) and the Intersegmental
Coordinating Council (ICC) have helped to standardize the transfer requirements of UC
and CSU. The State has funded numerous projects and the segments have developed
many on their own without State support - all aimed at strengthening the transfer
function. (For a more detailed accounting of these programs see Knoell, 1990; Ratliff and
Woolfork, 1996; Laurente and Woolfork, 2001.) With these activities, the responsibility
for upgrading the transfer function has shifted from a particular segment or program to
intersegmental bodies. These changes have brought a richer policy perspective and
helped to increase the likelihood that substantial progress would be made in this area.

Senate Bill 121 (Chapter 1188, Statutes of 1991) codified many of these foregoing efforts
and the recommendations developed by the Legislature's Joint Committee on Review of
the Master Plan in its 1988 report regarding desirable improvements in the operation of
the transfer function. Some of the major provisions of SB 121 called upon UC, CSU, and
California Community College (CCC) system to ensure the vitality of the transfer
function by undertaking various courses of action, including;

1. The creation of a common core of general education courses to increase transfer
prospects from the community colleges to the universities.

2. Implementation of a formal systemwide articulation and transfer agreement program
by CCC, CSU, and UC. Relatedly, CSU/UC campuses were directed in both
university systems to sign articulation agreements with community colleges for each
of their undergraduate programs that have lower-division pre-requisites, and
community colleges to sign discipline-specific transfer agreements with as many
university campuses and majors as possible.

13
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3. Provision by the Board of Governors of the California Community Colleges,
community college districts, and individual community colleges of sufficient services
(transfer centers, special counseling, program and administrative coordination, etc.) in
order to "affirmatively seek out, counsel, advise, and monitor the progress of potential
and identified community college transfer students".

4. Maintenance of a ratio of 40 percent lower-division students to 60 percent upper-
division students by CSU, and the establishment of a similar ratio by UC by the
1995-96 academic year.

While not mandating transfer as the single most important function of the public
segments of higher education systems, SB 121 did reaffirm three long-standing policy
positions: (1) that "a viable and effective student transfer system is one of the
fundamental underpinnings of public postsecondary education in California;" (2) that the
"primary role" of the community colleges is "to prepare students for upper division
access to the California State University and the University of California;" and (3) that
community college students transferring to the universities should receive "high priority
for admission," and have "high priority access to majors of choice" (Laurente and
Woolfork, 2001).

Each community college, of course, supports the transfer function through a unique array
of transfer education and related student service programs consistent with its mission
priorities. The viability of the transfer function throughout the California Community
College system is essential for insuring that students, who did not go directly to a four-
year institution upon completion of high school, have the opportunity to do so if they so
chose. The majority of students transferring from the CCC system are from lower socio-
economic backgrounds. The California Community Colleges are strategically positioned
to provide this and all other student populations with continued access to educational
opportunities and to ensure that the characteristics of students served by public
postsecondary institutions reflect the demographics of the state. The viability of the
transfer function at California Community Colleges is thus an essential component of
society’s efforts to ensure equal educational opportunities for its citizens.

Students

Many students elected not to attend a four-year institution immediately after high school
for various reasons, including: more convenient course schedules and greater
opportunities to explore career options at community colleges; lack of resources;
competing job requirements; the need to stay close to their families which they help
support; impersonal and poorly timed outreach services of four-year institutions; trying
low socio-economic conditions; competing family/community views and values; poor
academic training/counseling resulting in minor/major skill deficits in one or more
subject areas and low sense of self-efficacy; inadequate organizational, study, and critical
thinking skills; unavailability of required courses; recentness of immigration from
another country with limited English proficiency; a career focus that developed after high
school. For these students, access to the California Community Colleges provides them
with the opportunity and/or a more convenient route to pursue their higher education
goals. Many of these students will ultimately transfer to a four-year institution.
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What is a transfer student... As a student works to obtain transfer eligibility status, he
or she must consider the transfer requirements of the targeted institution. These
requirements have changed considerably over the years and these changes have
frequently been the source of much confusion and grief. Laurente and Woolfork (2001)
recently summarized the most current transfer requirements of UC, CSU, and other four-
year postsecondary institutions as follows:

California State University? For the California State University (CSU), any student
who has completed college units after the summer immediately following graduation
from high school is considered a transfer student. "Lower Division" transfer students
at the State University are those students who have completed 55 or fewer transferable
semester college units (83 or fewer quarter units). "Upper Division" transfer students
are students who have completed 56 or more transferable semester college units (84 or
more quarter units). The State University provides admission priority to all eligible
community college upper division transfer students as is required by State statute.

The requirements for lower-division transfer students to be admitted to the State
University include:

1. A college grade point average of 2.00 or better in all transferable college units
completed.

2. Good standing at the last college or university attended, academically,
administratively.

3. Meet the admission requirements for a first-time freshman or have successfully
completed necessary courses to make up the deficiencies they had in high school
if they did not complete the 15-unit pattern of college preparatory subjects.

4. Meet the CSU "eligibility index" (ratio of GPA to ACT/SAT test scores) required
of a freshman.

The requirements for upper-division transfer students to be admitted to the State
University include:

1. College grade point average of 2.00 or better (2.40 for California nonresidents) in
all transferable college units completed.

2. Good standing at the last college or university attended, academically,
administratively, etc.

3. Have completed or will complete prior to transfer at least 30 semester units (45
quarter units) or courses equivalent to general education requirements with a
grade of C or better. The 30 units must include all of the general education
requirements in communication in the English language (English composition,
oral communication, and critical thinking) and at least one course of at least 3
semester units (4 quarter units) required in college-level mathematics.
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Some CSU campuses have "impacted" programs - these are major programs for
which more applications are received in the initial filing period from CSU eligible
applicants than can be accommodated by the campus. Many CSU campuses have
impacted majors and apply additional admission criteria for prospective transfer
students. Several programs may be impacted at one or more, but not all, CSU
campuses offering the program.

... at the University of California? The University of California (UC) uses a
systemwide definition of a transfer student to allow individual campuses to determine
who is a bona fide community college student for purposes of admissions priority.
The University gives first priority to entering community college transfer students
(over native matriculating students) in course selection.

The University of California’s Final University-wide Definition of a California
Community College Student for Admissions' Review Purposes reads as follows:

A California community college student applying for admission to the University
of California in advanced standing will be given priority admission over all other
applicants if:

1. The student was enrolled at one or more California community colleges for at
least two terms (excluding summer sessions),

2. The last college the student attended before admission to a UC campus was a
California community college (excluding summer sessions); and

3. The student has completed at least 30 semester (45 quarter) UC transferable
units at one or more California community colleges.

... at Independent Institutions? Nearly all of California's regionally accredited
independent colleges and universities belong to a voluntary organization called the
Association of Independent California Colleges and Universities (AICCU). While
transfer requirements at the independents vary by institution, the AICCU publishes a
Transfer Handbook each year to assist prospective community college transfer
students. This document presents a variety of transfer information for AICCU
member institutions, including: enrollment statistics, deadlines and deliverables,
admissions requirements, and other information specific to transfer students.

Transfer students, who are described above, should not to be confused with first-time
college students who are admitted to colleges and universities with advanced
standing. These are generally students enrolled directly out of high school who are
awarded college credit for coursework taken while in high school. High school
programs that can lead to advanced standing status include: advanced placement
courses, honors courses, and summer session collegiate courses.

The Transfer Process

The process by which college students who are enrolled at one postsecondary education
institution prepare to continue their education at another is frequently called the “transfer
process” (Laurente and Woolfork, 2001). This process, which varies with targeted
transfer institution, can be bewildering for community college students. Laurente and
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Woolfork (2001) provide the following outline below of the general sequence of events
and steps that community college students typically follow in order to transfer
successfully.

1. Campus path: Students first select the community college ("sending" institution)
they wish to attend, often incorporating factors related to their eventual transfer into
this decision [i.e., the relation this college may have with the targeted institution]. The
student then may decide upon a baccalaureate degree granting ("receiving")
institution and program of study, become knowledgeable about the many different
requirements for transfers at that institution, and plan a course of study accordingly.
Even knowing which receiving institution and academic program a student wishes to
attend is not enough to ensure a successful transfer. Community college students need
to research the specific requirements of their intended major and campus and the
community college courses that are approved to meet these requirements. Prospective
transfer students should seek guidance counseling and advice early in their
educational career in order to carefully and successfully plan their transfer
coursework.

2. Coursework: Community college students may increase their chances for admission
and success after transferring if they develop and follow a pre-transfer plan of course
work. The courses students take at community colleges, at a minimum, should help
them meet the general education requirements for transfers to the receiving institution
they plan on attending. In addition, students are advised to select community college
courses that partially or completely fulfill a variety of other requirements of their
prospective receiving institution. Knowing the requirements, and planning
accordingly, maximizes students' chances for admission to their first-choice campus
and program. Meeting transfer requirements in advance also gives students more
freedom when selecting courses once they enroll in the receiving institution and
increases their chances to complete their undergraduate education within four years.

Competitive Grade Point Average (GPA): The most important part of the transfer
process is for the community college student to successfully complete the course of study
at the college and then apply for transfer to the institution and/or major of their choice.
Often just as important as course completion is a student's GPA in transferable courses.
While community college students are generally eligible to transfer with a minimum

GPA of 2.0 to 2.4, most competitive majors actually require a much higher GPA for
admission. For example, in transfer information provided on its website, the University of
California reports that in 1999 the average GPA of all transfer students admitted to the
University was 3.3.

Table 1 expands on this point. It shows the recommended GPAs for community college
transfer students planning to enroll in selected academic programs of study at all 8 UC
general campuses for Fall 2001. It also describes the availability of those programs (that
is, whether they are accepting new enrollments) and information specific to each UC
campus on various aspects of the transferability of prior coursework.
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As this information shows, successful community college transfers into the University of
California system have very high GPAs. They also must abide by fairly strict procedures
on applications, course transferability, and other processes that not only differ by campus,
but are also unique to specific departments within an individual UC campus. This
information represents a single snapshot in time, but is generally reflective of the highly
selective nature of the process of admitting and enrolling transfer students into the
University of California system.

Evidence shows that the higher the GPA of the transfer student, the greater the likelihood
that they will be accepted into their program of choice. This is particularly evident for
those transfer students who have been admitted into highly competitive programs. The
picture is not as clear for those transfer students with GPAs high enough to be fully
eligible for transfer, though not as high as shown on the matrix. For these prospective
transfer students, actual opportunities to transfer are more limited than is generally
understood. This matrix, coupled with anecdotal information from those involved in the
process, expands the view into the highly complex and competitive road that transfer
students must navigate. At the same time, it may provide a map for policy makers of
areas of potential roadblocks and bottlenecks in need of focused intervention.

3. Timelines: Receiving institutions have varying timelines for admission, and some
impacted or highly competitive majors have even more stringent time-lines.
Prospective transfer students should plan their applications with both community
college and receiving institution counselors well in advance of their anticipated
transfer.

Transfer Programs and Services

Concerns about the vitality of the transfer function have helped to bring into existence an
array of transfer programs and services. Since the mid-1980's, several intersegmental
initiatives to improve the transfer process have been established by the Governor and
Legislature. Laurente and Woolfork (2001) have identified the various programs these
initiatives have given rise to, including;

1. Disabled Students Programs and Services (DSPS, 1980s) and Extended
Opportunity Programs and Services (FOPS, 1980s): These two multi-purpose
programs provide community college students with special challenges and
disadvantages the additional services needed to enable their success. The goals of
these programs include facilitating student transfer when that is a goal of the student
in the program.

2. The Articulation System Stimulating Interinstitutional Transfer Project (Project
ASSIST, 1985): ASSIST is a computerized articulation and transfer planning system
for the public sector jointly supported by each of the three public higher education
systems.

3. The California Articulation Numbering (CAN, 1985): The CAN system assigns
common numbers to courses that are deemed to be comparable between systems.
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4. Community College Transfer Centers (1985): Transfer Centers provide
intersegmentally consistent assistance to potential transfer students and advises and
counsels them through their community college education and helps in their
preparation to transfer.

5. Matriculation (The Seymour-Campbell Matriculation Act AB 3, Chapter 1467,
Statutes of 1986): Matriculation is a statewide effort to improve student success in
the community colleges by helping students determine appropriate educational goals,
including transfer.

6. The PUENTE Project (1986): This is a UC program designed to increase the
number of Latino students transferring from community colleges. The project trains
English teachers and Latino counselors as teams to conduct one-year writing,
counseling, and mentoring pro-grams on community college campuses.

7. The Intersegmental General Education Transfer Curriculum (IGETC, 1992)
This program - often referred to as the "core transfer curriculum" - is a general
education program that community college students may use to fulfill all of their
lower-division general education requirements for either the CSU or UC while
enrolled at the community college.

8. The Intersegmental Major Preparation Articulated Curriculum (IMPAC, 1999):
This initiative is designed to get faculty to work together to develop a common
understanding of major preparation requirements around the state.

Three of these initiatives -IMPAC, CAN, and ASSIST - merit more focused attention as
they effectively summarize the spectrum of administrative activities designed and
administered by the higher education systems to improve the operation of the transfer
process.

IMPAC is an effort supervised by the Intersegmental Council of Academic Senates
(ICAS) to get faculty to work together to develop a common understanding of major
preparation requirements around the state. That is, history professors in one system - and
sometimes even on the same campus - have varying ideas of what competencies are
expected and what practices are appropriate to teach courses in their major, in order to
facilitate articulation efforts. IMPAC is one of many efforts to get CSU and UC faculty,
respectively, to agree on these basic premises so that faculty in the system will have
consistent standards to use to develop actual articulation agreements with other higher
education systems. IMPAC was created in the 1999-2000 budget and is funded through
contract funds allocated through the community colleges.

CAN was created to promote the transfer of CCC students to UC/CSU institutions by
simplifying the identification of transferable CCC courses and indicating the specific
disciplines and programs for the UC/CSU institutions to which those course are
transferable. CAN works to promote the development of a common method of course
identification within each segment. CAN is funded by the state, through the CSU and the
community colleges. The CAN Board is made up of representatives from each of the
public postsecondary segments and includes campus representatives. The board oversees
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development and establishes policy for CAN. The daily implementation and project
operations are managed by the CAN System Office at CSU Sacramento.

Specifically CAN is designed as a cross-reference course identification for a common
core of lower-division, transferable, major preparation courses commonly taught on
CCC, CSU, and UC campuses. This system eliminates the need for every single campus
in the state to separately articulate their entire curriculum with every other campus in
order to provide necessary information about major preparation for transfers. CAN
facilitates transfer by establishing the academic integrity of a course and then insuring its
transfer to a CAN participating institution. Not every public postsecondary institution
participates in CAN. The UC has historically not been an advocate of CAN, therefore,
most UC campuses do not participate in CAN.

ASSIST is a computerized student-transfer information system that displays reports of
how course credits earned at one California college or university can be applied when
transferred to another. ASSIST is California's official repository of articulation for
California's colleges and universities and, therefore, provides the most accurate and up-
to-date in-formation available to facilitate student transfer. ASSIST is funded by the state,
through the 3 systems. The ASSIST Board of Directors is made up of CCC, CSU, UC
campus faculty, staff and system representatives. The board oversees development and
establishes policy for ASSIST. The ASSIST Coordination Site, located in Irvine,
manages the daily implementation and project operations.

ASSIST's mission is to facilitate the transfer of California Community College students
to California's public 4-year universities by providing an electronic system for academic
planning, which delivers accurate, timely, and complete information and operates as the
official repository of articulation information for the state of California. ASSIST's vision
is to enhance student transfer by becoming more student-centered, to be better maintained
as the official repository of California articulation information and to provide universal
online access to articulation.

IMPAC and CAN are optional activities and do not cover all of the academic disciplines
where courses are articulated. Traditional articulation processes of faculty review are
used for courses not included in IMPAC and CAN before the results are entered into
ASSIST. While IMPAC, CAN, and ASSIST all include representatives from the systems,
the governance structures of CAN and ASSIST are formalized and include campus,
systemwide and state policy makers on their respective boards.

It helps to look at IMPAC, CAN and ASSIST as a continuum. IMPAC would come first
in that it is faculty working together to develop the basis for the articulation of courses.
CAN would come second as the forum in which colleges and universities come together
to actually develop, amend and standardize how courses are articulated. ASSIST is the
final stage in this process in displaying and marketing the final, official articulation in-
formation. Thus, transfer and articulation information is negotiated through IMPAC, is
made systematic via CAN, and is displayed and up-dated in ASSIST for students and
CCC college counselors to use to advise students.
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Policy Initiatives on Transfer

The Governor and Legislature recently adopted two major policy initiatives designed to
direct State resources towards improving student transfer: (1) a memorandum of
understanding between the CCC, CSU, UC, and AICCU to increase transfers; and (2) a
specially funded California Community Colleges initiative—Partnership for
Excellence—which cites transfer and transfer readiness as two of its six goals.
Components of these two initiatives are summarized in Table 2.

Table 2
CPEC Agenda Document: Action Item 9

CCC and CSU

CCCand UC

CCC and AICCU

Original Transfer

An increase from 48,688 to

An increase from 10,886

An increase from 10,000

Goals (Partnership | 64,200 in the number of to 14,500 in the number of | to 13,800 in the number
Jor Excellence). transfers to CSU transfers to UC. of transfers to
independent and out-of-
state colleges.
Original dates and | Signed on May 3, 2000; Signed in November 1997, | Signed in March, 2000,
timelines. effective 2000-01 through | revised in May 2000; effective 2001-02
June 30, 2003. effective 1995-96 (base through 2005-06.

year) through 2005-06.

Revised Transfer
Goals (adopted by
the CCC Board of
Governors in July
2000).

CCC will increase, by 5
percent each year, the
number of upper-division
CCC students fully
qualified to transfer to
CSU; CSU will enroll all
fully qualified CCC
students seeking admission
to CSU. Note: Base-year
change to 1998-99.

CCC will increase the
number of transfer-ready
students to provide enough
applicants to increase by
at least 5 percent annually
the number of transfer
students eligible to enroll
at UC.

Revised time-lines

Base-year change from
1995-96 to 1998-99. Goal-
year remains at 2005-06.

Base-year change from
1995-96 to 1998-99. Goal-
year remains at 2005-06.

New Sub-Goal:
Transfer-Prepared
(adopted by the
CCC Board of
Govemnors in
December 1999).

An increase in the number of California Community College students who are
Transfer-Prepared from 106,951 in 1997-98 to 135,935 in 2005-06.

“Transfer-Prepared” is defined as the number of students systemwide who earned,
within a six-ear period, 56 transferable units with a minimum GPA of 2.0.

Source: Office of District Research, Contra Costa CCD. Adapted from Laurente and Workfork, Agenda

document, Action Item 9, California Postsecondary Education Commission 2001.
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Challenges to a Successful Transfer Process

In their recent evaluation of the transfer function, Laurente and Woolfork (2001) outline
the challenges to the State in this area as follows:

The Commission has described ... that the transfer function involves the integration of
a complex array of programs, services, and institutional relationships that are not
solely the responsibility of the community colleges nor of the receiving institutions.
Admissions requirements and practices, academic major and general education
requirements, course articulation, information dissemination, faculty interaction,
program availability, and actual institutional behaviors all affect the success of the
transfer function. Shortcomings in any one of these components lessen the
functionality of the whole transfer system.

In addition, the varied missions of the State's public higher education systems
complicate the intersegmental coordination of student transfer efforts. That many CSU
and UC campuses have highly sought-after, "impacted" programs in which enrollment
is limited also makes consistently successful transfer a greater challenge. Another
major unknown in the transfer equation is what happens to students who are transfer-
eligible but who leave the community colleges and do not transfer to a CSU, UC, or
independent institution. Anecdotal information and limited research point in many
directions for these students - out-of-state schools, proprietary institutions, full-time
employment, or other personal objectives.

As noted earlier, the Commission's many analyses of the transfer function all point to
the need for more cohesive and coherent information on transfer students - from the
time they enter a community college until the time they graduate from a baccalaureate
degree-granting institution. The following are suggested activities that should be
undertaken as part of this effort:

1. Thorough evaluations of the progress of California's higher education systems with
regard to the commitments made in the various Memorandums of Understanding
developed to improve the transfer of community college students.

2. Research and evaluate issues of transfer "supply” and "demand," in order to
establish reasonable parameters for State transfer expectations.

3. Examination of the many segment-specific and intersegmental transfer programs
and initiatives currently in force to assure that they are functioning in a
coordinated, effective and cost-effective manner.

4. Sponsored forums and workshops for transfer programs directors and staff to
facilitate information exchanges, develop methods for increased coordination of
activities, reduce current redundancies in some transfer efforts, and garner greater
commitments to State goals from all stakeholders.

5. National research on intersegmental student transfer in other states highlighting
successful practices elsewhere.
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6.

7.

8.

9.

Research projects on transfer-related issues to submit as grant proposals to
educational research foundations in order to acquire external funding to help
leverage State resources dedicated to improving student transfer in California.

Collection and dissemination to colleges, universities and policymakers of
comprehensive information on the progress of community college transfer students
in California.

Greater in-depth analysis of data related to student transfer and report on areas in
need of improvement and components of the process that are functioning well.
This should include research with students and faculty to determine current
practices that both enhance and hinder successful student transfer.

Extensive case studies on transfer, as the Commission did in its 1996 transfer
report, and in-depth program evaluations of transfer initiatives, similar to the one
conducted by the Commission in 1996 on ASSIST. These case studies should
focus on both the transfer experiences of individual students and on transfer in the
context of local institutions. The goal of this examination is to determine "best
practices" that can be replicated at institutions in other regions of the State or
statewide.

In sum, the transfer goals of the California Master Plan of Higher Education will likely
be realized only when greater attention is given to the coordination of transfer
programs and when a more systematic approach to the evaluation of transfer initiatives
is taken. Moving in this direction will improve the efficiency and effectiveness of the
transfer function and accordingly facilitate the transfer students from California
Community Colleges to four-year institutions.
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Transfer Education and the California Community College System
This section provides a statewide overview of the flow of transfers from the California
Community College System (CCC) to CSU, UC, and AICCU member institutions.
Where possible their upper-division performances are profiled.

Transfer Access

As can be seen in Table 3, most transfers to CSU and UC come from CCC. In 1999-00,
for example, 83% and 74% of transfers to CSU and UC, respectively, came from CCC.
The numbers of transfers from CCC to CSU show a 4.7% increase since 1997-98
following a three-year decline, whereas, the total from CCC to UC has been decreasing
up to 1999-00 which showed a 6.6% increase over the prior year. For both CSU and
UC, transfers from other California institutions have been decreasing while those from
out of state have been increasing, especially at UC which has seen a 39.6% increase of
these latter transfer students over their 1993-94 total. This finding is not surprising given
the low costs of public higher education in California relative to the costs elsewhere for
public and private postsecondary institutions.

Tables 4-5 show the particular CSU and UC campuses to which CCC students
transferred. The top five campuses for 1999-00, in terms of their CCC transfer totals, at
CSU were Fullerton, Sacramento, Northridge, Long Beach, and San Diego. At UC, the
top five campuses sought by CCC transfers in1990-00 were Los Angeles, Berkeley,
Davis, Santa Barbara, and San Diego.

With the decline in the total number of transfers to CSU and UC for the 95-98 period,
there has been a corresponding decline in the number of minority transfers. As displayed
in Tables 6-7, for 1999-00, there was a small increase over the prior year at CSU in
Black, Filipino, and Latino but not Asian and Native American transfers. At UC, all
ethnic minority transfers show a similar decline and slight increase for 1999-00 over
98-99 with the exception of Native Americans.

Whereas transfer totals declined for UC and CSU for the 95-98 interval, they actually
increased by 8.7% for California Independent Colleges and Universities. Tables 8-9
show this increase and the top five private institutions that received the most CCC
transfers for the 90-99 period. Specifically, these were National University, University of
Southern California, University of San Francisco, Chapman University, and Point Loma
Nazarene University.

As can be seen in Tables 10-11, there was a three-year downward trend for admitted
totals, with the percent of admitted 98-99 CCC transfers to both CSU and UC showing a
decline of 14.4% and 3.6% respectively over 96-97 levels. However, the percent of CCC
transfers that enrolled in these systems during this time increased by 7.5% for CSU and
2.9% for UC, with increases observed for all ethnic groups as well. While the percent of
admitted CCC transfers increased slightly from 1998-99 to 1999-00 at both CSU and UC,
the percent of their enrolled transfers decreased somewhat, with Black and Latino
transfers showing increases in their absolute totals at both CSU and UC.
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Table 3

Origins of New Undergraduate Transfer Students to the California State University
and the University of California, Full-Year 1993-94 to 1999-00

California State University University of California

70,000 1] 16,0007
60,000 NEREE i

50,000
40,000-
30,000

12,000+

8,000+

California State University University of California
All New California Other All New  California Other

Full Transfer Community California All Other | Transfer Community California All Other
Year Students Colleges Institutions Institutions| Students Colleges  Institutions Institutions
1993-94 54,189 44,454 5,474 4,261 14,073 10,930 1,218 1,925
1994-95 57,339 46,912 5,675 4,752 14,462 10,915 1,501 2,046
1995-96 60,153 48,688 6,399 5,066 14,381 10,879 1,257 2,245
1996-97 59,783 48,349 6,192 5,242 13,880 10,479 1,227 2,174
1997-98 56,082 45,546 5,665 4,871 13,909 10,193 1,187 2,528
1998-99 54,601 44,989 5,394 4,218 13,831 10,150 1,079 2,602
1999.00 57,401 47,706 5312 4,383 14,655 10,821 1,147 2,687

Definition of Measure: Number of transfer students enrolling during the academic year by institution of origin type, as
reported by the California State University and the University of California to the Commission,

Use(s) of Measure: This measure describes changes in the number and origin of new students entering beyond
the first-time freshman level.

Related Measures: Measure IV. E. describes the racial/ethnic composition of community college transfers
and IV F. describes the pattern of applicants, admits and enrollments of these transfers.

Comparison Group: Differences in representation of transfer students from different source institutions over the last
six years relates to major Master Plan and legislated transfer policies.

Analysis: 1999 saw an increase in the number of students transferring from the California Community
Colleges to the State’s public universities after a three-year decline at the State University
and a five-year decline at the Univerity. Transfers of students from other California
institutions continued to declinc at the State University while transfers from all other
institutions increased slightly. At the University, transfers from other California institutions
were up slightly from 1998 but down overall since 1993. Transfers to the University from
all other institutions increased slighly from 1998 and has increased 39.6 percent since 1993.

Source: Adapted from Higher Education Performance Indicators, 2000, Figure D, California Postsecondary
Education Commission.
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Table 4

New Community College Transfer Students at the California State University,
by Campus, 1997-98 to 1999-00

Campus | 1997:98 | 199899 | 1999-00
CSU Bakersfield 783 821 958
CSU Chico 2,111 1,992 2,045
CSU Dominguez 1,499 1,335 1,665
CSU Fresno 2,184 1,991 2,203
CSU Fullerton 3,518 4,126 4,318
CSU Hayward 2,056 1,869 1,901
Humboldt State 971 923 983
CSU Long Beach 3,148 3,264 3,789
CSU Los Angeles 2,230 1,939 2,024
Maritime Academy : 42 46 31
CSU Monterey Bay 310 434 451
CSU Northridge 3,388 3,388 3,915
Cal Poly Pomona 2,003 1,977 2,004
CSU Sacramento 3,573 3,664 3,929
San Diego State 4,322 3,746 3,666
San Francisco State 3,138 3,508 3,499
San Jose State 3,714 3,681 3,555
Cal Poly San Luis 1,342 1,248 1,386
CSU San Marcos 1,074 1,282 1,287
Sonoma State 1,059 1,033 1,057
CSU Stanislaus 1,157 1,007 1,140
Total 45,456 44,989 47,706

Source: Office of District Research, Contra Costa CCD. Adapted from Factsheet 01/02, California
Postsecondary Education Commuission, January 2001.
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Table S

New Community College Transfer Students at the University of California,
by Campus, 1997-98 to 1999-00

(Campus | 199798 . 1998-99 |  1999-00 |
Berkeley 1,721 1,652 1,682
Davis 1,394 1,371 1,461
Irvine 820 827 877
Los Angeles 2,066 2,054 2,434
Riverside 814 799 851
San Diego 1,186 1,108 1,253
Santa Barbara 1,203 1,459 1,368
Santa Cruz 1,006 891 901
Total 10,210 10,161 10,827

Source: Office of District Research, Contra Costa CCD. Adapted from Factsheet 01/02, California
Postsecondary Education Commission, January 2001.
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Table 6

Full-Year Community College Transfers by Racial/Ethnic Group and Gender to
the California State University, 1995-96 to 1999-00

Transfer Students
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Total Asian/ Total,
Transfer Pacific Native Declared | Ethnicity

Full Year Students || Islander Black Filipino Latino American White | Ethnicity | Unknown| Men  Women

1995-96 48,688 6,562 2,836 1,840 8,334 641 20,931 | 41,144 | 5973 | 22,246 26,442
199697 48,349 6,741 2,799 1,867 8,661 604 19,623 | 40,295 6,551 | 21,525 26,824
1997-98 45,546 6346 2,442 1,626 8,464 565 18,341 | 37,784 | 6,287 | 19,955 25,591

1998-99 44,989 6,230 2,105 1,711 8201 475 18,375 | 37,097 7,892
1999-00 47,706 6,056 2,261 1,776 9,296 442 19,064 | 38,895 8,349

Definition of Measure: Number of new community college transfer students for the academic year, by racial/cthnic
group, as reported by the State University to the Commission.

Use(s) of Measure: This measure describes the racial/ethnic composition of the pool of new community college
transfers to the State University over the full academic year.

Related Measures: Measure IV.E.2. describes the University's community college transfer pool while
Measure IV.F.1. describes the applicant, admit, and enrollment pattern for these transfers.

Comparison Group:  Full-ycar transfer data over the last five ycars by racial/ethnic group provides an indicator of
the relative impact of transfer on baccalaurcate opportunities for different groups of students.

Analysis: The total number of community college transfers to the State University increased in 1999-00

by 6.0 percent from 1998-99 figures, marking the end of a three-year decline. Significant increases
in Latino transfer students (+1,095), transfer students from unknown racial-ethnic backgrounds
(+957) and White transfer students (+689) comprised almost all of the increase, with slight
increases in Black transfer students (+156) and Filipino transfer students (+65). Native American
transfer students decreased by 33 from 1998-99 to 1999-00. Among all racial-ethnic groups,

only Latinos have recovered, cven surpassed, numerical highs achieved in prior years.

Source: Adapted from Higher Education Performance Indicators, 2000, Figure E.1, California

Postsecondary Education Commission.

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

29

17



Transfer Education Report Transfer Education and the Community College System

Table 7

Full-Year Community College Transfers by Racial/Ethnic Group and Gender to
the University of California, 1995-96 to 1999-00

Transfer Students

Total Asian/ Total,
Transfer Pacific Native Declared | Ethnicity
Full Year Students | Islander Black Filipino Latino American White | Ethnicity | Unknown| Men Women

199596 10,879 2,767 386 310 1,503 137 4,888 9,991 888

1996-97 10,479 2,863 333 318 1,430 124 4,664 9,732 747 Not
199798 10,193 2,806 293 340 1,300 102 4,487 9,328 865 Currently
1998-99 10,150 2,3M 228 296 1,302 97 4,000 8,300 1,861 Available
199900 10,821 2,800 272 314 1,432 92 4,763 9,673 1,154

Definition of Measure: Number of new community college transfer students for the academic year, by racial/ethnic
group, as reported by the State University to the Commission.

Use(s) of Measure: This measure describes the racial/ethnic composition of the pool of new community college
transfers to the State University over the full academic year.

Related Measures: Measure [V.E.1. describes the State University's community college transfer pool while
Measure [V.F.2. describes the applicant, admit, and enroliment pattern for these transfers.

Comparison Group:  Full-year transfer data over the last five years by racial/ethnic group provides an indicator of
the relfative impact of transfer on baccalaurcate opportunities for different groups of students.

Analysis: The total number of California community college transfers to the University increased in 1999-00
by 6.6 from 1998-99 marking the end of a five-year decline. All racial-ethnic groups saw one-year
increases except Native Americans and students of unknown racial-ethnic backgrounds.

Despite the one-year increases, Black, Latino and Native American transfer students

have not yet recovered their numerical highs of prior years. White transfer students have nearly
regained their former numerical standing. Asians, Filipinos and transfer students of

unknown racial-ethnic backgrounds have increased in overall numbers since 1995-96.

Source: Adapted from Higher Education Performance Indicators, 2000, Figure E.2, Califorma Postsecondary
Education Commission.
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Table 8

Community College Transfers Enrolling at Fifty California Independent Colleges and Universities,

Fall 1994 to Fall 1999

Community College Transfer Students

10,000+
8,000- |
6,0001
4,000
|
2,000+ B
0' T Y T —T T T T T T
Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall
1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999
Fall 1994 Fall 1995 Fall 1996 Fall 1997 Fall 1998 Fall 1999
Community College
Traunsfer Students 7,589 7,495 7,783 8,045 8,176 8,144

Definition of Measure:

Use(s) of Measure:

Related Measures:

Comparison Group:

Analysis:

Number of new community college transfer students for the academic year,
as reported by California independent colleges and universities.

This measure describes the number of new community college transfers to independent
colleges and universities in the fall semester.

Measure IV.E.1 and E.2. describe the public universitics' community college transfer pools
while Measure TV.F.3 describes the applicant, admit, and enrollment pattern
for these transfers.

These transfer data over the last six years provide some indication of shifts in the transfer
objectives among some community college students secking baccalaureate opportunities.

The number of California Community College students transferring to fifty independent
colleges and universities increased by 7 percent over the past five years.

Note: Recent CPEC efforts have been made to collect longitudinal data from all 65
independent colleges and universities that enroll community college transfer students.
Data from fifty institutions are reported herc.

Source: Adapted from Higher Education Performance Indicators, 2000, Figure E.3, California
Postsecondary Education Commission.
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Table 9

California Community College Transfer Students to Fifty-Seven (57)
AICCU Institutions, 1990-1999

1 Ast Canter Collage of Design 86‘ 86 81 65 74 63 ~at 60 97 88] 0%

2 Azusa Pacific University 181 181 168 159 149 138 119 107 133 168] -7%
3 Blola University 53 54 44 7 82 97 80 54 89 78] 47T%
4 California Baptist University 45 45 84 7 ral 65 80 83 137 78] 76%
§ California Collogo of Arts & Crafts 76 76 78 78 58 &8 68 57 66 59| -22%
6 California Institute of the Ants 48 §8 61 67 73 45 58 80 8s 56] 12%
7 Californla Institute of Technology 1 1 1 1 2 3 5 2 1 4] 300%
8 California Lutheran University 89 114 83 160 132 120 40 110 102 183] 55%
9 Chapman University 240 240 240 252 290 319 294 230 215 265{ 10%
10 Clarsmont McKenna College 2 9 8 1" 18 7 4 3 9 7} 250%
11 Cogswall Polytechnicai Coliege 25 26 27 28 19 22 50 47 36 46} 84%
12 Collage of Notre Dame 76 68 101 104 120 70 121 108 127 114] 50%
13 Concordia University 31 33 35 52 58 54 39 49 52 58| 7%
14 Dominican University of Califomia 68 77 114 117 89 102 81 89 a8 131 93%
15 Fresno Pacific University 40 41 81 58 55 65 45 57 57 92! 130%
16 Golden Gata Univarsity 89 112 350 152 150 150 132 114 84 88| 10%
17 Harfvey Mudd College 2 3 2 2 1 2 1 2 3 4} 100%
18 Holy Names College 13 13 18 23 N 26 26 12 28 34| 162%
18 Hope Internationat Univarsity 18 19 19 19 19 19 17 57 55 37| 95%
20 Humphreys Collage 3 76 76 75 74 74 73 30 38 88| 216%
21 John F. Kennaedy University a5 43 46 54 54 85 58 33 39 50| 43%
22 L.a Sierra Univarsity 87 87 94 85 78 67 82 118 102 88f 31%
23 Loma Linda University 70 78 274 350 252 195 140 225 249 197| 181%
24 Loyola Marymount University 225 225 225 242 232 108 200 258 179 212 6%
25 Marymount Colloge 70 70 70 49 27 40 14 18 18 40| -43%
26 Master's College. The 81 61 61 61 60 61 29 48 67 67{ 10%
27 Menlo College 27 46 56 684 41 35 33 33 38 53 96%
28 Mills College 37 57 50 99 94 32 78 73 74 85 49%
29 Mount St Mary's College 88 48 133 144 128 142 102 81 57 68| -22%
30 National Unjvarsity” 2408 2127 2380 2123 2342 2328 2803 3097 3149 3180 32%
31 Qccidental College 18 19 7 43 28 29 24 25 6 36} 839%
32 Ctis College of Art & Dasign 73 73 73 73 73 73 68 82 104 78 7%
33 Patten College 12 12 -] 18 34 62 27 25 23 23] 92%
34 Poppardine University 108 102 81 88 126 116 97 85 68 69] -36%
35 Pitzer College 13 12 11 6 8 1 4 9 7 4] -89%
36 Point Loma Nazarene University 201 252 333 64 2 253 206 190 224 196] -2%
37 Pomona College 3 3 3 S 8 5 4 5 3 1| 87%
38 8aint Mary’s Callage of California 132 123 130 141 140 92 119 92 113 136 3%
39 Samusl Meritt College 28 rig 28 128 38 98 82 27 18 18| -31%
40 San Francisco Art Institute §2 §2 65 55 62 57 50 42 35 79) 52%
41 San Francisco Conservatory of Music 8 8 8 8 8 2 2 1 3 3] -83%
42 Santa Clara University 109 109 163 181 154 141 127 13 101 88 -10%
43 Scripps College 1" 9 2 11 10 2 5 4 9 . 2| -82%
44 Simpson Collega 42 7 7 31 3 7 48 38 38 38 -10%
45 Stanford University 1 18 18 29 28 20 26 13 1 5| -55%
46 Unitad States Intemationat Univarsity 36 ] 13 19 22 35 31 ] <) 23| -36%
47 University of La Verme 69 68 69 63 81 106 116 81 81 107] 85%
48 University of Rediands 33 39 59 69 60 78 76 88 49 72] 118%
49 University of San Disgo 156 158 123 164 172 172 138 141 125 162 4%
§0 University of San Francisco 154 154 184 533 434 200 305 334 171 298] 92%
51 Univarsity of Southem California 848 87T 845 1009 860 845 848 858 872 845 0%
52 University of the Pacific 228 274 3e7 330 184 178 138 171 168 158| -30%
§3 University of West Los Angeles 22 22 11 15 18 18 1 18 11 11 -50%
$4 Vanguard Unlv. of Southem Califomia 59 25 50 78 81 78 74 58 83 75| 2%
45 Wesumont College 53 44 70 62 40 53 48 47 54 39| -26%
56 Whittiar College 16 18 12 51 42 70 82 49 75 . 44| 175%
§7 Woodbury University 84 a5 80 87 73 89 67 86 118 139] 65%
Grand Total 6887 6773 7868 8413 7906 7528 7673 7950 8080 8442 23%

Plaase nofe: While AICCU had 65 institutions that anrollad undergraduste in 1999, four institutions (Art Instituto of Southem Catfomi,

Chartes R Orsw Univarsity of Medicine & Scisnce, New Caliege of California, Univarsity of Judsism) were not members during

the entire period from 1000-1990; threa instiutions {American Academy of Dramalic Arta Wasi, Pacillc Oaks Coflege, Pacific Union Collsge)
did nof provide dato for all of the ywars indicated, and one instiution (Thomas Aquinss Colege) dous not eccap! transfar credits.

Sourcss: CPEC's annual fall swvey "Source of CCC Transfer Students.® AICCU's Fall Admisalons Survey, 1960 to 1989.

Dats ere inputed for missing years.*For Nallonal Universily, date reflscts fufl-yasr data.

Source: Office of District Research, Contra Costa CCD. Adapted from data provided by California
Postsecondary Education Commission.
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Table 10

Disposition of Unduplicated Applications for Admission by Racial/Ethnic Group for
Upper Division CCC Transfer Students at the California State University, 1996-97 to 1999-00

Native
Asian Black Latino Amcrican White Total
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
1996-97 Applied 11,667 3,365 10,711 764 22,973 60,793

Admitted 9,924  85.1 2952 764 9,049 845 626 81.9 20,079 874 51,498 84.7
Enrolled 6,910 69.6 2,068 70.1 6,581 72.7 453 724 14,651 73.0 36,884 71.6

199798  Applied 12,055 3,767 11,788 824 23,474 63,232
Admitted 9,386 779 2,526 67.1 9,238 784 568 689 18,866 80.4 49,115 71.7
Enrolled 6,894 734 1,883 745 7,053 763 435 76.6 14,551 771 37,269 759

1998-99  Applied 12,481 3,745 12,393 725 25,466 67,192
Admitted 8,975 719 2,252 60.1 9,108 735 514 709 19,173 753 48,695 72.5
Enrolted 6,942 773 1,675 744 6,866 75.4 395 768 14,924 778 37,519 71.0

1999-00  Applied 12,148 3,995 13,463 670 26,412 70,403
Admitted 8,970 73.8 2494 624 10,139 757 482 71.9 20,296 76.8 52,291 743
Enrolled 6,868 76.6 1,842 739 7,792 765 365 75.7 15,617 769 39,973 76.4

Definition of Measure: The number of unduplicated applicants, those admitted and thosc enrolling as new Upper
Division community collcgc transfcr students at the California Statc University, as reportcd
by the CSU Division of Analytical Studies. The applicd and admitted categories count
multiple applications to CSU campuses only once. Ethnic group counts do not include
non-resident aliens.

Use(s) of Measure: This measure describes the disposition of applications for freshmen enrollment at the
University and provides some sense of changes in enrollment demand.

Related Measures: Measures IV.A. and IV.B. providc statewidc context. Mcasure I'V.C.2. shows thesc data
for the University of California.

Comparison Group: Application numbers broadly define student interest and the source population, while the
number admitted may indicate changes in qualifications of applicants, and enroliment
numbers define admitted applicants' final choice.

Analysis: Total community college transfer applicants grew by 4.8 percent in 1999-00. Increases
among Latino (+1,070) and White (+946) transfer students contributed to this growth.
Acceptance rates dropped significantly from 1996-97 levels across all racial-cthnic groups.
Conversely, cnrollment ratcs for all groups has increased over the five-year period and
resulted in a one-year increase in 1999-00 of 2,454 enrollees (an increasc of 6.5 percent).

Source: Adapted from Higher Education Performance Indicators, 2000, Figure F.1, California Postsecondary
Education Commission.
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Table 11

Disposition of Unduplicated Applications for Admission by Racial/Ethnic Group
for Transfer Students at the University of California, 1996-97 to 1999-00

Admitted Enrolled
14,000+
12,000
10,000
8,000
6,000
4,000-
2,000
0
&
&
Native
Asian Black Latino American White Total
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
1996-97 Applied 4,841 771 2,540 233 9,221 18,470
Admitted 3,703 765 455 59.0 1,829 720 159 68.2 6,738 731 13,494 73.1
Enrolled 2,733 738 300 659 1,29¢  70.7 113 71.1 4,838 718 9,725 72.1
1997-98 Applied 4,275 637 2,203 180 8,820 17,021
Admitted 3,231 75.6 398 625 1,628 739 126 70.0 6,580 74.6 12,631 742
Enrolled 2,389 739 287 721 1,176 722 91 72.2 4,761 724 9,206 729
1998-99  Applied 3,739 559 2,215 183 7,465 17,122
Admitted 2,724 729 312 558 1,562 705 122 66.7 5370 719 12,076 70.5
Enrolled 2,055 754 219  70.2 1,132 725 88 72.1 3,994 744 8,959 74.2
1999-00  Applied 3,949 596 2,402 176 9,071 17,758
Admitted 2955 1748 358 60.1 1,699 70.7 111 63.1 6,517 718 12,739 71.7
Enrolled 2,119 71.7 245 684 1,215 715 81 73.0 4,684 719 9,139 171.7

Definition of Measure: The number of applicants, those admitted and those enrolling as new community college

transfer students at the University of California, as reported by the University.

Use(s) of Measure: This measure describes the disposition of applications for enrollment as transfers at the

University and provides some sense of changes in enrollment demand.

Related Measures: Measures IV.D. provide statewide context. Measure IV.F.1. presents the State University data.

Comparison Group: Application numbers broadly define student interest and the source population, while the
number admitted may indicate changes in qualifications of applicants, and enrollment

numbers define admitted applicants' final choice.

Analysis: Despite a recent increase, the number of community coliege transfer applicants to the
University has steadily decreased since 1996-97 with the decrease distributed across ali
racial-ethnic groups. Acceptance rates decreased for all groups except Blacks whose rate
rose only slightly (1.1 percentage points). Enrollment rates for Blacks, Latinos and Native

Americans increased over the three-year period, while those for Asians and Whites declined.

Source: Adapted from Higher Education Performance Indicators, 2000, Figure F.2, California
Postsecondary Education Commission.

22

34




Transfer Education Report Transfer Education and the Community College System

Noteworthy is the finding that for the 1999-00 academic year, 12,318 or 23.5% of
admitted CCC transfers to CSU and 3,600 or 28.3% of admitted CCC transfers to UC did
not enroll. It is not possible to state exactly what these statistics mean. Certainly some
transfers may have been admitted to both systems, but clearly the number of no shows at
CSU could not have all enrolled at UC. Most certainly, a substantial number of CCC
transfers are going to other institutions in- and out-of-state. Additional research is needed
to determine where and how many so that these transfers can get considered in the
evaluation of Partnership for Excellence goals of CCC.

Transfer Outcomes

As is apparent in Tables 12-15, the graduation and persistence rates of upper-division
“Regularly Admitted” CCC transfers enrolling at CSU and UC Fall 1994 have increased over
the performance of those entering Fall 1990 and compare favorably with those of Native
Freshmen cohorts. Indeed, these rates for CCC transfers were 22.7% and 2.0% greater than
those for their CSU and UC Native Freshmen counterparts. For CCC lower-division
transfers to these systems that were “Admitted by Exception,” these rates compare favorably
with those of Native Freshmen who were similarly admitted, although these rates were not as
high as those for Regularly Admitted transfers. The performance rates for these CCC
transfers were 19.6% and 4.5% greater than those for their native cohorts at CSU and UC.
Similar differences held for CCC transfers with disabilities and their counterparts, with the
rates for the former being 13.8% and 7.2% greater than those for the latter at CSU and UC.
The one-year persistence rates for the lower-division CCC transfers Admitted by Exception
has decline slightly at both CSU and UC over 1993 levels but still compares favorably with
those of their native counterparts.

Table 16 shows the persistence, graduation, and time-to-degree rates for CCC transfers to
UC that were Regularly Admitted and Admitted by Exception. This table provides more
detail than do Tables 12-15. The rates shown appear slightly less than what was reported by
CPEC in these latter tables. This may reflect differences in the times at which the data were
evaluated and in the criteria used to identify students as CCC transfers. Most important to
note here is the time-to-degree statistics which suggest that CCC transfers take between take
2.4 t0 2.9 years to get their degree, with Regularly Admitted transfers getting their degree in
shorter time than their Admitted by Exception cohorts.

Tables 17-18 show the 58.6% and 29.8% increase in the number of certificates and degrees
awarded by CCC over 1993-94 levels. The largest percent of these awards are for
professional, life science, and liberal arts areas. These graduates are, of course, potential
transfer candidates. Historically, it was held that CCC students would first get their degree
and then transfer to four-year institutions. This view is no longer current as CCC students
most often transfer without a degree once they have achieved the minimum total of
transferable units required. Indeed, CSU and UC are now allowing CCC students to transfer
and complete their 1-2 remaining course requirements on their campus. While award data
may help gauge how well CCC is meeting its general education mission, they may no longer
be a valid proxy measure of how well CCC is supporting the transfer function.

These outcome data strongly suggest that CCC transfers are well prepared to compete
academically at CSU and UC, that their level of preparation and number will very likely
continue to improve, and that those who transfer as upper-division students tend to perform
better than those who with lower-division status.
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Table 12

Five-Year Persistence Rates of Freshmen and Three-Year Rates for Upper Division Community College
Transfer Students Regularly Admitted at California’s Public Universities, Fall 1990 and Fall 1994

Native Freshmen CCC Transfer Students

1 1 "

UC Fall 1994 L m UC Fall 1994 JFF# =

UC Fall 1990 UC Fall 1990 ‘—W 4

CSU Fall 1994 '!—Fi I CSU Fall 1994m ' { -
CSU Fall 1990 ey 7 — CSU Fall 1990 ety — |
00 200 40 0 60 0 80 0 0.0 20.0 40.0 60.0 80 0
W 5 Year Graduation 015 Year Still Enrol  m 3 Year Graduation {33 Year Still Enrolled
O Persistence Rate [ Persistence Rate
California State University University of California
Native Freshmen Fall 1990 Fall 1994 Fall 1990 Fall 1994
S Year Graduation 285 31.8 69.2 68.8
5 Year Persistence 285 27.7 5.2 5.4
Graduation & Persistence Rate 57.0 59.5 74.4 74.2
Upper Division  California State University University of California
Community College Transfers  Fall 1990 Fall 1994 Fall 1990 Fall 1994
3 Year Graduation 432 46.5 64.3 67.2
3 Year Persistence 27.7 26.5 9.5 8.4 |
Graduation & Persistence Rate 70.9 73.0 73.8 75.6
Definition of Measure:  Percentage of regularly admitted fresh who graduated or continued within five ycars at any

CSU campus (rather than campus of origin only) Percentage of UPPER DIVISION community

transfers who graduated or continued within THREE years at any CSU campus (rather
than campus of origin only). The CSU is using upper division community college transfers;
therefore, THREE-year mtes are shown. Reported by the CSU Division of Analytic Studies.
University data is reported by the UC Office of the President.

Use(s) of Measure:  This measure provides an indicator of the proportion of students who are continuing or
ing their baccalaureate studies within the time periods specified.

Related Measures:  V.A.Lb. provides this data for specially admitted students, V.A.2.a. provides data on first year
persistence rates for these students. Measures in V.D. provide data about degree completion.

Comparison Group:  Multi-ycar data show changes across time and student cohorts.

Analysis:  The five-year persi and graduation rates of native freshmen were relatively unchanged
at the State University and at the University. There was modest growth in the three-year
graduation rates of "upper division” transfer students at both university systems. Overall
graduation and persistence rates for transfer students surpass, by for, those of native freshmen

at the State University have improved to slightly above those of native freshmen
at the University,

Source: Adapted from Higher Education Performance Indicators, 2000, Figure A.1.a, California
Postsecondary Education Commission.
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Table 13

Five-Year Persistence Rates of Freshmen and Five-Year Rates for Lower Division Community College
Transfer Students "Admitted by Exception” at California's Public Universities, 1990 and 1994

Native Freshmen CCC Transfer Students

- WEITTIRG STy

UCFall 1994 | )
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UC Fall 1990 UCFall 1990 [ -

E

CSU Fall 1994

CSU Fall 1990 P

Use(s) of Measure:

Related Measures:

Comparison Group:
Analysis:

00 100 200 30.0 40.0 50.0 0.0 20.0 40.0 60.0
&5 Year Graduation {35 Year Still Enrolled 9 5 Year Graduation {15 Year Still Enrolled
W Persistence Rate B Persistence Rate
California State University University of California
Native Freshmen Fall 1990 Fall 1994 Fall 1990 Fall 1994
5 Year Graduation 9.5 9.6 38.2 389
5 Year Persistence 27.6 26.2 8.1 8.2
Graduation & Persistence Rate 37.1 35.8 46.3 47.1
Lower Division Community California State University University of California
College Transfers  Fall 1990 Fall 1994 Fall 1990 Fall 1994
5 Year Graduation 23.5 31.6 41.0 37.8
5 Year Persistence 14.2 11.2 13.1 114
Graduation & Persistence Rate 377 42.8 54.1 49.2
Definition of Measure: Percentage of specially admitted freshmen who graduated or continued within five years at any

CSU campus (rather than campus of origin only). Percentage of LOWER DIVISION community
college transfers who graduated or continued within FIVE years at any CSU campus (rather

than campus of origin only). The CSU is using lower division community college transfers;
therefore, FIVE-year rates are shown. Reported by the CSU Division of Analytic Studies.
University data is reported by the UC Office of the President.

This measure provides an indicator of the proportion of these students who continued or
completed their baccalaureate studies within the time periods specified.

Measure V.A.1.a. provides data on regularly admitted students. Measure V.A.2.b. provides
data on first year persistence rates for these students. Measures V.D. provides additional
information about degree completion.

Multi-year data show changes across time and student cohorts.

Graduation and persistence rates of "special action" freshmen declined at the State University
and improved slightly at the University. Growth in the five-year graduation rate contributed to
improvement in the overall persistence of "specially admitted” lower division community college
transfer students at the State University. Among "specially admitted" transfer students at the
University, both the graduation rate the persistence rate declined.

Source: Adapted from Higher Education Performance Indicators, 2000, Figure A.1.b, California
Postsecondary Education Commission.
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Table 14

Four-Year Persistence Rates of Freshmen with Disabilities and Three-Year Rates
for Upper Division Community College Transfer Students with Disabilities,
Fall 1995 at the California State University and Fall 1994 at the University of California

Native Freshmen CCC Transfer Students

UC Fall
1995

UC Fall 1995

CSU Fall CSU Fall 1995
1995 e
v - < . »
0.0 200 400 600 800 0.0 20.0 40.0 60.0 80.0
Q Gmc!uation Rate [ Still Enrolled £ Graduation Rate £ Still Enrolled
M Persistence Rate W Persistence Rate
Caifornia State University University of California
Native Freshmen Fall 1995 Fall 1993 Fall 1994
4-Year Graduation 5.8 4-Year Graduation  33.4 26.4
4-Year Still Enrolled 56.7 4-Year Still Enrolled  38.9 36.3
Persistence Rate 62.5 Persistence Rate 72.3 62.7
Upper Division
Community College Transfers Fall 1990 Fall 1995 Fall1993  Fall 1994
3-Year Graduation 30.5 388 3-Year Graduation  58.4 58.6
3-Year Still Enrolled 31.9 323 3-Year Still Enrolled 13.7 8.6
Persistence Rate 71.1 7.1 Persistence Rate  72.1 67.2

Definition of Measure: Percentage of freshmen with disabilities who graduated or continued within FOUR years
at any CSU campus (rather than campus of origin only) and upper division community
college transfer students with disabilities who graduated or continued within THREE years
at any CSU campus (rather than campus of origin only) as reported by the California
State University Division of Analytic Studies. University data is reported by the
UC Office of Student Academic Services.

Use(s) of Measure: This measure provides an indicator of the proportion of these students completing their
baccalaureate studies within the time periods specified.

Related Measures: Measure V.A. 1.2 and 1.b. provide this information for regularly and specially admitted students.
Comparison Group: Currently, the University of California continues to develop these for recent student cohorts.

Analysis: At the State University, persistence of native freshmen with disabilities remained constant
but declined substantially at the University. Persistence of community college transfer
students with disabilities declined at both university systems. Despite these recent
fluctuations, the combined graduation and persistence rates in both university systems are
very similar to the overall graduation and persistence rates of comparablc cohorts of
regularly admitted community college transfer students.

Source: Adapted from Higher Education Performance Indicators, 2000, Figure A.1.c, California
Postsecondary Education Commission.
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Table 15

One-Year Persistence Rates for First-time Freshmen and Lower Division Community College
Transfer Students "Admitted by Exception," Fall 1993 To Fall 1998 Matriculants

California State University University of California

Percent Percent
1 007 Saamnd 100+

75+ 75+

5041 N 50-

541 : ' 25

: " Transfers
0— nsie! O_

Freshmen
1993 1994 1995 1996 1997

Li‘ju -

1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998

1998

California State University University of California

1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998

First-time Freshmen 71.9 697 724 713 734 688 [} 82.1 821 829 822 822 809
Lower Diviston :
Community College

Transfers 715 717 715 723 728 707 i 83.1 813 792 785 875 816

Definition of Measure: Percentage of specially admitted first-time freshmen and lower division community college
transfer students who were enrolled one year after matriculation, as reported by the
systemwide offices. Column headings represent the matriculation year of each fail cohort.

Use(s) of Measure: This measure describes changes in the first-year persistence of successive cohorts of
entering specially admitted or admitted by exception students.

Related Measures: Measures V.A. present five-year graduation and persistence data for these students.

Comparison Group: This measure presents persistence data for the most recent five-year period reported
by the systems.

Analysis: Among first-time freshmen admitted by exception, first-year persistence declined sharply at the
State University and declined as well, though more modestly, at the Unversity. Community
college transfer students had the opposite experience. Their first-year persistence rate dropped
sharply at the University while the decline at the State University was more moderate.

Source: Adapted from Higher Education Performance Indicators, 2000, Figure A.2.b, California
Postsecondary Education Commission.
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Table 16 .

Persistence, Graduation, and Time-to-Degree
Upper Division California Community College Transfers to UC, Regularly Admitted

Average

Entering Transfers Persistence Rates Graduation Rates* Time-t0-Oegree

Calondar Quarters
Fall Number 1-year 2-year 2-yaar 3-year 4-yoar Years Enrolled
1988 3.541 87.5% 49.6% 29.6% 81.3% 74.5% 25 7.9
1989 3,704 88.6% 48.7%
1990 5,063 89.4% 47.5%
1991 5,201 83.5% 43.5%
1892 6,127 91.2% 42.7%
1993 6,754 90.4% 44.0%
1994 7.014 90.5% 44.9%
1995 7,353 91.2% 45.2%
19906 7,294 80.5% 44.2% F‘:é,
1997 7.042 90.7% 424%  biy
1998 7,047 92.0%  [SGE Toaa kel

Persistence, Graduation, and Time-to-Degree
Upper Division California Community College Transfers to UC, Admitted by Exception

Average

Entening Transfers Persisience Rates Graduation Rates® Time-to-Oegree

Calendar Quartors
Fall Number 1-year 2.year 2-year d-year 4-year Yaars Enrolied
1988 29 80.1% 53.3% 12.4% 39.9% 54.6% 29 8.8
1989 307 80.5% 47.2% 10.4% 40,1% 53.1% 29 85
1890 283 82.7% 54.8% 10.2% 41.0% 57.6% 28 84
1991 248 83.7% 54.1%
1992 204 83.3% 56.9%
1993 248 83.1% 52.4%
1994 183 81.3% 48.2%
1993 159 79.2% 41.5%
199¢ 144 78.5% 47.2%
1987 104 87.5% 55.8%

1998 174 816% [l hiri st

Persistence, Graduation, and Time-to-Degree
Upper Division California Community College Transfers to UC, All Students

Average
Enterirg Transfers Persistence Rates Graduation Rates* Time-to-Cegree
Calendar Quarters
Fail Number 140ar 24year 2-year J-year 4-year Years Enrolled
1588 3,832 87.0%
1889 4,011 87.9%
1990 5,348 89.0%
191 5,447 89.2%
1992 6,331 91.0%
1993 7,002 90.2%
1894 7,207 90.3%
19988 7,512 91.0%
1996 7,438 90.3%
1997 7,148 90,7%
1998 7.221 91.8%

Source: Office of District Research, Contra Costa CCD. Adapted from data provided by UC Systemwide Office.

o 2

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Transfer Education Report Transfer Education and the Community College System

Table 17

Pre-Baccalaureate Certificates Awarded at the California Community Colleges by Discipline,
1993-94 to 1998-99, with Change Between 1993-94 and 1998-99

Professiona! | W
Life Sciences | ———————
Applicd Trades | d'
>2Ycar<d Year Ccuu‘w
Libernl Amllntcrdiscip,d
Physical Sciences ]
Enginecring & Related Tech~
Humanities |
Educmion.
Social Sciences |
Unknowa Discipline | -
-2,000 0 2,000 4,000 6,000 8,000 10,000 12,000 14,000 16,000
31993-94 (1 Change | 1998-99
Pre-Baccalaureate Certificates by Change from
Major Discipline Areas  1993-94 1994-95 1995-96 1996-97 1997-98 1998-99 93-94 to 98-99
Education 193 130 127 153 239 358 165 85.5%
Eugineering & Related T 1,482 894 849 811 1,516 1,263 =219 -14.8%
Humanities 585 351 368 428 485 575 -10 -1.7%
Life Sciences 4,168 3,907 4,533 4,986 6,024 6,760 2,592 62.2%
Physical Sciences 469 590 716 731 944 1,289 820 174.8 %
Professiona} 7,169 8,566 9,519 10,665 13,554 14,325 7,156 99.8 %
Socla} Sciences 20 34 23 24 24 37 17 85.0%
Liberal Arts/Interdisclp. 709 349 522 470 1,187 1,523 814 1148 %
Applied Trades 2,256 2,707 3,205 3,462 3373 3,552 1,296 57.4%
Unknown Disclpline 159 72 175 177 285 0 -159 -100.0 %
>2Year<d Year Certs. 3,244 3,611 2,485 3,662 3,178 2,762 -482 -14.9%
Total Pre-Bac. Certifica 20,454 21,211 22,522 25,569 30,809 32,444 11,990 58.6 %
Annual Change 3.7% 6.2% 13.5% 20.5% 53%

Definition of Measure: Number of pre-baccalaureate certificates awarded by major discipline by the California
Community Colleges, as reported to the Commission.

Use(s) of Measure: This measure describes changes in the numbers of certificates awarded over the last
six years reflecting changes in students' majors.

Related Measures: Measure V.C.1. provides information on associate degrees awarded by the California
Community Colleges and V.C.! and C.2. present the same data on baccalaureate degrees.

Comparison Group:  The six-year span provides information on different student cohorts while the major discipline
groups show trends within similar subject arcas.

Analysis: The number of pre-baccalaureate certificates awarded in 1998-99 was 59 percent greater than
the number reported five years ago, with the numerical increases in all disciplines except
Engineering (-219) and Humanities (-10). During the five-year period, the number of certificates
of "greater than 2-year but less than 4-year " programs decreased by 15 percent,

Source: Adapted from Higher Education Performance Indicators, 2000, Figure C.2, California Postsecondary
Education Commission.
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Table 18

Associate Degrees Awarded at the California Community Colleges by Discipline,
1993-94 to 1998-99, with Change Between 1993-94 and 1998-99

Liberal Art/Interdiscp. | e ————
Life Scicnccs-
Humanities |
Applicd Trades |
Enginccring-
(mm— | —
-5,000 0 5,04'10 10,000 15,000 20,000 25,000 30,000 35,000
01993-94 {JChange M 1998-99
Associate Degrees by Change from
Major Discipline Areas  1993-94 1994-95 1995-96 1996-97 1997-98 1998-99 93-94 to 98-99
Education 1,174 1,136 1,021 1,368 1,492 1,798 624 53.2%
Engineering 892 893 810 938 961 821 7 -8.0 %
Humanities 2,445 2,593 2,243 2,712 2,727 2,800 355 14.5 %
Life Sciences 5,760 6,356 6,263 6,886 6,877 7,041 1,281 222%
Physical Sciences 1,556 1,740 1,802 2,124 2,380 2,601 1,045 67.2%
Professional 9,681 10,133 10,174 11,635 11,617 11,888 2,207 22.8%
Social Sciences 2,196 2,324 2,258 2,572 2,808 3,076 880 40.1 %
Liberal Arts/Interdiscp. 21,809 23,555 26,028 28,415 28,950 32,149 10,340 474 %
Applied Trades 1,222 1,453 1,585 1,795 1,704 1,872 650 53.2%
Unknown Discipline 2,599 764 826 623 1,524 0 -2,599 -100.0%
Total AA Degrees 49,334 50,947 53,010 59,068 61,040 64,046 14,712 298 %
Annual Change 33% 4.0% 11.4% 33% 49%

Definition of Measure: Number of associate degrees awarded by major discipline by the California Community
Colleges, as reported to the Commission.

Use(s) of Measure: This measure describes changes in the numbers of associate degrees awarded over the last
six years reflecting changes in students' majors.

Related Measures: V.C.2. provides information on pre-baccalaureate certificates awarded by the community
colleges and V.D,, E. and F. provide information about degrees at other levels.

Comparison Group:  The six-year span provides information on two relatively different student cohorts while the
major discipline groups show trends within similar subject areas.

Analysis: Associate degrees awarded by the community colleges increased by nearly 30 percent over
their level five years ago. Only degrees in Enginecring-related majors decreased over this
period. The largest numerical increase occurred in Liberal Arts and Interdisciplinary degrees,
while the largest percentage increase occurred in degrees awarded in the Applied Trades.

Source: Adapted from Higher Education Performance Indicators, 2000, Figure C.1, California
Postsecondary Education Commission.
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Transfer Education, Assessment, and Mission at CCCCD

Outcome Assessment of Transfer Function

Over the last several years, CCCCD has moved to develop institutional effectiveness
indicators to gauge its progress along key educational dimensions. Parts of CCCCD’s
Institutional Effectiveness 2000 Report regard the performance of students receiving
transfer education and the progress of CCCCD in meeting its Partnership for Excellence
(PFE) goals in this area. These evaluations build on data and analyses from the State
Chancellor’s Office that permit comparisons across select community college districts.
Tables 19a-30b summarize these relevant findings for each indicator or PFE goal for to
the extent possible.

Institutional Effectiveness Indicators

1. Student Goal Attainment: No data at this time.

Assisting students in reaching their educational goals is one of the most important
services a community college provides and one of the most difficult to track.
Currently, the District’s colleges can input data into its information system
indicating that a student has one of the following educational objectives:

Transfer Eligibility

AA/AS Degree

Certificate of Achievement

Job Skills Development

Improved Basic Skills

Personal Development/Enrichment

Although these data can be captured during the student’s first semester, they are
not regularly updated in subsequent semesters. Determining the validity of these
data is a challenge as students frequently change their educational objectives once
their college experience makes them aware of new career choices or talents they
did not know they had. Many students, for example, state their goal as AA/AS
degree because they think that is what they are supposed to say. In addition, some
Financial Aid options require students to declare specific goals when the actual
intent of the learner might be different. Students are continually reassessing their
views and judgments as they learn more about themselves and society. These
self-assessment and the dramatic changes that follow often invalidate first-
semester educational objective data.

College deans, planners, researchers, and faculty recognize the need to obtain
valid measures of educational objectives. Renewed advising/counseling
arrangements are helping to ensure that students will update their educational
plans and objectives in view of their academic performance, college experiences,
and new assessments. It is expected that by this time next year, measures of
student attainment will be available.
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2. Transfer Course Success Rates:

As can be seen in Table 19a, for 99-00, Contra Costa College, Diablo Valley College,
and Los Medanos College all show an increase over 95-96 levels in the percent of
students who successfully complete their transfer coursework (i.e., a grade of “c: or
better). CCC’s 7.3% increase for this is noteworthy.

The change in CCCCD’s successful transfer course completion rates for this same
period of time compare favorably with the average rates of other institutional
benchmarks: the Bay Area’s ten community college districts, multi-college community
college districts in the state, and the California Community College system. If CCCCD
is comparable to these institutions and is performing similarly in relevant areas, then
CCCCD should yield comparable results. The findings displayed in Table 19b are
consistent with this position and suggest a slightly higher performance level for
CCCCD.

3. Transfer Statistics:

Number Identified as Having Transferred: The findings in Table 20a show the
number of students from Contra Costa College (CCC), Diablo Valley College (DVC),
and Los Medanos College (LMC) that transferred to CSU and UC for the 95-00 period.
The yearly totals shown vary a good deal from their 95-96 levels, with the totals for 00-
01 showing positive and negative changes over this baseline.

Simple percent changes of current totals over their 95-96 baselines, of course, do not
tell the whole story. The data displayed clearly show that colleges with negative 95-00
changes had 2-3 instances within this period where their transfer totals exceeded their
baseline levels, and they show that a college with a positive 95-00 percent change can
have a year in its trend line which shows an even larger positive change or a negative
one. For example, the record for 96-97 shows that CCC achieved a 31.2% increase in
UC transfers and LMC had a 19.3% increase in CSU transfers even though their 95-00
percent changes was negative. CCC which showed a positive 13.5% change for 95-00
in CSU transfers had an even larger percent change of 24.4% for these transfers in 96-
97. These achievements are worth noting. The reasons for the vanations in transfer
totals from year-to-year are potentially many and not always apparent.

The negative percentage changes of 14.6% and 44.4% in UC transfers for CCC and
LMC, while appearing substantial, are based on relatively small numerical changes
(differences of 7 and 12 respectively). It is worth noting that while transfer totals to UC
for these two colleges were declining in the last two years, their transfer totals to
AICCU member institutions were increasing; these totals were 33 and 35, respectively,
for CCC and LMC (Tables 23-24c).

DVC showed a substantial 25.5% increase in UC transfers and a 18.4% decrease in
CSU transfers over its 95-96 baselines. The reason for this latter outcome is not clear.
It does not necessarily indicate, of course, that DVC was preparing less and less
transfers. In this regard, it is interesting to note that 200 DVC students transferred to
AICCU member institutions during the 99-01 period (Tables 23-24c), two years in
which CSU and UC totals were decreasing. As more follow- up data becomes
available, a more informed and balanced accounting of college efforts will be possible.
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Table 19a

Successful Transfer Course Completion Rates

1995-96 1996-97 1997-98 1998-99 1999-00 95-99
% % % % % %
Successful Successful Successful Successful | Successful Change
CCC 67.5 70.2 72.3 73.9 72.4 7.3%
DVC 71.0 70.1 70.2 71.9 72.0 1.4%
~ LMC 69.6 67.0 67.0 69.1 70.4 1.2%
Table 19b

Successful Transfer Course Completion Rates for CCCCD Compared with Average
Such Rates of Bay 10, Multi-College* Districts, and System

1995-96 1996-97 I 1997-98 1998-99 1999-00 95-99
% % % % % %
Successful Successful Successful Successful Successful Change
CCCCD 70.2 69.6 70.1 71.8 71.8 2.3%
Bay 10 69.6 70.3 71.5 71.4 71.0 2.0%
Multi-
College 68.1 67.7 68.3 68.7 68.3 0.3%
Systemwide 68.3 68.3 68.7 69.1 68.7 0.6%

*Los Angeles College District, which has nine colleges, has been excluded from the Multi-College analysis. Its funding
and performance patterns tend to be atypical and its inclusion would invalidate comparative analysis. See Addendum 1
for specification of Bay 10 and Multi-College districts.

Source: Office of District Research, Contra Costa CCD. Based on System Performance on Partnership
for Excellence Goals, Chancellor’s Office, California Community Colleges, April 2001.
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As can be observed in Tables 20a-20b, CCCCD has increased the number of students
it sends to UC by 18% over 1995-96 totals, whereas, Bay 10 institutions and multi-
college districts increased their transfer totals by 2.7% or less over this same baseline.
Los Rios CCD and CCCCD have the highest totals of UC

transfers among multi-college districts.

The number of CCCCD transfers to CSU, on the other hand, has decrease by 13.3% for
the 1995-01 period; the Bay 10 and other multi-districts have shown, respectively,
declines of 14.7% and 3.5%. Los Rios, Coast, Foothill-DeAnza, the State Center, and
CCCCD have been the top five among multi-college districts with respect to their CSU
transfer totals. The reasons for the finding that Bay Area community colleges have
experienced a decline in CSU transfers while others in the state have not are not
apparent. The colleges are aware of the challenge posed by these declines. They have
reconfigured their Transfer Center activities with instruction and student services to
strengthen their support of transfer-bound students. PFE funds have helped to enhance
and continue these initiatives.

As can be seen in Tables 21a-22c¢, the relative distribution of these transfers to CSU is
similar to what was observed for CCC statewide. Specifically, for CSU, the top five
campuses to which CCCCD students transfer tend go to Fullerton, Sacramento,
Northridge, Long Beach, and San Francisco with San Diego a close sixth place. No
comparable data were available for UC.

Table 22 shows transfer totals by ethnicity. As can be seen, a substantial percent of
CCCCD transfers to UC and CSU are minority students: 77% of Contra Costa College
transfers tend to be minority students and around 50% of these are Asian/Pacific
Islanders and Black; about 44% of DVC transfers tend to be minonity and around 33%
of these are Asian/Pacific Islanders and Latino; and 46% of LMC transfers tend to be
minority and around 30% are Black and Latino.

As is known, changes in the above transfer totals can reflect many factors, including;
the increasing number of options for students to transfer to institutions other than UC
and CSU; the growing number of popular majors that do not have openings at UC/CSU
and that prevent CCCCD students from transferring to these institutions; the increasing
number of attractive job opportunities; the relatively high housing costs in communities
surrounding many UC/CSU campuses; and the impact of Proposition 209.

Table 23 summarizes the number of CCCCD transfers to private four-year post-
secondary institutions from 1991-92 to 2000-01. It should be noted that these figures
are limited to members of the Association of California Colleges and Universities who
report these statistics to the California Postsecondary Education Commission.

As can be seen in Tables 24a-24c, 179 CCCCD students transferred to private
postsecondary institutions Fall 2000; 40 or 22% of these were minority students. Saint
Mary’s College received the largest number of these students (47 or 26%) and six other
institutions received five or more transfers: California College of Arts and Crafts, John
F. Kennedy University, National University, Simpson College, and the University of
San Francisco.
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Table 20a
Number of Transfers to UC and CSU

'1995-96 | 1996-97 | 1997-98 | 1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 | 95-00

University of %
California # # # # # # Change
. cce 48 63 53 49 47 41 | -146
DVC 436 453 435 470 489 547 255
LMC 27 22 31 22 29 15 -44 .4
California State
University # # # # # #
CCC 193 240 202 188 211 219 13.5
DVC 1,296 1,106 1,027 1,033 1,076 1,057 -18.4
LMC 161 192 167 154 147 155 -3.7
Table 20b

Number of Transfers for CCCCD Compared with Average Number of
Transfers for Bay 10 and Multi-College* Districts

1995-96 | 1996-97 | 1997-98 | 1998-99 | 1999-00 | 2000-01 95-00

University of %

California # # # # # # Change
CCCCD 511 538 519 541 565 603 18.0
Bay 10 218 209 217 206 215 218 0.0
Multi-College 261 251 247 239 253 268 2.7

California State

University # # # # # #

i CCCCD 1,650 1,538 1,396 1,375 1,434 1,431 -13.3

Bay 10 891 882 783 788 795 760 -14.7
Multi-College | 1,204 1,214 1,132 1,107 1,157 1,162 -3.5

*Los Angeles College District, which has nine colleges, has been excluded from the Multi-College analysis. Its funding
and performance patterns tend to be atypical and its inclusion would invalidate comparative analysis. See Addendum 1
for specification of Bay 10 and Multi-College districts.

Source: Office of District Research, Contra Costa CCD. Based on System Performance on Partnership
for Excellence Goals, Chancellor’s Office, California Community Colleges, April 2001.
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Table 21a

Contra Costa College 1999-2000
The California State University Campus Destinations for Fall 1999
California Community College Transfers

Contra Costa College Systemwide Total
Lower Upper Lower Upper
Campus Division | Division Total Division | Division Total
Bakersfield 0 0 0 224 360 584
Chico 0 2 2 203 1,140 1,343
Dominguez Hills 0 0 0 83 967 1,050
Fresno 2 0 2 353 1,111 1,464
Fullerton 0 0 0 166 2,537 2,703
Hayward 11 38 49 301 756 1,056
Humboldt 0 2 2 124 586 710
Long Beach 0 365 2,222 2,587
Los Angeles 0 0 0 215 856 1,071
Maritime
Academy 1 0 1 27 4 61
| Monterey Bay 0 0 0 92 207 299
Northridge 0 0 0 181 2,325 2,506
Pomona 0 0 0 309 812 1,121
Sacramento 2 8 10 355 2,206 2,561
San Bernardino 0 0 0 264 923 1,187
San Diego 1 2 3 344 2,052 2,396
San Francisco 3 53 56 199 2,204 2,403
San Jose 2 6 8 238 2,084 2322
San Luis Obispo 0 0 0 139 644 783
San Marcos 0 0 0 208 581 789
Sonoma 2 5 7 149 566 715
Stanislaus 0 3 3 194 561 755
Totals 24 120 144 4,733 25,704 30,437

Source: Office of District Research, Contra Costa CCD. Adapted from data provided by California
State University, Systemwide Office, 2001.
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Table 21b

Diablo Valley College 1999-2000
The California State University Campus Destinations for Fall 1999
California Community College Transfers

Diablo Valley College Systemwide Total
Lower Upper Lower Upper

Campus Division | Division Total Division | Division Total
Bakersfield 1 0 1 224 360 584
Chico 11 41 52 203 1,140 1,343
Dominguez Hills 0 0 0 83 967 1,050
Fresno 3 2 5 353 1,111 1,464
Fullerton 0 3 3 166 2,537 2,703
Hayward 24 138 162 301 756 1,056
Humboldt 5 10 15 124 586 710
Long Beach 5 8 13 365 2,222 2,587
Los Angeles 0 1 1 215 856 1,071
Maritime

Academy 0 0 0 27 4 61
Monterey Bay 0 1 1 92 207 299
Northridge 0 2 2 181 2,325 2,506
Pomona 2 4 6 309 812 1,121
Sacramento 14 62 76 355 2,206 2,561
San Bernardino 0 0 0 264 923 1,187
San Diego 10 37 47 344 2,052 2,396
San Francisco 20 177 197 199 2,204 2,403
San Jose 13 38 51 238 2,084 2,322
San Luis Obispo 9 21 31 139 644 783
San Marcos 1 1 2 208 581 789
Sonoma 3 16 19 149 566 715
Stanislaus 3 1 4 194 561 755
Totals 124 564 688 4,733 25,704 30,437

Source: Office of District Research, Contra Costa CCD. Adapted from data provided by California State
University, Systemwide Office, 2001.
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Table 21¢

Los Medanos College 1999-2000
The California State University Campus Destinations for Fall 1999
California Community College Transfers

Los Medanos College Systemwide Total
Lower Upper Lower Upper

Campus Division | Division Total Division | Division Total
Bakersfield 0 0 0 224 360 584
Chico 2 5 7 203 1,140 1,343
Dominguez Hills 0 0 0 83 967 1,050
Fresno 0 1 1 353 1,111 1,464
Fullerton 0 0 0 166 2,537 2,703
Hayward 5 26 31 301 756 1,056
Humboldt 0 1 1 124 586 710
Long Beach 0 1 1 365 2,222 2,587
Los Angeles 0 0 0 215 856 1,071
Maritime

Academy 0 0 0 27 4 61
Monterey Bay 0 1 1 92 207 299
Northridge 0 0 0 181 2,325 2,506
Pomona 0 0 0 309 812 1,121
Sacramento 8 17 25 355 2,206 2,561
San Bemardino 0 264 923 1,187
San Diego 2 344 2,052 2,396
San Francisco 1 15 16 199 2,204 2,403
San Jose 1 5 6 238 2,084 2,322
San Luis Obispo 0 2 2 139 644 783
San Marcos 0 0 0 208 581 789
Sonoma 1 3 4 149 566 715
Stanislaus 0 1 1 194 561 755
Totals 20 78 98 4,733 25,704 30,437

Source: Office of District Research, Contra Costa CCD. Adapted from data provided by California State

University, Systemwide Office, 2001.
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Table 22

Ethnic Distribution of CCCCD and California Community College Transfer Students
to UC and CSU, Full-Year 1997-98, 1998-99, 1999-00 and 2000-01

Asian/ Known Non
Pacific Native Ethnicity Resident No Grand
Island Black Filipino Latino American Other  White Total Alien Response Total
Contra Costa College
1997-98 uc 24 5 4 5 1 0 11 50 3 53
C€su 30 47 17 31 2 0 46 173 3 26 202
Total 54 52 21 36 3 0 57 223 3 29 285§
% 24% 23% 9% 16% 1% 0% 26% 100%
1998-99 ucC 18 S 3 6 1 1 13 47 2 49
CSsu 39 47 20 23 1 0 35 165 4 19 188
Total 57 52 23 29 2 1 48 212 4 21 237
% 27% 25% 11% 14% 1% 0% 23% 100%
1999-00 ucC 21 6 0 5 0 1 12 45 2 47
Ccsu 46 47 24 20 2 9 36 175 6 30 211
Total 67 53 24 25 2 1 48 220 6 32 258
% 30% 24% 11% 11% 1% 0% 22% 100%
2000-01 ucC 7 7 4 2 0 7 13 40 1 41
CSU 42 44 12 2 1 9 27 153 10 36 219
Total 49 51 16 29 1 7 40 193 10 57 260
% 25% 26% 8% 15% 1% 4% 21% 100%
Diable Valley College
1997-98 uc 99 11 22 28 2 17 223 402 33 435
CSU 113 3 84 0 2 521 854 16 157 1,027
Total 212 48 106 118 11 17 744 1,256 16 190 1,462
% 17% 4% 8% 9% 1% 1% 59% 100%
1998-99 ucC 106 7 35 33 2 15 175 373 97 470
CSU 106 38 8 84 12 9 497 826 30 177 1,033
Total 212 45 124 117 14 15 672 1,199 30 274 1,503
% 18% 4% 10% 10% 1% 1% 56% 100%
1999-00 ucC 159 7 21 31 4 16 218 456 33 489
Ccsu 117 25 8 2.3 6 9 314 849 38 189 1,076
Total 276 32 110 129 10 16 732 1,308 38 222 1,565
% 21% 2% 8% 10% 1% 1% 56% 100%
2000-01 uc 161 10 21 39 2 39 216 488 59 547
€su 116 31 KA] 105 4 9 437 766 32 259 1,057
Total 277 41 94 144 6 39 653 1,254 32 318 1,604
% 22% 3% 7% 11% 0% 3% 52% 100%
Los Medanos College
1997-98 ucC 4 2 2 8 1 2 10 29 2 31
Ccsu n 13 16 31 3 64 140 1 26 167
Total 15 15 18 39 6 2 74 169 1 28 198
% 9% 9% 11% 23% 4% 1% 44% 100%
1998-99 uc 5 1 0 5 0 0 10 21 1 22
CSU 10 8 8 27 0 9 80 133 1 20 154
Total 15 9 8 32 0 0 90 154 1 21 176
% 10% 6% 5% 21% 0% 0% 58% 100%
1999-00 ucC 4 0 0 6 1 2 11 24 5 29
Csu 3 8 n 29 1 9 10 124 2 21 147
Total 9 8 11 35 2 2 81 148 2 26 176
% 6% 5% 7% 24% 1% 1% 55% 100%
2000-01 ucC 2 1 0 3 1 1 S 13 2 15
Ccsu 4 12 4 27 0 9 0 17 9 38 155
Total 6 13 4 30 1 1 75 130 0 40 170
% 5% 10% 3% 23% 1% 1% 58% 100%
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Table 22

Ethnic Distribution of California Community College Transfer Students
to UC and CSU, Full-Year 1997-98, 1998-99, 1999-00 and 2000-01

Asian/ Known Non
Pacific Native Ethnicity Resident No Grand
Island Black Filipino Latino American Other White Total Alien Response Total
Contra Costa CCD Total
1997-98 uc 127 18 28 41 4 19 244 481 0 38 519
¢su 154 9 17 152 16 0 631, 1,167 20 209, 1,396
Total 281 11§ 148 193 20 19 878 1,648 20 247 1,915
% 17% 1% 9% 12% 1% 1% 53% 100%
1998-99 uc 129 13 38 0 44 3 16 198 441 0 100 541
¢su 155 EX] 117 0 134 13 0 612 1,124 35 216 1375
Total 284 106 158 178 16 16 810 1,565
% 18% 7% 10% 11% 1% 1% 52% 100%
1999-00 uc 184 13 21 0 42 5 19 241 525 0 40 565
¢su 168 80 124 0 147 9 0 620 . 1,148 46 240 1434
Total 352 93 148 189 14 19 861 1,673
% 21% 6% 9% 11% 1% 1% 51% 100%
2000-01 uc 170 18 25 0 44 3 47 234 541 0 62 603
¢su 162 87 89 0 159 3 0 534 1,036 42 333 1431
Total 332 108 114 203 8 47 768 1,877
% 21% 7% 7% 13% 1% 3% 49% 100%
Statewide Total
1997-98 ucC 2,806 293 340 1,300 102 272 4,487 9,600 0 610 10,210
CSuU 6.346 2,442 1,626 8,464 565 0 18341 | 37,784 1,475 6,287 45,546
Total 9152 2738 1966 9764 667 272 22828 47,384
% 19% 6% 4% 21% 1% 1% 48% 100%
1998-99 ucC 2,377 228 296 1,302 97 288 4,000 8,588 0 1,573 10,161
(o210 6.230 2,105 L711 8,201 475 0 18375 | 37,097 1,543 6,349 44,989
Total 8607 2333 2007 9503 §72 288 22375 45,685
% 19% 5% 4% 21% 1% 1% 49% 100%
1999-00 uc 2,800 272 314 1,432 . 92 298 4,763 9,971 0 856 10,827
CSU 6,056 2,257 1,776 9,286 442 0 19.048 |, 38.865 1,969 6,872 47,706
Total 8856 2529 2090 10718 534 298 23811 48,836
% 18% 5% 4% 22% 1% 1% 49% 100%
2000-01 uc 2,721 316 355 1,601 65 529 4,800 10,387 0 828 11,215
CSuU 5.834 2,343 1,687 9,606 439 0 18,650 |. 38,559 2,037 7,304 47,900
Total 8558 2659 2042 11207 504 5§29 23450 48,946
% 17% 5% 4% 23% 1% 1% 48% 100%
Source: Office of District Research, Contra Costa CCD. Based on Student Profiles, November 2001,
California Postsecondary Education Commission.
57~
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Number of CCCCD Transfers to Independent Institutions

Table 23

DVC

_______ LMC CCCCD
1991-92 14 106 14 134
1992-93 9 103 20 132
1993-94 19 130 12 161
1994-95 17 124 20 161
1995-96 6 43 4 53
1996-97 23 7 39
1997-98 39 6 50
1998-99 9 48 6 63
1999-00 15 63 11 89
2000-01 18 137 24 179

Source: Adapted from Student Profiles, November 2001, California Postsecondary Education

Commission.
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Table 24a

California Postsecondary Education Commission
Community College Students Who Transfer to AICCU Member Institutions

o4

Fall 2000
Contra Costa College
Grand
Asian Black Latino Nat Am NoResp NR Alien White Total Total
M W M W M W M W M W M W M W M W
Azusa Pacific University 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1
Claremont McKenna
College 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1
College of Notre Dame 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
Dominican University of
Califomia 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 2 3
Holy Names College 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1
Menlo College 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
Mills College 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 5 5
National University 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 2
University of San
Francisco 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 3 3
I Total 0 0 1 3 1 0 0 0 0 5 0 1 2 5 4 14 18
Please note: Data reflects responses from 46 of the 65 Association of Independent California Colleges and University (AICCU) member
institutions that responded to the Fall 2000 Sources of New Transfer Students Survey.
National University data reflects full-year data.
Source: Office of District Research, Contra Costa CCD. Based on Fall 2000 unpublished data provided by California
Postsecondary Education Commission.
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Table 24b

California Postsecondary Education Commission
Community College Students Who Transfer to AICCU Member Institutions

Fall 2000
Diablo Valley College
Grand
Asian Black Latino Nat Am No Resp NR Alien White Total Total
M W M W M W M W M W M W M W M W
Azusa Pacific University 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 1 3
Biola University 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 2
California College of the
Arts and Crafts 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 5 5 5 10
Claremont McKenna
College 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
College of Notre Dame 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1
Dominican University of
California 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 3 3
Holy Names College 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 0 0 1 0 2 2
John F. Kennedy
University 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 1 10 11
La Sierra University 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
Loyola Marymount
University 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 2
Mills College 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
National University 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 7 5 10 15
Point Loma Nazarene
University 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 3 2 5
Saint Mary’s College of
California 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 18 29 0 0 0 0 18 29 47
Santa Clara University 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 2
Simpson College 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 3 2 3 5
University of La Verne 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
University of Redlands 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
University of San Diego 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 2 2 4
University of San
Francisco 1 3 0 0 2 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 3 3 9 12
University of Southern
California 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 2 4
University of the Pacific 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 2 4
Total 5 6 1 2 7 5 1 2 19 32 1 1 19 36 53 84 137
Please note: Data reflects responses from 46 of the 65 Association of Independent California Colleges and University (AICCU) member
institutions that responded to the Fall 2000 Sources of New Transfer Students Survey.
National University data reflects full-year data.
Source: Office of District Research, Contra Costa CCD. Based on Fall 2000 unpublished data provided by Califomia
Postsecondary Education Commission.
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Table 24¢

California Postsecondary Education Commission
Community College Students Who Transfer to AICCU Member Institutions

o6

Fall 2000
Los Medanos College
Grand
Asian Black Latino Nat Am NoResp NR Alien White Total Total
M W M W M W M W M W M W M W M W
California College of the
Arts and Crafts 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1
Fresno Pacific University 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 2
John F. Kennedy
University 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 3 1 5 6
La Sierra University 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
Loyola Marymount
University 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
National University 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 2 1 3
Point Loma Nazarene
University 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1
Saint Mary’s University
of California 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 1 2 3
Simpson College 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 2 2
University of Redlands 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 2
University of the Pacific 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 2
ITotal 0 1 1 1 0 2 1 0 1 3 0 0 7 7 10 14 24
Please note: Data reflects responses from 46 of the 65 Association of Independent California Colleges and University (AICCU) member
institutions that responded to the Fall 2000 Sources of New Transfer Students Survey.
National University data reflects full-year data.
Source: Office of District Research, Contra Costa CCD. Based on Fall 2000 unpublished data provided
by California Postsecondary Education Commission.
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Transfer Eligible: As summarized in Table 25a, CCCCD’s total of transfer prepared
students declined by 15.1% from its 1997-98 level. One possible

explanation for this decline is that students may be transferring to four-year post-
secondary institutions that, unlike UC and CSU, do not require them to complete 56
units before they can be “transfer eligible” as defined by the State Chancellor’s
Office. Another possibility is that students who would ordinarily be transfer
candidates are becoming employed full-time before completion of 56 units.

As can be observed in Table 25b, the number of CCCCD transfer prepared students
decreased by 15% between 97-98 and 99-00, whereas the Bay 10 and other multi-
college districts declined by 7% and 9% respectively.

Academic Performance after Transfer (GPA and Persistence rates):

No district/college specific data is available at this writing for UC transfers. Efforts
are being made to retrieve these for future reports.

Tables 26a -26f display academic performance data for CCCCD transfers to CSU
Fall 1999. As can be observed, the pre-admission GPA of CCCCD transfers was
equal to or exceeded the GPA for all community college transfers to CSU, varying
from 2.93 to 2.97. The first-year GPA of CCCCD transfer students to CSU is not
significantly different than the 2.90 that was achieved by all CCC transfers, with the
exception of CCC transfers who averaged a GPA of 2.77. The relative influence of
academic or social factors to this latter variance is not known. It is worth noting that
168 of these transfers had lower division status. This may reflect the recently
instituted practice by UC and CSU which allows students to transfer and complete
their last 1-2 required courses at their campuses. With one exception, transfers with
lower-division status did not perform as well as did transfers with upper-division
status. These findings suggest that on average CCCCD is preparing its CSU transfers
as well as other districts.

. Degree Completion Rate:

Tables 27a and 27b display the number of degrees and certificates awarded by
CCCCD and the comparison of this total to those of Bay 10 and multi-college
districts. As can be seen, the number of both degrees and certificates has decreased
by 20.0% for the time period shown. In comparison to Bay 10 and other multi-
college districts, the percent change in CCCCD degrees awarded is significantly less
but the change in its number of certificates is substantially greater than that of the
comparison institutions. It should be noted that CCCCD does not automatically give
students a degree when they have met all related requirements as do other multi-
college districts. Rather it requires the student to submit a request for a degree. This
practice insures that the student is not rendered ineligible for financial aid or other
types of support without his or her approval. The finding that CCCCD is generating
less degrees than its counterparts may reflect this difference in their degree granting
practices.

D7
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Table 25a
Changes in the Number of Students Who Became Transfer Prepared

I o 97/98-99/00
_______________ ] 199798 | 199899 | 1999-00 | % Change
CCC 429 387 356 -17.0
DVC 2,153 1,906 1,844 -14.4
LMC 400 357 331 -17.3
CCCCD 2,982 2,650 2,531 -15.1
Table 25b

Changes in the Number of Students Who Became Transfer Prepared Compared
with Average Number for Bay 10 and Multi-College* Districts

97/98-99/00

1997-98 1998-99 1999-00 % Change
CCCCD 2,982 2,650 2,531 -15.1
Bay 10 2,085 2,223 1,938 -7.1
Multi-College 2,814 2,889 2,560 -9.0

*Los Angeles College District, which has nine colleges, has been excluded from the Multi-College analysis. Its funding
and performance patterns tend to be atypical and its inclusion would invalidate comparative analysis. See Addendum 1
for specification of Bay 10 and Multi-College districts.

“Transfer Prepared” is defined by the State Chancellor’s Office as the number of students who achieved 56
transferable units with a grade-point average of 2.00 with in a six-year period. Students achieving transfer
prepared status in a given year are not counted in subsequent years.

Source: Office of District Research, Contra Costa CCD. Based on System Performance on Partnership
for Excellence Goals, Chancellor’s Office, California Community Colleges, April 2001.

98

46



Transfer Education Report Transfer Education, Assessment, and Mission at CCCCD

Table 26a

Pre-Admission Grade Point Average for Fall 1999 Contra Costa College and California
Community College (CCC) Transfers to CSU by Lower and Upper Division Status

B M . GPA*
~_ Contra Costa College All CCC Transfers
Lower Division 3.00 (n=24) 2.87 (n=4,736)
Upper Division 2.97 (n=120) 2.94 (n=25,718)
Total 2.97 (n=144) 2.93 (n=30,454)

Table 26b

CSU First-Year Persistence Rates and GPA for Fall 1999 Contra Costa College and
California Community College Transfers by Lower and Upper Division Status

Enrolled* | Persisting* | Rate GPA*
Contra Costa
College
Lower Division 24 15 62% 2.87 | (n=15)
Upper Division 120 96 80% 2.76 | (n=94)
Total 144 111 77% . 2.77 | (n=109)
All CCC Transfers
Lower Division 4,736 3,824 81% 2.80 ; (n=3,700)
Upper Division 25,718 21,820 85% 291 | (n=21,334)
Total 30,454 25,644 84% 2.90 | (n=25,034)

* Only those records for admitted and enrolled transfers that contained all relevant information were
evaluated for these analyses. Persistence is fall-to-fall enrollment.

Source: Office of District Research, Contra Costa CCD. Adapted from data provided by California State
University, Systemwide Oftice, 2001.
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Table 26¢

Pre-Admission Grade Point Average for Fall 1999 Diablo Valley College and California
Community College (CCC) Transfers to CSU by Lower and Upper Division Status

. o GPA
__Diabloe Valley College All CCC Transfers
Lower Division 2.92 (n=124) 2.87 (n=4,736)
Upper Division 2.96 (n=565) 2.94 (n=25,718)
Total 295 | (n=689) 2.93 | (n=30,454)

Table 26d

CSU First-Year Persistence Rates and GPA for Fall 1999 Diable Valley College and
California Community College Transfers by Lower and Upper Division Status

Enrolled* | Persisting* | Rate GPA*

Diablo Valley

College
Lower Division 124 99 80% 2.85 | (n=97)
Upper Division 565 494 87% 2.88 | (n=478)
Total 689 593 86% 2.87 | (n=575)

All CCC Transfers
Lower Division 4,736 3,824 81% 2.80 | (n=3,700)
Upper Division 25,718 21,820 85% 2.91 | (n=21,334)
Total 30,454 25,644 84% 2.90 | (n=25,034)

* Only those records for admitted and enrolled transfers that contained all relevant information were
evaluated for these analyses. Persistence is fall-to-fall enrollment.

Source: Office of District Research, Contra Costa CCD. Adapted from data provided by California State
University, Systemwide Office, 2001.
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Table 26e

Pre-Admission Grade Point Average for Fall 1999 Los Medanos College and California
Community College (CCC) Transfers to CSU by Lower and Upper Division Status

,,,,, . GPA
_Los Medanos College All CCC Transfers
Lower Division 2.94 (n=20) 2.87 (n=4,736)
Upper Division 2.93 (n=78) 2.94 (n=25,718)
Total 2.93 (n=98) 293 (n=30,454)

Table 26f

CSU First-Year Persistence Rates and GPA for Fall 1999 Los Medanos College and
California Community College Transfers by Lower and Upper Division Status

Enrolled* | Persisting* | Rate GPA*

Los Medanos

College
Lower Division 20 18 90% 2.83 | (n=17)
Upper Division 78 65 83% 2.91 | (n=60)
Total 98 83 85% 2.89 | (n=77)

All CCC Transfers
Lower Division 4,736 3,824 81% 2.80 : (n=3,700)
Upper Division 25,718 21,820 85% 2.91 | (n=21,334)
Total 30,454 25,644 84% 2.90 | (n=25,034)

* Only those records for admitted and enrolled transfers that contained all relevant information were
evaluated for these analyses. Persistence is fall-to-fall enrollment.

Source: Office of District Research, Contra Costa CCD. Adapted from data provided by California State
University, Systemwide Office, 2001.
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Table 27a

Number of Degrees and Certificates Awarded

Total
1996-97 1997-98 1998-99 1999-00 | 95/96-99/00| 96/97-99/00
CCCCD # (%) # (%) # (%) # (%) | % Change # (%)
Degrees 1,411 %) 1338 (75%)| 1,390 (72%) | 1,127 (79%) -20.1 5,266 (72%)
Certificates 595 G0%)| 447 (23%) 529 (28%) 474 (0% -20.3 2,045 (8%
Total 2,006 1,785 1,919 1,601 -20.2 7,311
CCC —— —
Degrees 311 68| 276 68%) | 317 ©8%) | 264 5% | -13.0 1,168 (7%
Certificates 161 G¥| 129 G| 145 G2 | 140 G |  -14.4 575 ©3%)
Total 472 405 460 404 -25.1 1,741
DVC
Degrees 866 (80%)| 845 (80%) 840 7% 649 (3% -16.0 3,200 (76%)
Certificates 282 @0%)) 217 (20%) 256 (3% 237 @1%) -22.8 992 (24%)
Total 1,148 1,062 1,096 886 -8.5 4,192
LMC
Degrees 234 ©1%); 217 (68%) | 235 (65%) 214 ©9%) -36.2 900 (67%)
Certificates 152 G 101 G| 128 G 97 GI%) -19.4 478 G6%)
Total 386 318 320 311 1,335

Source: Office of District Research, Contra Costa CCD. Based on System Performance on Partnership for
Excellence Goals, Chancellor’s Office, California Community Colleges, April 2001.
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Table 27b

Number of Degrees/Certificates Awarded by CCCCD Compared with Average
Number of Awards by Bay 10 and Multi-College Districts*

| 96/97-99/00
1996-97 | 1997-98 | 1998-99 | 1999-00 | 96/97-99/00 Total

Degrees # # # ~_# | % Change #
CCCCD 1,411 1,338 1,390 1,127 -20.1 5,277
Bay 10 906 815 893 880 -2.9 3,494
Multi-College 1,363 1384 | 1,395 1,421 4.3 5,563
Certificates
CCCCD 595 447 529 880 47.9 2,454
Bay 10 484 388 468 405 -16.3 1,745
Multi-College 568 535 568 539 -S.1 2,210
Degrees & Certificates
CCCCD 2,006 1,785 1,919 1,601 -20.2 7,325
Bay 10 1,390 1,204 1,361 1,285 -7.6 5,240
Multi-College 1,931 1,918 1,963 1,960 1.5 7,772

*Los Angeles College District, which has nine colleges, has been excluded from the Multi-College analysis. Its funding
and performance patterns tend to be atypical and its inclusion would invalidate comparative analysis. See Addendum 1
for specification of Bay 10 and Multi-College districts.

Source: Office of District Research, Contra Costa CCD. Based on System Performance on Partnership
for Excellence Goals, Chancellor’s Office, California Community Colleges, April 2001.
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Partnership for Excellence Transfer Goals

1. Increase in Number of Transfer Students: CCCCD’s goal to increase the annual number
of UC transfers from 511 to 681 seems reachable at this time given its total of 603 for
2000-01. Its goal to increase CSU transfers totals from 1,650 to 2,178, however, will
require concerted effort to reach given its total of 1,431 for 2000-01. (See Table 28)

2. Increase in Number of Students Who Become Transfer Prepared to CSU and
UC: CCCCD’s goal of increasing its number of transfer prepared students from 2,982
to 3,789 does not seem very likely at this time given that it had 2,531 such students in
1999-00. CCCCD will have to seriously reconsider the strategies it is using for
reaching this goal. As is known, changes in the total of transfer prepared students can
reflect many factors, including: the increasing number of options for transfer bound
students to attend four-year institutions other than UC and CSU; the growing number
of popular majors that do not have openings at UC/CSU and that prevent CCCCD
students from transferring to these institutions; and the increasing number of
attractive job opportunities. (See Table 29)

3. Increase in Successful Transfer Course Completion Rates: CCCCD will very

likely meet its PFE goal of increasing transfer course completion rates from 70% to
72.5% given that it achieved a 71.6% rate in 1999-00. (See Table 30)
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Table 28

Changes in the Number of Students Who Transfer to
UC and CSU Over 1997-98 Levels

199596 |  2000-01 2005-06

Transfers Transfers 95/96-00/01 Target
UC Transfers # # % Change #
CCC 48 41 -14.1 64
DVC 436 547 25.5 581
LMC 27 15 -44.4 36
CCCCD 511 603 18.0 681

CSU Transfers

CCC 193 219 13.5 255
DVC 1,296 1,057 -18.4 1,711
LMC 161 155 -3.7 212
CCCCD 1,650 1,431 -13.3 2,178

Source: Office of District Research, Contra Costa CCD. Based on System Performance on Partnership
for Excellence Goals, Chancellor’s Office, California Community Colleges, April 2001.
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Table 29

Changes in the Number of Students Who Became
Transfer Prepared Over 1997-98 Levels

; 2005-06

1997-98 1999-00 % Change Target
# Transfer Prepared | # Transfer Prepared % #

CCC 429 356 -20.5 545
DVC 2,153 1,844 -16.8 2,736
LMC 400 331 =208 508
CCCCD 2,982 2,531 -17.8 3,789

Source: Office of District Research, Contra Costa CCD. Based on System Performance on Partnership
for Excellence Goals, Chancellor’s Office, California Community Colleges, April 2001.
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Table 30a

Changes in the Overall Rate of Successful Course Completion Over 1995-96
Performance Levels for Transfer Courses

1995-96 1998-99 1999-00 2005-06

Baseline | Performance | Performance | 95/96-99/00 Target

% Successful % Successful % Successful % Change %

CCC 67.5 73.9 72.4 7.3 70.0

DVC 71.0 71.9 72.0 1.4 73.5

LMC 69.6 69.1 70.4 1.1 72.1
Table 30b

Successful Transfer Course Completion Rates for CCCCD Compared with Average
Such Rates of Bay 10, Multi-College* Districts, and System

Baseline
1995-96 1997-98 1998-99 1999-00 95/96-99/00
% Successful | % Successful | % Successful | % Successful % Change
CCCCD 70.2 70.1 71.8 71.6 2.0
Bay 10 69.6 71.5 71.5 70.2 0.9
Multi-College 68.1 68.3 68.7 68.0 -0.1
Systemwide 68.3 68.7 68.7 68.7 0.6

*Los Angeles College District, which has nine colleges, has been excluded from the Multi-College analysis. Its funding
and performance pattemns tend to be atypical and its inclusion would invalidate comparative analysis. See Addendum 1
for specification of Bay 10 and Multi-College districts.

Source: Office of District Research, Contra Costa CCD. Based on System Performance on Partnership
for Excellence Goals, Chancellor’s Office, California Community Colleges, April 2001.
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Next Steps

On January 25, 2002 the District Planning Council met to consider Transfer Education at
CCCCD, identifying current strengths and challenges. In addition to the Council
membership, faculty and staff involved in support of Transfer Education at the Colleges
were invited as “content experts” to inform the council discussions. Results of the dialogue
are included below. The data and information provided in this report to the Governing
Board will also be used in the on-going cycle of districtwide planning and will be of
particular value as the District Strategic Plan for 2004-07 is formulated during 2003.

Current Best Practices in Transfer Education at CCCCD

Programs and Services That Support Transfer Success

e “College Days” -- representatives from California four-year colleges/universities
visit DVC to inform them of their programs and services.

e Transfer Day Events on each campus -- four-year postsecondary institutions from
California and other major states are invited to come and share information with
students about their institutions and, in particular, transfer programs/services.

e Transfer Center -- purpose is to keep students informed about the transfer process;
to organize communication between four-year reps and the student

e TOP -- Taxonomy of Programs, a common classification by which colleges identify
programs and courses that help meet transfer requirements.

e Transfer/Articulation agreements with UC and CSU, Private Colleges -- a written
contract that guarantees a CCCCD student admission to the four-year institution
signing the agreement after completing a specified course of study.

e PUENTE Program -- a transfer preparatory program designed to increase the number
of Latino students transferring from community colleges to four-year institutions.

e CAP -- Cooperative Admissions Program, a program for students who were
accepted to UC Berkeley but redirected to CCCCD with a guaranteed to be admitted
after completion of transfer requirements.

e CAN -- California Articulation Number, a statewide common course numbering
system for comparable lower division transfer courses across the three public
segments of higher education.

e ASSIST -- Articulation System Stimulating Inter-institutional Student
Transfers, a computerized articulation and transfer planning system supported by the
public higher education segments.

e Center for Science Excellence -- a scholarship program with the goal of increasing
the number of underrepresented graduates in the sciences and math.

e  Weekend academics -- Similar to the PACE program; designed for students who
have a limited amount of time for classes consisting of two courses per session with
two eight-week sessions scheduled.

e Transfer ceremony — developed to identify and recognize students who transfer to a
four-year college without completing their A.A. degree.

e Transfer e-Club -- Campus cruisers at CCC provide students with free email to
access transfer information.

e Transfer success course -- focus on careers and the transfer process for attending a
four-year institution.
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e Honors transfer program -- this is an intensive program designed to prepare highly
motivated students for transferring to well know selective universities and to build
their intellectual/social skills for succeeding outside academe. ‘

¢ EOPS -- Extended Opportunity Programs and Services — provides students with
special challenges and disadvantages the additional services they need to achieve
their academic goals in general and transfer goals in particular.

e Transfer Academy -- for recent high school graduates, provides a 5-semester
mentoring program and with book grants up to the last semester.

e Transfer Olympic Program -- cohort program, help students to determine the type
and number of transfer units they’ve completed, to complete their English/Math
programs, and provides an annual study recognition program.

¢ Engineering Transfer Program -- transfer agreement with UCB and articulation of
courses

¢ UCB Transfer Alliance Program -- redirection program from UCB to CCCCD for
the most eligible after high school students.

e PACE -- Project Adult College Education -- weekend college programs having ties
to Transfer support systems. It allows working adults to go to two classes a week and
complete their AA degree or transfer requirements within two to three years while
still working full-time.

¢ Collaborations with 4-year Institutions -- transfer agreements; cross registration
agreements, and concurrent enrollment agreements.

¢ High school articulation -- written agreements with the K-12 system to allow a high
school student to take required K-12 graduation course at a community college.

e Honor Society and other student organizations.

e African American Staff Association Recognition Program -- Scholarships
sponsored by the African American Faculty and Staff.

e Transfer Achievement -- Title III cohort program with a general transfer focus that
will begin fall 2002.

e Mentor programs -- to encourage student retention by linking them with mentors
from the community (i.e., instructors from the university system or business).

¢ Concurrent enrollment programs (high school/district/CSU/UC) -- allows high
school students to enroll in college courses while still attending high school and
community college students to enroll in university courses while still attending
community college.

¢ Long-term commitment -- provides stipend and mentoring, uses a cohort model, and
conducts follow ups of transfers. For transfer-bound with major focus and has ties to
Transfer Center.

e Academic athletic program transfer — prepares athletes for transferring. Provides
student support using a series of study groups, and performs daily monitoring of
enrollment and periodic tracking of students’ progress.
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Faculty, Counselor, Staff Expertise and Service Orientation

e Alignment of curriculum/faculty/services

Effective faculty development program

Faculty knowledge of transfer requirements (staff development)
Healthy relationship between faculty, administration, staff
Atmosphere for leaming services

Strong support systems-network student services

Faculty major advising

Early Alert

Peer tutoring/counseling

On-the-Spot Admission

Identification of transfer students

Student assessment

IEP (Individual Education Plans)

Pre-requisites/advisory

Communication Systems and Strategies to Support Transfer Student Access and Success

Websites at each college that provide current information

Strong Transfer prep curriculum and advisory courses

Written transfer program description

Orientation sessions for Transfer Students

Transfer advising intervention

Counseling participation with UC/CSU

Four year campus tours

High school college nights

Financial aid presentations in transfer courses

Letter on transfer/financial aid to all students with a transfer goal

Senior outreach days

Success “stories” and feedback

Alumni connections

Student handbook

Partnerships with industry

Select criteria-learning commitment, major focus, full-time status, “B” GPA or
evidence of capacity to succeed, commitment to student period daily (stipend
contingent on study period)

¢ Guarantee admission after 30 units into major

¢ Basic skills program-college level-transfer?
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Challenges in Transfer Education at CCCCD

Availability of resources-human, fiscal and physical

Upper level courses are essential but not cost effective with low enrollments
Deteriorating facilities, insufficient library and laboratory space, student services
space and overcrowded classrooms

Insufficient resources results too often in “one size” interventions, programs
Counseling understaffed

Data Access, Research Support and Outcomes Measures

Lack of research on who is a successful transfer student

Assessment of Student Learning needs to be expanded

Need to evaluate effectiveness of various interventions, activities

The definition of “transfer cohort” is unclear

There is AA degree«transfer ready disconnect

Coordinating all transfer-related programs requires staff and data support

Lack of evaluation of prerequisite course effectiveness (potential barriers)

Data-driven decision-making and planning needs to be a stronger component of the
culture.

Transfer candidates need to be identified early, transfer functions need to be
evaluated and better tracking of learners after they leave CCCCD needs to occur.
Currently high school graduates who took courses at CCCCD during high school and
enter UC/CSU after high school graduation are not tracked as “transfer successes”
from CCCCD.

Level of learner preparation and support services needs of students

Educational demographics of community

Educational outcomes of feeder schools

Undecided students, statistically, do not persist in educational goals as consistently as
students with declared majors.

Underrepresented and/or under-prepared students may take longer to “move” through
the curriculum — they drop out, etc., repeat classes and use up financial aid options
before they successfully transfer.

Low student aspirations, family challenges, low socioeconomic status, inadequate
financial aid, student motivation, self-perceptions, and value of education vs. survival
(cultural, family, peers, support)

Understanding barriers to transfer and assisting students in negotiating barriers is time
and resource intensive

Student “awareness” of scholarships, financial aid, grants, services, etc. needs to be
expanded.
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Challenges related to existing programs and services

Strength of academics, services/curriculum

Limited/restricted articulation agreements (majors)

Out of state/independents funding-space

Degree audit-early alert

Transfer restrictions at transfer institution

Curricular gaps, especially in sciences, math, engineering, upper level English
courses

Vocational programs not transfer-oriented

Lack of counseling available at feeder schools

Articulation needs to be more comprehensive

Consistent faculty partnerships in promoting transfer

Need effective partnerships with middle and high school students

Need more complete initial assessment of student needs (“whole student”)
Don'’t effectively promote identification of major

AA degrees that do facilitate transfer

Improved relations with community and K-12 system and parents
Integration between programs, schools, district, etc.

CAN (California Articulation Number) difficulties

Non-traditional scheduling that permits transfer course

General challenges and issues

Quality of communications and perception of information-up and down the
communication pathway— communication system-wide

Collaboration vs. competition

Perceptions of colleges by community/students

Lack of teachers in the future (graduation rates, competition with industry...)
Trying to serve all the different “missions” of CC

Bureaucratic blocks (system blocks)

Challenge of attracting transfer candidates
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Addendum 1
List of Bay 10 and Multi-College Districts

Bay 10 Districts

CHABOT-LAS POSITAS (Chabot, Las Positas)

CONTRA COSTA (Contra Costa, Diablo Valley, Los Medanos)
FOOTHILL-DE ANZA (De Anza, Foothill)

FREMONT-NEWARK (Ohlone)

MARIN (Marin, Marin CED)

PERALTA (Alameda, Laney, Merritt, Vista)

SAN FRANCISCO (San Francisco City)

SAN JOSE-EVERGREEN (Evergreen Valley, San Jose City)

SAN MATEO (Canada, San Mateo, Skyline)

WEST VALLEY-MISSION (Mission, West Valley)

Multi-College* Districts Statewide

CHABOT-LAS POSITAS (Chabot, Las Positas)

COAST (Coastline, Golden West, Orange Coast)
CONTRA COSTA (Contra Costa, Diablo Valley, Los Medanos)
FOOTHILL-DE ANZA (De Anza, Foothill)
GROSSMONT-CUYAMACA (Cuyamaca, Grossmont)

KERN (Bakersfield, Cerro Coso, Porterville)

LOS RIOS (American River, Cosumnes River, Sacramento City)
MARIN (Marin, Marin CED)

NORTH ORANGE (Cypress, Fullerton, North Orange Adult)
PERALTA (Alameda, Laney, Merritt, Vista)

RANCHO SANTIAGO (Rancho Santiago CED, Santa Ana)

SAN BERNARDINO (Crafton Hills, San Bernardino)

SAN DIEGO (San Diego Adult, San Diego City, Mesa, Miramar)
SAN JOSE-EVERGREEN (Evergreen Valley, San Jose City)

SAN MATEO (Canada, San Mateo, Skyline)

SANTA BARBARA (Santa Barbara CED, Santa Barbara City)
SOUTH ORANGE (Irvine Valley, Saddleback)

STATE CENTER (Fresno City, Kings River)

VENTURA (Moorpark, Oxnard, Ventura)

WEST VALLEY-MISSION (Mission, West Valley)

YOSEMITE (Columbia, Modesto)

* Los Angeles which has nine colleges has been excluded from the Multi-College analysis.
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Glossary

Definitions and Explanations of Commonly-used Transfer Terms

Articulation - Sets of community college courses that CSU and UC faculty agree to
accept as having the focus, content and rigor necessary to meet course requirements at the
baccalaureate institutions. Formal course articulation agreements generally fall within
one of three areas: (1) general education breadth agreements, such as those represented
by IGETC, (2) transferable course agreements, such as those approved by the State
University in various systemwide decrees, and (3) course-by-course agreements, which
are generally used to build articulation of lower-division coursework required for a
particular major.

Articulation Agreement - An official agreement in which one collegiate institution
agrees to accept specific courses or groups of courses from an-other collegiate institution
in place of its own courses.

ASSIST (Articulation System Stimulating Interinstitutional Student Transfer) -
ASSIST is a computerized student-transfer information sys-tem that displays reports of
how course credits earned at one California college or university can be applied when
transferred to another. ASSIST is the official repository of articulation for California's
colleges and universities and therefore provides the most accurate and up-to-date
information available about student transfer in California. ASSIST's mission is to
facilitate the transfer of California Community College students to California's public 4-
year universities by providing an electronic system for academic planning, which delivers
accurate, timely, and complete in-formation and operates as the official repository of
articulation information for the state of California.

CAN (California Articulation Number System) - CAN was created to promote the
transfer of CCC students to UC/CSU institutions by simplifying the identification of
transferable CCC courses and indicating the specific disciplines and programs for the
UC/CSU institutions to which those course are transferable, though most UC campuses
do not participate in CAN. Specifically CAN is designed as a cross-reference course
identification for a common core of lower-division, transferable, major preparation
courses commonly taught on CCC, CSU, and UC campuses. CAN facilitates transfer by
establishing the academic integrity of a course and then insuring its transfer to a CAN
participating institution.

Catalog Rights - A policy that allows, in certain circumstances, a college student to
select the set of requirements, he/she will follow to qualify for university graduation.

Course articulation, major-specific - Sets of courses that CSU and UC faculty accept as
having the focus, content and rigor necessary to meet course prerequisite requirements
for specific majors that have lower division requirements. The term discipline-specific is
often used within SB 121, by former Senator Gary Hart (Chapter 1188, Statutes of 1991)
to refer to major-specific course articulation agreements. This articulation is also referred
to as "Major Prep" articulation and, for prospective transfer students, is generally
preferable to course-to-course articulation. Articulation agreements specific to the

70

64



Transfer Education Report Addendum 2: Glossary

community college student's major of choice are more focused and tend to require that
the student take fewer courses in general than non major-specific agreements.

Course articulation, system wide - Agreements by faculty that a set of courses offered
by community colleges are equivalent to similar courses offered at CSU and UC. Credits
eamed by students in these courses are accepted by every campus within CSU or UC and
are applied toward degree requirements. Generally, these courses are lower-division,
general education courses.

General Education - A program of courses in the arts and sciences that provides
students with a broad educational experience. Courses typically are introductory in nature
and provide students with fundamental skills and knowledge in mathematics, English,
arts, humanities, and physical, biological, and social sciences. Transfer students often
take these classes while attending a community college. Completion of a general
education program is required for the baccalaureate degree.

General Education Breadth Requirements - A specific program of courses that a
student may use to fulfill CSU general education requirements for the baccalaureate
degree. Some of these courses may be taken at a community college or other accredited
college or university prior to transfer to a CSU campus.

IMPAC (Intersegmental Major Preparation Articulated Curriculum) - IMPAC is an
effort supervised by the Intersegmental Council of Academic Senates (ICAS) to get
faculty to work together to develop a common understanding of major preparation
requirements around the state. IMPAC is one of many efforts to get CSU and UC faculty,
respectively, to agree on expected course outcomes so that faculty in the system will have
consistent standards to use to develop actual articulation agreements with other higher
education systems. IMPAC, (initiated in 1999-2000) is funded through contract funds
allocated through the California Community Colleges.

Impacted Programs - Refers to those majors that receive more applications during the
initial application filing period than there are spaces available. A major may be impacted
on one campus, several campuses, or all campuses where it is offered.

Intersegmental General Education Transfer Curriculum (IGETC) - often referred to
as the "Common-core transfer curriculum,” IGETC is a general education program that
community college students may use to fulfill lower-division general education
requirements at either the CSU or UC without the need, after transfer, to take additional
lower-division general education courses. All California community colleges offer an
approved list of courses from which students may select to meet general education
curricular requirements at the State University or University campuses of their choice.
Developed in response to AB 1725 (Vasconcellos, Chapter 973, Statutes of 1988), the
curriculum was adopted in 1990 by the Intersegmental Committee of the Academic
Senates and implemented in the 1991-92 academic year.

Junior status - Refers to students who have entered the third year of study for a

bachelor's degree. Students who have completed 60-89 semester units are considered
juniors.
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Lower Division - Courses designed for the first two years or within the first 59 semester
units of study toward a baccalaureate degree, often taken at community college and
transferred to a university. Also refers to freshman and sophomore students.

Major Preparation - This phrase refers to academic coursework taken by prospective
transfer students while they are still enrolled at a community college that satisfies some
of the requirements of a specific degree major at a receiving institution. Students who
have decided on a receiving institution and specific program of study use "major
preparation articulation" agreements, which allow them to take coursework needed for
the particular major. Good counseling apprises prospective transfer students of the
individual requirements of degree programs at institutions and with this knowledge
students may plan a path of study that allows them to take discipline-specific courses
while still enrolled in the community college. Major preparation transfer agreements are
usually preferable for students rather than transfer paths that focus solely on general
education courses that satisfy lower-division requirements. Meeting major preparation
transfer requirements while in the community college also gives students more freedom
when selecting courses once they enroll in the receiving institution and helps expedite
their time-to-degree by put-ting them further along in their selected major at an earlier
point.

Transfer Admission Guarantee (TAG) - This University of California program (most
predominantly at UC Riverside and UC San Diego) encourages students to begin their
college career at a California community college and then transfer to the UC to complete
the bachelor's degree. TAG participants enter into a contract with the receiving UC
campus that specifies the requirements that these students must satisfy for admission
while at the community college. The program provides while at the community college.
The program provides students guaranteed admission to the UC campus' college and
academic term of choice, but does not necessarily for impacted majors. Each participating
UC campus develops its own TAG with area community colleges and these agreements
vary by campus.

Transfer Admits - A count of the actual number of transfer-eligible community
college students who apply for and are accepted for enrollment in a baccalaureate
institution in a given year. This term is the second in the transfer sequence of "Applicant"
"Admits" and "Enrolleds." Transfer admissibility is one measure of how effective
community colleges are in helping students achieve transfer eligibility. It also is one
gauge of the utility of baccalaureate institution outreach efforts to potential transfer
students and of the effectiveness of faculty articulation efforts and other transfer
processes.

Transfer Alliance Program (TAP) - This University of California pro-gram (initiated at
UCLA) gives students at participating community colleges an opportunity to transfer to
participating UC campuses as juniors. Students in this program complete an
honors/scholars program, at the community college. Faculty and counselors at the
community colleges help students plan academic programs that meet major and general
education requirements and honors/scholars certification. Students who complete the
program are given priority consideration for admission to the College of Letters and
Science at the UC campus. Students participating in TAP learn more about the UC
through meetings with counselors, faculty, and students, including students who have
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transferred to the UC from the same community college. TAP students may use the UC
library and participate in cultural and sports events on campus.

Transfer agreement - These are specific agreements that a community college student
enters into with a CSU or UC campus, stipulating that admission as an upper division
student is assured providing the student satisfies the specific requirements delineated in
the agreement. These agreements typically lists the courses the student will complete at
community college, with emphasis on courses required for admission, major
prerequisites, and breadth requirements. Students who comply with the agreement and
apply for admission on time during the appropriate filing period are guaranteed admission
to a specific academic term in advance. In many cases, these agreements do not guarantee
transfer into the department or major of first choice, however students with these
agreements generally stand a better chance of gaining such enrollment.

Transfer agreement program - This term refers to the combination of programs,
policies and practices that CSU and UC campuses use to facilitate the transfer of
community college student. These TAPs are usually established between CSU/UC
campuses and local area community colleges. The transfer agreement program
incorporates enrollment planning and management to assure that adequate spaces exist
for students who have prepared themselves for transfer. It also includes the procedures by
which a community college makes students aware of the requirements that must be met to
successfully transfer to one of the State's public universities.

Transfer Applicants - A count of the number of community college students who apply
for transfer to a baccalaureate institution in a given year. This term is the first in the
transfer sequence of "Applicant” "Admits" and "Enrolleds." The numbers of students
applying for transfer serves as one measure of the effectiveness of the many community
college and intersegmental initiatives designed to help community colleges students
achieve transfer eligibility and pursue a baccalaureate education.

Transfer eligible - An estimate, or actual count, of the numbers of community college
students who have met or exceeded transfer requirements published by the California
State University, the University of California; and independent institutions. Transfer
eligibility is essentially determined by requirements established by the "receiving"
(baccalaureate) institutions. As such, it is driven by the efficiency of these requirements
and by how effective community colleges are at preparing students to meet them.
Changes in transfer eligibility also help measure the effectiveness of intersegmental
transfer efforts, such as CAN and IGETC, and the utilization of ASSIST.

Transfer Enrolled - A count of the actual number of community college students who
enroll in a baccalaureate institution as transfer students. This term is the third in the
transfer sequence of "Applicant" "Admits" and "Enrolleds." This term also defines the
numbers reported annually by the Commission as actual transfer students. Improvement
in the number of transfer enrolled community college students is the State's highest
policy goal in the area of transfer. As such, assessing changes in transfer "Enrolleds" is
the most effective measure of the interrelation and effectiveness of all the State's transfer
services, programs and processes.
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Transfer Opportunity Program (TOP) - These programs operated by some University
of California campuses, encourage community college students to transfer to a UC by
providing support services to ease their transition. The program provides a transfer
advisor who regularly visits each participating community college to work with
counselors and students. The TOP advisor provides information about admission and
transfer requirements, academic programs, financial aid, housing, tutoring, campus life,
and other services and programs. The advisor evaluates student transcripts to assure that
admission requirements. are met and that community college courses taken are
transferable to the University. The TOP advisor also works with counselors and students
to develop individual transfer admission agreements.

Transfer Units - Credit earned in courses that are transferable to the CSU or another
college or university that a student plans to attend. All community colleges have a course
numbering system for identifying transferable courses. This information is included in the
community college's catalog.

Upper division - Courses designed for the third and fourth (unior and senior) years of
study toward a bachelor's degree. These courses are not offered by community colleges,
and they often require completion of pre-requisite courses. Also refers to junior and
senior students.
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Addendum 3a

1990-2000 Population Change by College Service Area
(Incorporated Cities by County)

1990 2000 Numeric  Percent
Population Population Change Change
® ® ) (o-a/a)
Contra Costa County 803,732 948,816 145,084 18.1
Contra Costa College 169,741 191,129 21,388 12.6
El Cerrito 22,869 23,171 302 1.3
Hercules 16,829 19,488 2,659 15.8
Pinole 17,460 19,039 1,579 9.0
Richmond 87,425 99,216 11,791 13.5
San Pablo 25,158 30,215 5,057 20.1
Diablo Valley College 365,231 409,775 44,544 12.2
Clayton 7,317 10,762 3,445 47.1
Concord 111,348 121,780 10,432 94
Danville 31,306 41,715 10,409 33.2
Lafayette 23,501 23,908 407 1.7
Martinez 31,808 35,866 4,058 12.8
Moraga 15,852 16,290 438 2.8
Orinda 16,642 17,599 957 5.8
Pleasant Hill 31,585 32,837 1,252 4.0
San Ramon 35,303 44,722 9,419 26.7
Walnut Creek 60,569 64,296 3,727 6.2
Los Medanos College 117,322 196,222 53,281 67.3
Antioch 62,195 90,532 28,337 45.6
Brentwood 7,563 23,302 15,739 208.1
Oakley 25,619
Pittsburg 47,564 56,769 9,205 19.4

* College service area totals do not add up to county total because they do not include unincorportated arcas.

« Source: Office of District Research, Contra Costa CCD. Based on California Department of Finance, Demographic Research
Unit, California State Census Data Center, Census 2000 PL94-171 report.
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Addendum 3b

Contra Costa County - Population Change by Race/Ethnicity
(Incorporated and unincorporated areas)

1990 Percent of 2000 Percent of Numeric Percent
Population Population Population Population Change Change
@ ® ®-2) (b-a/a)

American Indian 4,441 0.6% 3,648 0.4% -793 -17.9
Asian/Pacific

Islander 73,810 9.2% 105,838 11.2% 32,028 43.4

Black 72,799 9.1% 86,851 9.2% 14,052 19.3

Hispanic 91,282 11.4% 167,776 17.7% 76,494 83.8

White 561,400 69.8% 549,409 57.9% -11,991 -2.1
Two or more

races n/a n/a 32,658 3.4% n/a n/a

Other n/a n/a 2,636 0.3% n/a n/a
Contra Costa

County 803,732 948,816 145,084 18.1

Source: Office of District Research, Contra Costa CCD. Based on California Department of Finance, Demographic Research Unit,
California State Census Data Center, Census 2000 PL94-171 report.
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Addendum 3¢

2000 Census Data Population by Race/Ethnicity for
Incorporated Cities of Contra Costa County by College Service Area

Two or
Total Amer. Aslan/ More
College/City  Population | White % | Hispanic % Black % | Indian % |Pac.Is. % [Other % | Races %
Contra Costa 948,816* ! 549,409 5791 167,776 17.7| 86,851 9.2 3,648 0.4 (105838 112§ 2,636 0.3 | 32,658 3.4
Contra Costa College
El Cerrito 23,171 12,474 54.0 1,838 7.9 1,931 83 70 03] 5693 54 120 05] 1,045 45
Hercules 19,488 4,624 23.7 2,106 109 3,571 183 29 0.1{ 8352 179 46 0.2 760 3.9
Pinole 19,039 9,219 484 2,618 13.8 2,079 10.9 68 04 4154 39 66 0.3 835 44
Richmond 99,216 | 21,081 21.2( 26,319 26.5| 35279 356 351 0.4( 12,553 119 400 04| 3,233 33
San Pablo 30,215 4,886 16.1 13,490 44.6 5,403 17.9 125 0.4 5036 48 167 0.6} 1,108 3.7
[Total 191,129 | 52,284 274 | 46371 243 | 48,263 253 643 03] 35788 33.8| 799 04| 6981 3.7
Diablo Valley College
Clayton 10,762 9,000 83.7 681 6.3 113 1.0 16 0.1 586 0.6 30 03 336 3.1
Concord 121,780 | 74,119 60.8| 26,560 21.8 3,530 29 580 0.5| 11,815 11.2| 319 03| 4,857 4.0
Danville 41,715 | 34,618 829 1,945 4.7 375 09 66 02| 3,768 3.6 68 0.2 875 21
Lafayette 23,9081 20,123 84.1 945 4.0 129 0.5 39 02 1977 19 33 01 662 2.8
Martinez 35,866 | 27,096 75.6 3,660 10.2 1,181 3.3 188 0.5| 2420 23 73 02| 1,248 35
Moraga 16,290 | 12,760 78.3 775 4.7 161 1.0 10 0.1 2024 1.9 41 03 519 3.2
Orinda 17,599 14,857 84.4 560 3.2 79 04 11 01; 1,620 15 52 03 420 24
Pleasant Hill 32,837 25,139 76.6 2,767 84 493 1.5 101 03| 3,146 3.0 72 0.2} 1,124 34
San Ramon 44,722 | 32,356 723 3,238 7.2 842 19 142 03| 6,718 6.3 131 03| 1,295 29
Walnut Creek 64,296 | 51,834 80.6 3,851 6.0 666 1.0 148 02| 6,059 5.7 148 02| 1,590 2.5
[Total 409,775 | 301,902 73.7 | 44,982 11.0 7,569 1.8 1,301 03| 40,128 37.9| 967 0.2 12,926 3.2
Los Medanos College
Antioch 90,532 | 50,644 56.0( 20,024 221 8,551 9.4 513 06| 6,820 6.4 178 0.2 3,802 4.2
Brentwood 23,302 14,692 63.0 6,565 28.2 553 24 95 0.4 681 0.6 51 0.2 665 2.9
Oakley 25,619 | 16,469 64.2 6,399 25.0 832 3.2 151 0.6 773 0.7 42 0.2 953 3.7
Pittsburg 56,769 | 17,697 31.2| 18,287 32.2| 10,457 184 210 0.4 7495 171 190 03| 2433 43
[Total 196,222 | 99,502 50.7| 51,275 26.1| 20,393 104 969 0.5| 15,769 149 | 461 02| 7,853 4.0
* College service area totals do not add up to county total because they do not include unincorporated areas.
Source: Office of District Research, Contra Costa CCD. Based on California Department of Finance, Demographic Research Unit, California
State Census Data Center, Census 2000.
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Addendum 3d

Contra Costa County - Population Forecast

Jurisdictional
Boundary 1990 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020
Contra Costa College
El Cerrito 22,869 22,869 23,300 23,900 24,400 24,700 25,000 25,200
Hercules 16,829 16,829 18,600 19,400 22,000 23,500 25,300 27,500
Pinole 17,460 17,460 18,100 18,700 19,400 19,700 20,000 20,300
Richmond 86,019 86,019 90,900 94,500 99,900 102,700 105,000 108,100
San Pablo 25,158 25,158 26,000 26,900 27,400 27,600 27,900 28,000
Total 168,335 168,335 176,900 183,400 193,100 198,200 203,200 209,100
Diablo Valley College
Clayton 7,317 7,317 8,700 11,700 13,300 13,900 14,300 14,900
Concord 111,308 111,308 111,900 115,200 117,600 120,900 122,700 124,800
Danville 31,306 31,306 35,700 40,900 43,600 45,300 46,700 48,000
Lafayette 23,366 23,366 23,500 24,400 24,900 25,400 25,700 26,100
Martinez 31,810 31,810 35,100 37,000 38,900 40,300 41,100 42,100
Moraga 15,852 15,852 16,300 16,800 17,400 17,800 18,200 18,600
Orinda 16,642 16,642 16,900 17,500 18,300 18,800 19,200 19,600
Pleasant Hill 31,583 31,583 31,500 33,300 34,400 35,000 35,400 36,200
San Ramon* 35,303 35,303 39,900 45,900 54,000 63,700 71,700 80,700
Walnut Creek 60,569 60,569 62,000 64,400 65,500 67,000 68,500 70,200
Total 357,739 365,056 381,500 407,100 427,900 448,100 463,500 481,200
Los Medanos College
Antioch 62,195 62,195 73,200 83,600 96,900 102,300 108,200 114,000
Brentwood 7,563 7,563 11,600 22,200 35,400 43,000 46,000 48,800
Oakley 18,374 18,374 22,100 29,000 31,900 33,700 35,500 37,900
Pittsburg 47,607 47,607 50,400 53,700 59,300 65,600 70,500 76,000
Total 135,739 135,739 157,300 188,500 223,500 244,600 260,200 276,700
Unincorporated Areas 134,602 134,602 149,600 162,900 177,000 185,900 198,000 202,000
Contra Costa County 803,732 803,732 865,300 941,900 1,021,500 1,076,800 1,124,900 1,169,000

*Includes Dougherty Valley.

Source: Office of District Research, Contra Costa CCD. Based on Association of Bay Arca Governments, Projections 2000.
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