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Contort-Postsecondary
Education Commission

Resolution 24-76

Concerning, the 1976 High School Eligibility Study

-
WHEREAS., 'KS,fcti. 22712(19).ofthe EdUcation Code directs the Califoinia

1..Tosts tindar duCation Ovattissicin to:,

and,

view ail proposalS for changes in eligibility
p jafor adMOAion to public institutions and
segments ti pOStiecondary education and . . .

make reco endatins to the Legislature, GOvernor,
and institutiOni:WOOstsecondary education:

WHEREAS, The Report of the Legislative Analyst for the Budget Bill,
,Fiscal Year 1976-77, recommended.that the Commission:

WH

Study the curre4 admission standards of the
University oftaliforniaand the California
'State Univer y and Colleges in relation to
admission guidelines established in the MaSter
Plan for Higher Education-and report its findings
and recommendations t,eJ the Joint Legislative
Budget Committee by December 1, 1976.

and, 4 ,

..The Commission's Standing Committeeon Information Systems
41as voted to recommend to the California Postsecondary
}Education Commission adoption of the staff report on high
chool eligibility;,now,.therefore, be it

RESOLVED, That the California Postsecondary Education Commission adopts
the 1976 High School4Eligibility Study's conclusions and
recOmmendations, and be it further

RESOLVED, Thae the report be transmitted formally to the Legislature,

N. the Governor, the Board of Reg ts,:of the University of
CalifOrnia, and to the Trustee of the California State
University and Colleges for their consideration.

Adopted
December 13, 1976
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4.

NOACE.

The 1976 High School Eligibility 'Study is the. fourth in A continuing
series of studies performed to permit the University of California
and the California State University and Colleges, to recalibrate their
admission standards, fo5 first time freshman students, to the guide-
lines established undef7tAe Master Plan for Higher Education.(1960).
Under the Mester Plan the University of California is urged to draw
its firstrime fresbman class fronr the top 12. 1/2% of ihe high_school
graduating class'and.thalifornia State University and Colleges is
.urged to draw from the top 33 1/3%.

To perform this study, a random ,sample of 1974-75 public high schoo
graduate transcripts was evaluated in terms of each segment's admi
sion standards and a determination wag made of the numberpf stude
in the sample that would have been eligible to attend one or the. er
or both of the segments. The number of high sdhool graduates in t-e
random sample determined eligible at each segment.was then extrapolated
to predict the percent of the 1974-75 public high school graduating
'class that would have been admitted, if all had applied...

The findings o-f this report indicate that 14.84% of the public high
school graduates 1.n 1974-75 would have been eligible for admission
as first time freshman students at thd'University of California, and

. 34.96% at the California State University and Colleges. These
figives, thine slightly higher than those suggested in the 1960 Master
Rlan, are generally consistent with the findings of the 1961 and
1966 studies and indicate that the gradually rising graHe point
averages experienced by California's public high schools in recent
years hale not resulted in a "ballooning" of segmental eligibility
rates.

Eligibility studies, while useful in analyzing segmental-admission
standards., provide only limited insight into thdreality,Of Applicant
admission. patterns and bear only,a nominal relationship4Oirst time
freshman enrollments.

p'.?,

For example,-two-thirds of the high school graduates in the Commission's
sample had grade point averages below 3.0, while only 8% of the first
time freshman applicants ro the University of California foi the ,
fall 1975 term had grade point averages below 3.0. The difference
between the indicators of Califdrnia's high school graduates and
actual applicants to the University of California clearly-indicates
that factors other than eligibility percent are influencing application
patterns to both the_University of California and the California State
University and Colleges. These factors have traditionally been lumped
under the term "self selection;" a term interpreted to mean that
applicants preselect the institutions (and,segmentsY to which they 14'1'

-1 -
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1, Applications

Percent 9f high schoo

graduating,c1ass3

Applications, Admissions, and Enrollments fOr Ow University of California

randttuCaIifonia State Univera* and Colleges

,v

24 Admissions

Percent of high school

graduating class3

Percent of applications'

34 Enrollment

Percent of HO scbool

graduating class3

Percent af applications

Percent of admissions

Total 14 School CI:aduates3
,7

University of California'

California State University

4 and Colleges2

1971-72 1972-73 1973-74 1974-75 1975-76 191-72 1972-73 1973-74 1974-75

-,-....

1975-76

Not Ava.lable 224844 20,719 21,126 57,637 58,580. 53,597 52,938 53,781

.Not Ava table, .8,0 7,2 6.7 19.9 20.3 018,9 18.3 17,1

\

,

Not Ava table 18,742
,

19,028 19,483 34890 38,879 38',000 38,809 18,480
. ,

t)

Not Avadable 6.6H 6,6 6.2 12.0 13.5 13,4 13.4 12.3

'Not Ava.lable 82.0 91.8 92.2 60.5 66,4 70,9 73.3 71.5

44,1424..Alm-71461e 13,317 13,390 14,338 22,994 25,317 25,565 26,609, 27,043
0

Not Ava.lable ' 4.7 4.6 4.6 7.9 - 8,8 9.0 9.2 841

Not Avadable 58.3 64.6 67.9 39.9 43.,2 47.7 50.3 50.3

Not Avalable 71.1 70.1.1 7.3.8 65,9 65.1 67.3 68.6 76.3

. ,

289,861 288,134 283,968 289,259 314,0854 289,861 288,134 283,968 289,259 314,0854

a

1. Caliiornia public high school graduates only (special and regular admissions)

2. lncludes approximately 3-4% non-California residents (special anctregular admissions)

3. Total graduates-as reported by Bureau of School Apportionments and Reports, California State Department of Edtcatfon
4. Projected

a



Al9ply for admission on the
lch as institutional progr
udent aid.oppartuhities,

/ Personal, career'goals Eli
/ do not provide an indicatio
,phenomenOn, and, to this e
eligiftlity rates.

There is a second importan
tile percent of the high 8c
"entitled" under the 1960'
facing page clearly illust

asis of a variety of factors: factors
offerings, geographic location,

cademic preparation requirements, and
ibility studies of this type cannot and
.of the extent of the "self selection"
ent, misstate "true" segmental

point: neither segment has ever enrollea
ool graduating class o which it is
star Plan.' The chart appearing on the
ates this point.

Note that both the Univers ty of California and the 'California Stase
University and Colleges ha e consistently enrolled approxithately,the
same proportion of the hi school graduating class over a period of
years in which high schoo grade point averages have experienced
marked increases. Once ba the "self selection" phenomenon must
be cited as the single gr atest contribution to the enrollment

'

' 'stabilization that has t ken place during these years of change.

Two major points remain o be addressed. First, tlie 1976 High Schooi
Eligibility Study is a echnical document designed to respond to a
technical problem and, econd, a supplementary:repott illustrating
additional technical s. erial related to the Study will be published
early in 1977 to aid s:gmental planners as they consider new admission
standards.

ft

6
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I. ONCLUSIONS

The.University of California

1. 14.84% of the high school graduates in the University's sample
were determined to be eligible to attend the University of
Californ a.

2. Of the graduates determined eligible, 98.65%-were determined eli-
gible exclusivelyon the ba is.,of a 3.10 or above "A to F" grade
point) average, while the reiaing 1.35% were found to be eliT.
gible on the basis of an ' to F" grade point average below 3!10
and college entrance test cores.

3. Of the 9,469 graduates in 'the University's sample, 830 (8.77%)
possessed the necessary en rance test pattern required under the
University's addissions po icies.

4. The 14.84% eligibility fi re possesses a 95% confidence limit
with a tolerance level of + 0.727..

5. The cumulatiVe sample bi s was 0.42%.

The California State Univer it end Colleges

1. 34.96% of the high sch ol graduates in the State University'6
sample were determined eligible to attend the California State
University and Colleg s.

2. Of the graduates.det
eligible exclusively
grade point average
while the remaining
of entrance test sc
which were between

ined eligible, 71.72% were determintd
on the basis of a 3.20 or above "adjusted"
egardless of college entrance teat scores,
8.28% Were determined eligible on the basis

res and "adjusted" grade point averages
.00 and 3.20.

3. Of the 9,972 gradua es in the State Uniirersity's sample, 524
(5.25%) enrol;ed fo the American College Test (ACT) and 3,411
(34.21%) enrolled f r the Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT).

4. The 34.96% eligibil ty figure possesses a 95% confidence iimit
with a tolerance leVel of ± 0.94%.

5.. The cumulative samp1.e bias was 0.40%.

General

1. Sufficient high sch ol gradudte grade point average data could not
be obtained to validate the grade point averages contained '1.14.m the

-1-
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Commission's graduate sample (grade point averages were not
validated in any previous study).

1

ft 2. Differences in, the manner in which he segments coded and the .

College Entrance Examination Board reported entrance test scores
precluded a rigorous validation*of entrance,test scores in the
Commission's graduate sample (entrance test scor,es were.not
utilized'and were therefore not validated in any previous
study).*

3. The College Entrance Examination Board was unable tp provide
statewide data regarding graduate test score experience for their
Social Studies, Foreign Language, or Science achievement tests,
and therefore no-attempt at test score validation for ehese tests
was undertaken.

11
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II. RECOMMENDATIONS

1. The Regents of the Unil'iersity'of Californp.and the Trustees
of the Califonia State Universitycand Colleges should review
the findings and conclusions of this report and effect adjust-
ments to their freshman-admission requirements to render th0r
eligibility ratios cOnsistett with the.guideaines expressed in
the Master Plan for Higher Education in California :(1960).

2. Representatives of the Californla State Departient of Education,
the University of California, and the California State Univer-'
sity and Colleges should initiate a cooperative effort to
appraise high school (and selectemmunity College) counselors
of the changes that may be effected to.segmental freshman
entrance requirements.

3. At least one year of changes in segmental admission require-
ments shOUld be provided prior to implementation. The one-
year lead time is necessary to permit 9ollege- and university-
bound high school students, an oppettunity to 'adjust their high
sChool curriculum to respond to such changes. The Commission
believes that the earliest date that cflanges in segmental adraii-
sion requirements should take effect is the fall term of 1978.

A
4. The findinN of this study inditate that both segments place

primary emphasis upon'high sc400l grade point average (or some
derivative thereof) in deterdining applicant eligibility and
that'college entrance testqscores play only a secondary role.
The Commission recommends that each segment reconsider its
present requirement that all applicants take college entrance
tests and alter their standards to require test scores only
in those instances where.such information will be used to
evaluate student eligibility.

5. Concurrent with the 1981 High School Eligibility Study, a sepa-
rate study should be undertaken to review the 1960 Master Plan
eligibility guidelines and make.recommendations for change,
where appropriate.

6.. In anticipation of the 1481 High School Eligibility Study,
segmental r6gresentatives and Commission staff should begin
development of a study methodology not later than January 1,
1978.

. "The California State Department of'Education should initiate a
program of data collection for future high school graduates
that can serve A.a compatible information source and.validating
vehicle for future eligibility studies.

12
-3-



III. BACKGROUND

4

4 Master Plan for Higher Education in California, 1960-1975 estab-
lished guidelines for high school graduate eligibility at both the
California State University and Colleges and the University of
California. Under the Master Plan, the State University was urged to
limit their eligibility. "pool" to the upper 1/3 or 33 10% of the
high school graduating class. The University was simildny urged
to deVelop admission standards that wouid limit their eligibility
pool to'the upper 1/8 or 12 1/2% of the high school graduating'
class.

khe 1976 High School Eligibility Study represents the fourth in a
series of studies undertaken to determine the percent of high-echool
graduates eligible to attend4ae California State University and
Colleges and the University of California as irst time'freshmen
students. The three prior studiei were perfo ed in-1955j1961,
and 1966. The findings of these studiges appear below:

Study lIt'ar

, 1955 ,(qp0oximate

.1961

146

Percent of High School Graduates
Determined Eligible

lifornia State
niversity and Colleges

44 %

43.4

35.2

University-of
California

15 %

14.8

14.6

Note that the 'percent figures cited in the 1955 study are approxi-
mations. In addition, the reader should be aware that the method-

, ologies employed ip each of the prior studies differed slightly and
that their results may not be'direptly comparable.

As each eligibility study undertaken after 1960 wis published, both
the State University and Colleges and the University of'California
adjusted their admission standards in an attempt to meet thg Master
Plam'S e)igibility poog. guidelineS. (An expanded treatment'of the
three prior studies, their findings, and.changes in segmental admis-
sion standarde is enclosed as Appendix A.) ,

Although the Coordinating Council for Higher Education had intetided
that high spool eligibility studies be performed every five years
(this recommendation had bern endorsed by UniversiXy President Hitch

itJ
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and State Univertity and Colleges' Chancellor Dumke), a stIldy was not
performed in 1971. In 1973, however, with the passage of AB 770,
Chapter 1187, creattng t4e California ;)ostsecondary Education
Commission, attention was once again drawn to admission standards.
Education Code Section 22712(18 )- directed the new Comnission to:

Review all proposals Ar changes in eligibility'pools
for admission to pul;lic insElt4ions and segments of
postsecondary education and ":v. . make recommendations
to the Legislature, Governor, and institutions gf
postsecondary education.

In September 1974, Assembly Concurtent ResolutiOn 150 was filed,
restating the Master Plan guidelines for admission to the University
of California and the California State University and Colleges.at
12 1/2% and 33 113% resp'ectively. The Commission's charge 'under
Education Code Section 22712(18) was also restated.

The Report of the Legislative Analyst for. the Budget Bill, Fiscal
Year 1976-77, recommended that the ComMisSion:

Study ehe current admission standards of the UniVersity
of California and the California.State Unirrsity and
Colleges in relation to admission guidelines established
in the Master Plan for Higher'Education and report its
findings and,recommendations to the Joint Legislative
Budget Committee by December 1, 1976.

These same recommendations appeared in the Supplementary Report of
the'Committee on Conference Relating tg the Budget Bill, 1976-77
Fiscal Year.

As a result of these statements of Legitlative intent, the Statutory
Advisory.Committee of the Commission concurred with.Commission staff
in May 1975 that a high school eligibility studv be initiated. A
Technical Advisory Committee,on the Evaluation bf High School
Transcripts was appointed And met for the first time in August 19'75.

a

1 4
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IV. METHbROLOGY

Population Definition
,.....,,

. ..% .

In defini:5-g the 1974-75 graduating class population, the staffadhered
as closely as possible to the definition's used in the 1966 Eligibility

d

Study (1964-65.gr

l

dluating class) to promote comparability. In the
1966 Study, the C Ordinating Council for Higher Education solicited
a random sample f high school graduate transcripts froth all f
.California's "regular," and adult, evening and continuation public
high schools. The current study utilized the same popUlation
definitidn,-augmented to include students.receiving high school
diplomas from California Community Colleges (San Francisco CitY,
San Diego.City, etc.) and students receiving General Equivalency
Diplomas (GED's). A comparison of the graduates included in the
1966 and 1976 Eligibility Studies appears in Figure I.

. . N
.

..,,Please note...spat both studies covered the period Jaly_l to Jane 30,
of-1964-65 and.1974-75 and that neither study include& gradOtes.
from California's nonpublic high schools.

,

Figure I

'Summary of High School Diploma Winners Included in the

0

2 . 1966 and 19761High School Eligibility Studies

1966
Study

1976
'Study

"Regular" High Schools YES YES

Adult Schools YES YES

Continuation Schools YES YES

Evening Schools s'IES YES

Community Colleges NO YES

GED Awards. NO YES

Private High Schools
. NO NO

Out-of-State Graduates NO NO

SamPling Procedure

In the 1966 Study, the Coordinating Council for Higher Education
obtained lists of each school's graduating class - in alphabetical

15
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order - and randomly samp ed 10% of the graduates in each schOol.
After identifying studen0 to be sampled (by name), the Coordinatirg
Council contacted each hool and requested a copy of individual
studett t'pacripts. Approximately 22,300 transcripp were solic-
ited durin the'-'course of the study.

In the 1976 Study the sampling procedure was altered and a smaller
portion of;the graduate pool surveyed. Reduction of the sample size
from 10% tp approximately 3.5% of the total high school graduating
classes wap effected due to the ability to draw valid cgtclusions
from sm4I1ler samples and the workload implications for/all parties.

. Alteration of the sampling technique to survey approximately 3,5% of
the State/is high school graduates on a random basis (without regard
to insti4ition), rather than 10% of each high school's graduating
class, was supported by the segments. Both changes were developed
with the concurrence of Mr. Ken Hall the Comniissiot's statistical
consultant baSed upon staniprd statistical methodology and were
reviewed/by segmental representatives prior to implementation.

Sampling Problems

Two angmalies were introduced intO the sampling procedure'during
execution of the Study. '

Unsampled §chools - The first anomaly reiated to the number of
schools tofbe included in the sample. -Expansion of the-..eligibility
pool to include high school graduates receiving diplomas from Com-
munity'Colleges and GED certificates, and clerical errors by the
Commission.stafE, resulted in more that 250,schools and approXi-
mately 22,000 high school graduates (of the nearly 300,000A6tal)
being omitted from the initial graauate survey. This oveisight
resulted ift 8.20 high school graduate transcriptSL(8.20% of the
totsl pool) not being requested in he initial sampling request
sent out by tke Commission in January 1976.

Uppn detecting the problem, the Commission staff conferred with
Mr, Hall to'develop a revised sampling technique, that could be-used
to, survey the "missing" schools and their graduates. In developing
the revised procedure, a plan was,prepared that permitted the new
sample to be 'integratedwith the priovsample so that the'xesultant
pool wauld hot, froln a statistical standpoint, appear to have beet
the result qf tWo'Peparate surveying efforts. The procedijr* that
,Pciras developed resulted in every twenty-sevettO_high school'graduate
being Selected, on a random basis, from the Previously unsampled
Schools for inclusion in the final sample.t, ,

' 'The sampling program'for sdhools omitted in the original transcript
solicitation was executed in May 1976 and high school graduate tran-
scripts so obtained were forwarded to the segments for eligibility

-7-
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407/.14°-%.

lt. 1A"I'
analysis. The staff believes thrTactiok f u11y corrected the sampling:.

, problem and that no systematic biaewaS444duced as i result of the
initial school omissions, vki-

i
, 4

A summary ofwthe adjustments made to the high sEhool graduate sample
due to the omissiOn of schools apPears in Figure II.

Graduate Projections - The second and simultaneous anomaly introduced
into the 1976 Eligibility Study developed from the manner in which
the number of graduates from each high school was originally
estimated, In the earliest days of the Study, the Commission staff
attempted to determine the exact number of graduates produced by each
of California's "regular" and adult, evening, and continuation public
high schools.

After discussion with representatives of the Department of Education,
the Commission staff was advised that, while total enrollment coUld
be established by school, the number of high school graduates could
only be determined precisely at the district level. In an attempt
to deterMine the number of graduates from each high school, the
Commission staff developed a procedure whereby high school graduate
population was estimated on the basis of total school enrollment
within .eaEh district. Separate procedures were used to predict
graduates from "regular" high schools and.adult, evening, and con-
tinuation high schools.

ching this technique and a random number computer program, the Commission.
Staff Selected specific transcripts, by number, from the high school
graduate pool'. School principals 'were not,..ified by,\the staff of the
exact transcript(s) that had been selected for inclusion in the sample'
and were requested to forward it ,(them) to.the Commission.

Soon after the oriiinal ten thousand transcripts had been requested
froWthe high sdhools in January 1976, the staff becane aware of the
possibliity that some high schools might have been either .over-,or
undersempled due to imprecision in the graduate estimating procedure.
Subsequent investigation by the Commission staff established that the
number of graduates in approximately 90% of the high schools had been
either over-,or underestimated, but that that-magnitude of the dis-
crepancy appeared to be minimal for most schools. Note that this
condition applied solely to approximately 7,800, Of the 10.,000 tran-
scripts requested in the JanuSry survey and was not repeated in the
second surveying effort in May for previously omitted and non-
responding high schools.

In an attempt to establiSh the exact degree of over- and und
sampling introduced into the survey, the Commission staff c tacted.
each high school and requested formal notification of the ex ct

' number of graduates. Of the more.than 1,300 schools contacts ,

.100% replied.

-8-
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The resUlts: of this survei, When compared to the Compission staff's
original estimate of:the nUmber of high school graduates, supported
the itaff's earlier assumption that the sampling effort had not
been seriously compromised through'use of the high school graduate
estimating algorithme The magnitude'nf the error at each high
school was,such that all.oversempling, and many undersampling con-
ditions,, could be either Statistically disregarded or easily resolved
without introducitig'biases'into'the resultant sample,

In the instances of high schoolsothat had been oversatpled (i.e.,
. -

tod many transcripts-had.been teqUested) staff limi:ted its corrective
action to. a simple,atat of transcripts from the affected schools to
insure that schOol personnel:had not.Ahausted their lists of graduates
and,sthrtpd anew at,the beginning. :The transcripts from oversampled
high schools were reviewed to'detect and, if necessary, remedy this
condition.. In sumtary, corxective meagures resolved the problem and
acted- to protect the resultant sample from bias introduced by over-
sampling:

In instances uhere high sChools had been undersampled ( i.e.,too few
transcripts.had been requested), taff adopted.a three part corrective
procedure:.

for high schools that had not already -respcinded to the
Commission's request for.transcripts (approximately 282
schools), contact each scliool and request.,them to forward
transcripts on the b is of the corrected Amber of graduates.

for high schools that had already responded to the Commission's
request.for" transcripts', where the sampling estimate Was within
27 of the actual number of graduates (approximately 187
schools), include the discrepancy, between the actual and
estimated number of graduates in a bias, formula arid initiate
no further corrective action.

for high sshools that had alrtady responded to the Commission's
request for transcripts where the difference between the
sampling estimate and the aCtual number of graduates was
greater than 26 students (approximateay f80 schools)., hold the
school in abeyance, compute the'biaa due to the undersampling
condition (using standard statistical proceduret), and resampfe
'the schools at a later date only.11 .the Collective bias in the
entire st4dy exceeds 1%.

The bias figure due to undersampling'proved to be .30% and therefore
no'resampling was undertakik.

The',9yer- and undersampling problems did, hoWever, have an effect
up4lhe size of the high school graduate sample And the percent of

1 8 s'

-9-



the total graduate_population addressed by the Study. While as
indicated eatlier,athe omission of 262 high schools required the
staff to allkment the original 10,000 graduate sample by 826 addittänal
graduates (to a total of 10,820), aversampling errors necessitate0
reduction of 587 graduates from the total sample rendering a net
sample size of 10,233 (see Figure II for an expanded treatment of oi
effects of these conditions upon the resultant-sample size).

A secld effect introduced by the undersampling problem was a reductio0;
in the 1)roportion,of the high school graduating class sam#led during
the study. At thetime the study was initiated it was the staff's
intent to sample 160% of California's public high school gr4utes.
The problems introduced by undersampling, however, succeeded In
reducing this percent.to 94.144. Thus, the Commission's sample was .

assethled by surveying 94.11% of the high school graduating class. /
The staff sought.advice from its-statistital counsel regarding the
severity of this problem and was advised that the problem could be
,(and was) ameliorated by a high response rate from the 94.11%
sampled, that adjustments could be (and were)'made-to the resultant
cpnfidence limits to reflect the undersampling condition, and that
the percenl reduction did not pose a significant threat in terms of
sample bias because the undersampling condition. had been precipitated
in wrandom fashion.

Response Rate

At the initiation of thf Study, the'staff, after duft,',50ftsultation
'with segmental representatives, decided uPon a 95%.resVOnse rate of
transcripts requested as.the minimum acceptable-rate. Responses
from high schools varied widely based in part upon theworkload
involved in randomly selecting, duplicating, and forwarding copies
of transcript's (without unique student identifiers such as student
name) to the Commission, uncertainty on the part of school admini-
strators about the necessity for their institution's participation
in the study, and concerns related to student record privacy laws.

Commission staff worked closely with representatives from the'
Superintendent of Public Instruction's OffiCe and with,nonresponding
high schools to encourage timely response. Nonrespondent schools'
'were repeatedly contacted by mail and telephone urging their cooperation.
In a last minute effort to hasten institutional participation and
achieve the 95% response rate, Commission staff, in OCtober, made
personal visits to a number of nonreiponding high schools in the
Southern California area to obtain graduate transcripts. These
efforts resulted in achievement of the 95% response rate on
October.19, 1976 when 9772 transcripts had been received in the
Commission's office.

At the October 20i 1976 meeting of the Technical dvisory Committee,
Cammission staff and segmental representatives agreed to, suspend



Figure II

A Summary of-the,Adjustments Made to
the Graduate SaMple Due to the ,

Omission of Graduates and Oversampling

Initial
.
Sample

(January 1976)

: Adjusted
Sample

(May 1976)

Net
Change

'Net

Pencent
Change

Institutions Included in ---- .

the Study 1,10.2 1,364 , 262 .-1 24%
Institutions Requested to
Submit Transcripts 909 ..- 1,124 215 24%

.Institutions Not Requested
to Submit TranscripEs* 193 ., 240

,

47 24%

Total High Schooll Graduates ,*

Estimated by C6MmisSion 273,096 . 278;643. _lc* _lc*
J $

Total High School tTaduate's
.+17,428Reported to Commissian 296,121 6.25%

Change in Sample Size .

I.

Necessary to Adjust for
the OmiAsion of 257 .

Schools ld:000 10,820 +820 8.20%

Change in Sample Size ,

Necessary to Adjust for
is .

i

Oversampled Schools 10,000 10,233 .:587 2.33% -

0 *The institutions shown in this column did not submit transcripts beause
they either awarded no diplomas during'the 197445 academic year or were
not requested to submit transcripts due to the size.of their graduating
class and the nature of the sampling procesiure. .

**Due to'over- and undersampling, this does not apply.

. ..

subsequent transcript processing on November 1, 1976. On November 4, 1976
the Commission had received and forwarded to the segments 9,965 transcripts
of the original 10,233 requested; this represents 4 97.4% response.rate.
Of the 1,124 high schOols requested to send transcripts, 1,097 (97.6%) did
so.

. Transcript Processing

High schools began submitting capies of graduate transcripts to the Commis-
sion immediately after the January solicitation letter was distributed.
.As each transcript was received, Commission ataff audited the data to
ensure that the submitting high schooc),. had complied with the Commission's
reporting standards. Transcript audits included, but were not limited to:

N
2 0



.checking to make sure each graduate transcript was selected
j'rowthe proper graduating class (1974-75)

reviewing eachdtranscript to make sure all Of,the iata
available for eligibility determination had'been provided

Analyzing an entire high school's transpriptoaarmissOn to
ensure/that graduates.had -been-selected In an:apparently
random fashion (e.f. not all males or female*, not fromsthe
top grade point average ranks, etc.
. 4
'comparing the number of transcripts received,from a high
sChool to the number-requested

In those instances in which a high school failed to comply with one
or more of the reporting requirements established by the Commissibn,
staff contacted the tesPondent, explained the errot(s).detected, and-
requested submittal of transcriRts in accordance with the described
reporting standards%

In the process of editing transcriptidata sdbmiited by the hfgh
schools,.the,Commission staff also Identified the'587 transcript6
inadvertently included in the transcript request due to oversampling
(see also SamOling ProbleMs - Graduate Estimating).

Transcripts successfully passing these audits were accumulated into,
"manageable.batches and fbrwarded to the segments for eligibilitY
analysis. A description of-the flow of high school transcripts to,./
the segmen A. appears in Figure III.

Upion receipt of transcripts from the Cbmmission, each segment analyzed
the data contained on each transcript and attempted to determine the
eligibility of each graduate. Note that segmental eligibility deter-
minations were based upon admission standards in effect during the
1974-75 academic year anck were necessarily constrained by the volume
and accuracy of data contained on each transcript (i.e., no follow-
up,calls were made to high sthools to obtain clarffirn-i information
regarding a sraddate).. The.CommisSion staff requested each segment
to provide the Commission with a c u.t.er readable record for ea=ch
high school graduate indicating the following information:

eligibility for'admission as first time freshmand

. grade point average and segmental derivations of this figure

Scholastic Aptitude Test,(SAT) scores (if available).

. , College Entrance Examination Board (CEEB) Achievement
Test scores (if available)

1\,
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Figureiri

Schedule of Transcript Transmittal
to the University of Californtd 0

and'the Californi State University and Colleges

r.;

r Cumulative Total Sent
to California State

-.Cumulative Total'Sent
'-' to Univell'sity Of

Date University and Colleges Califofnia
/

March 16, '1976 , 2,023

'M'A;ch 2.6, 197114 4,898 . --

April 2, 1976 6,493 6,493*

June 1976 7,884 1,884

Auguse 10; 1976 8,261 8,261r

August 27, 1976
r

8,470, 8,470

September 14, 1976,

September 24, 1976

8,750

8,985 8,985

October 12, 1976 9,529 9,529

October 18, 1976 . 9,7724 9,772

October 29, 1,976,

govember 4, 1976

o 9,931

9,965,

8 ,931

9,965

d

, * University representatives requested Commission staff to defer transmitta
Of transcripts for evaluation.until a "1 ge", quantity of transcripts had
been received. /

-13-
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. American College Testing (ACT) Scores (if available)

other inJformatin pertinent to segmental eligibility
determd. ations

Transcript.and
readable fbrma
1976. A sched
in'Figure IV.

Date'.

.; ,- ,

eligibility data related information, coded in computer
, began arriving frog the segments in early October
le'describing the receipt of this information appears

O le)

Figure fV

hedule of Receipt of Transcript
Data from the Universlty of Cal
the California State University

-).Cumulative Total
. Received from

galifornia .State University

qCtbb ks14,76';'

October 7, 1976
JL

October 15, 1976

Octobet 20, 1976

Nove 11, 197§
8

Novenber 15, 1976

November 19, 1976

Evaluation
ifornia
and Colleges.

Cumulative Total
"Receive& from
UniVersity of

Californis

5,940

3,194

7,411

9,001

9,782 8,872

9,469

9,972

J-

Procedures Used.to Attempt Eo Validate the \
High. Sdhool Graduate Sample 4,

44. "

/ v

As computer coded tran'acriPt data was received from the segmentS,
Comnission q,taff undertook validationof the.high schooZ graduate
transcript saliple. The intent of validating' the graduate sample was
Co demonstrate that the high school grade Point averages and test :

'Acores in the Commission's saMple Weip Consisteit 4th-the grade
pbint averages and test scores exhibited.by Californiaf's entire

,

I) 1974-75 high school graduating pbpUlation::,

2 3 ,
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In validating the high-school graduate saMple three separat e s of
tests were perfOrmed:

the percent of graduAes taking the SAT, ACT, and CEEB
Achievement te ts,in the sample were compared to the
statewide aver ge participation rate

t,the test scoreS of high school graduates in the sample
enrolling for-the SATc*Math, Verbal, and Total), AtT
(Composite), and CEEB Edglish tests were Fompargd to
statewide es sdOres:

. 'the grade point averages of. high school graduates from
selected regiOnal -vas in the sample were compared to the .

grade point 'verages of All graduates from the sable
regional are s' ,

Validation prodedu es were tailored to the particular transdr,ipt
data used by the egments to establish eligibility:- A summary:of
the, validltion pi cddures used fti,each segment appears in Figure V.

Figure V

Validation Procedures Used*

California §tate University University of, Source o
. and Colleges California Data

0 4.
. ..

ACT tom)°, ite Yes No CSUC

C
SAT Math No Yes UC

SAT Verb 1 i No Yes UC

SAT Tot 1 Yes Yes UC
).

CEEB Eryglish No Yes Ut

,Grade ioint Average Yes Yes c'tx
,

* Valid tion is defined as:
/

c mparison of'entrande temt participation rates
,

.'..c mparison of-'entrandeg.tel-St score and grade point aVerage
;..: istributions

omparison of entrAnde test score and grade point averagE ,

eans
2 4
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Validation of Graduate Grade Point Average,

The staff attempted tä validate the grade point averages in the
sample to ensure that they were representative of the statewide
pdpulation (grade point average validatiod was not performed in any
pAvious studies). .To do so, statewide or regional grade point
average data was neceffsary to serve as a comparisotObase. Beginning
in June 1976, Commission staff initiated inquiries lo potential
ogrces of 1974-75 high school graduate grade point,.7averages. A list

of the organizations and persens do9;aced in searth of this data
'appears in Appendix D.

The search for a'bburce of statewide r regional grade point aVerage
%- data extended'over a pericid of, months and, in the end,,proved fruit-
less.' While 29,288 high school graduaie grade point averages Were
obtained from,the San Diego, Santa.Clara, Fresno,.and Ventura
Regional Data Centers in the h&pe that they could be used to validate
the Commission's sample, major disparities the definitions used
by these centellg for ,"graduate" precluded eaRingful comparisons of
the actual andlsample data (for example, the Vnturac%egional Center
defined high school graduates.as seniors enrolled in the 1975 spring
term whodid not reenroll in the 1975 .fall term4.they assumed the
"missine seniors had all ;$raduated).

In sum, a statevide search, conducted over a period of months, in-
volving a multitude of organizations associated with seconaary school
education, failed to identify a single source of grade point average
data that could be used to validate the Commission's sample. The
absence of such data, while lamentable, should not be interpreted tc.

mean that the grade point averages contained in the Comndssion's
sample are, in any way biased, but rather that no yardstick could be
located by whiph to measure the integrity of the sample's grade point
average data. -

Validation of College Entrance Examination Test:Data

I 'In validating test score kkformation, the staff had original y intended
to submit the Commission'S test score data to a rigorous st tistical.
analysis to insure the integrity of the sample.- Upon undertaking this
taSk the staff soon discovered that there. e:iisted a number: of-statis
tically significant and.frreconcilable inconkstencies between the
source and character of-the test score data in the Commission sample/
and that maintained bY:the Coliege Entrance Examination Board. A
summary of the problems encountered follows:

The Commission's graduate'sImple was constructed exclusively
of public high school graduates but the College Entrance /

Examination Board (CEEB) maintained test score data for both
public and private high school graduates (private high

2 5
-16-



school graduates represent appro4imately 7.1% of California's
1975-76 high school graduates).

The staff was unable
sentatives regarding
and/or participation
high sthool gt6duates.- ,

'to obtain information from CEEB;rppre-
the differences in test score exOgence
.rates (if'any) betweeA publid and'private

, A

. " .

%.' CEEB:Thresentativa wee unable to provide Commiss'ion staff
with statewlde test sbote and panticipation ratd data for
their Foreign hanguage,,Science, yr Soc(il Studies Achievement
tests. Lacking,this information, gommission staff was unable
to establish he validity of test score daAa for these three
Achievement kst categories.

St

Additional probleas in validating test score.data, arose from differ-
ences in the way in which high schools'coded,.and segments evaluated,

)
select test score informatioq. These anomalies are noted in the
text where they are applicable. A summary of the validatitp results
for each test follows:

1. ACT Compo4te -.Sour ,

Graduates Entolling
for the Test

-Statewide

CPEC Sample

Difference

California State Univ'ersity
and Colleges

7

Patticipation Mean Standard
Rate Score. Deviation

17,925

524

The staff analyzed/the di!fference betwpen ,the means of
scores and establisfled that the difference was statisti

5.25Z

18.2 5.7

17.9

-0:09% -1.65%

AIL

2. SAT Ma.th

' Statewide.

CPEC Sample

Difference

- Souite, untverdity of California

Graddates Enrolling Itarticipation
for the Test Rate

-%
. 166,776

2,487-

N/A

N/A

he two sets-of
c lly nonsignificant.

1.

, -

Mean S t andard

Score Deviation

117

434 118

+2.33%

Participation rate for the SAT Total was judged to be a rgor! acCurate

indicator of actual participation rate. , 2

17.
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3. SAT Verbal - _Source, University oi California

GraduatesEnrolling
'for the Test

iiearticipation

Rate
Mean
Score

Standard
DeviatiOn

Statewide 106,782 N/A 435 110'

CPEC Sample .21481 N/A 443.. 108

Difference -- +1.84%
,

. .

Participation rate of the SAT Total was judged to be a more accurate
indicator of actual participation rate.

4. SAT Total - Source, Uni4ersity of California
a

Graduates Enr011ing
Tor the Test

Participatlon
Rate

Mean
Score

Standard
Deviation

Statewide 106,786 '31.79%
-

908 207

\
CPEC Sample 2,929 30.93% 926 207

/

Difference -. __ -.86% 41.98% -._

The +1.98% mean score difference in SAT Total was originally judged by
the staff to be higher than expecned. Subsequent staff investigation
disclosed that the University had -coded the highest student SAT in
those instances in which a student elected to take the SAT more than
once. The College Entrance .Examination Board does not report the
highest score but rather the most ecent score in those instances in
which a student takes the SAT more than once. This difference in
reporting conventions appliies to SAT Math, SAT Verbal, and SAT Total
scoretifferences.

5. CEEB Englia.h.ource, University of California

Graduates Enrolling
for the Test

Participation.
Rate

Mean
Score

Standard
Deviation

Statewide'

CPEC Shiple

Differsode'''--'

944

.

9.16%

9.97%

+.81%

508

514

,41.18%

103

106

,.
.

The +1.18% mead score,difference was originally judged by the staff to
be slightly higher,than anticipated but the differencewas statistically
,nonsigniffcant. Subsequent staff investigation disclosed that an undeter-
mined number'of high schools had substituted the CEEB Literature test
score for the CEEB English score where no CEEB English score was
available.

2 7
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While 'the staff's original intent to perform a statistically rigorous
evaluation of the test score data in the Commission sample did not
prove as fruitful as had been,desired, the analysis that has been
performed does not, in the staff's judgment, disclose any major
discrepancias in the test scores and/or participation rates between
the Comnission'S sample and the availab e statewide data. While
this analysis is admittedly less comp' e than desired, it does sub-
stantiate the staff's belief that the test score data within the
graduate sample is representative of the experience of California's
;974-75 pUblic high school graduating ,class and does not compromise
the integrity of the Study's findings with regard to segmental
eligibility rates.

- Eligibility Computations - The Conceptual Framework ,

In the three studies that have preceded this one, the determination
of student eligibility has been a relatively'simple matter. In pri
studiesc,student eligibility was established exclusively on the bas
of grade point average or some derivative thereof. In the 1966
Eligibility Study, for example, if a student possessed an "adjusted"
grade.point average or 3.0 or greater, he/she was determined eligible
to attend the University of California. A student possessing a
grade'Point average below 3.0 was judged.tb be ineligible.

Changes in admission requirements (by both segments) immediately prior
to, and soon after the.1966 Eligibility Study, resulted in the intro-
duction of college entrance examination tests'as a factor--along with
student grade'point average--in determining student eligibility.

,

These changes in admission policy increased the complexity ofAhe
.

197 6L Study (when compared to the 1966 Study) because, while every
stud nt possessed a grade point average, only a small percent of high-
school graduates-enrolled for college entrance tests. For example,-
only 8.77% of the high school graduates id the Commission's sample
took the tests necessary for admission 'to the University of
California. 'Of the students who tooktests required for admission
to the State University and Colleges, 34.21% took the SAT and 5.-25%
took the ACT.

Segmental representatives and Commission staff agreed upon procedures,
for each segment to use in evaluating the transcripts within the
Commission's sample. Each segment's admissions standards include a
provision that applicants with adjusted high school grade point .

averages above a certain level (3.20 and above for the California '

State University and Colleges and -3.10 and above for the University
of California) are adMissible regardless of test scores. There was
agreement that applitants Withthese "high" adjusted grade point
averages would be considered eligible for purposes of the study whether
or not test scores were available. This approach increased the ,

-19-*
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number of.students for whom eligibility.could!Wdeterpined without
CompromAing the validity of the reslitant eligibility determinations.

A description of the procedures uSed in determining segmlental eligi-
bility for the purpose of this study follaws:

1. University of California

Freshman applicants to the University of California must fulfill'a
subject requirement (specific course work), a scholarship requirement

- (minimum grades in specified subjecte)-, and/or an entrance examination
requirement (certain tests end minimum test scores) in order to be'
deemed eligible. (An 'excerpt from the University's Undergraduate
Admiesions Packet describing specific freshman entrance requirements
is enclosed as Appendix B.)

Three admission categories were dtilized to group the University's
admission standards. High school graduates were either (1) determined
eligible and assigned to one Or another of these three categories; or
(2)- determined ineligible after analysis of their transcript data.
(A summary of the admigsion categories for the University appears in
Figure VI.)

Note that these categories are not mutually exclusive and an applicant
may qualify within more than one admission category. Note also that
applicants qualifying under Category I need not have taken an entrance
test (for the purpose of the Eligibility Study only) and that no mini-
mum "A to F1' grade point average must be achieved to qualify an'
applicant for acceptance under Category III.

2. California State University and Colleges

Freshman applicants to the California State University and Colleges
must possess a uanimum adjustee grade point average of 2.00 to be
considered eligible (adjusted. grade point average 40,baseiwufon work
completed in the last three years of high school exausive of'physical
education and military science). Applicants posgeesing an adjusted

,

grade point average below 2.00 are considered.ineligible regardless
of test score. As.explained previously, applicants.with an adjusted
grade point average,of 3.20 and above arA considered eligible re-
gardless of test score, but the test score muet be on file.

All applicants must enroll for either the ACT or SAT entragce eicamin-
ation. Ellgibility is determined through, the computation of an'
"eligibility index," an indexcomputed ty onTof the followilg. ..
formulae: `

I
for applicants taking the ACT entrance'examination;

. Ei'lgibility Index = GPA x 200 + 10 x ACT Score,'

-20
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$:0: . ,for., aPplicants taking. the SA; entrance examination; e!,)v,. qgibility Idex = GPA x 800 + SAT Scores
.9

t.', ti !.'..'V'
.

,

r ,

Applicant rolling fbr the ACT. entrance best muse achie4e a minimum
e1igibi1i, *dex of 741 to be considered eligible. Applicanta
enrol1i41 r the SAT entrance test are determined elijible if they
achieve an eligibility index of 3,072 or greater. Al, applicants
possessing an adjuSted grade point average ,of 3.20 ce,greater are
' considered eligible regardless of their teat aCore results. (An
excerpt from the California State Univeors±ty Mid 011eges' Applications
and Information manulal describing freshman eligitality requirements
is enclosed as Appendix C.)

.'%
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Category I -
must:

Figure VI

University of California
Admission Categories

o be c,onsidered eligible in this' caty an applicant

poss ss an "A to F" grade point average o 3.10 or greater
in t e iequired course work

. haye no credit deficiencies in the required course work

, hay, no D br F grades in the required course work .

Category I - to be considered eligible in, this category anapplicant
must:

possess an. "A-to p" grade point average.between 3.00 arid 3.09
in the requied course work

. ,

. have no credit deficiencies in the required 'course work

. have no D or F credit deficiencies in the required course work

enroil for the required entrance tests* andiachieve-a score of
2,500 orcniore',,,

Gategory III - to be considered, eligible insthis qptegory an applicant
must: 0

'enroll for the required entrance tests*

achieve a.Score of 1,100 or 'more on theSAT

. ,

achieve a score of 1,650 or mOre on the CEEB Achievement Tests

'achieve a minimum score,olf 500 on each of the three CEEB

4chievement Tests

* The required entralice.tests.are:

S,6;fr Verbal and.SAT MathematiCs

CEtB Ehglish
CUB Mathematics or CEEB Science410-
'CEEB Foreign Language (t,r..CEEB Social Studies

31,
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V. FINDINGS

,Eligibility Computations for the University of California

4
The University of California returned 9,469 graduate transcripts, with
appropriate eligibility coding, to the Commission. Of the 9,469 grad-
uatetranscripis returned, 1,405 (14:84%) were determined to be,eligible
to attend the University of California. A summary of the eligibility
analysis Of these graduates appears in Figure VII.

Figure VII

Summary of Grlduate Eligibility
As a Function of Eltbility Category

for the University of.California

. Graduates Percent ot Percent of
Admissions Determined Eligible . Total,Sample
Category Eligible Graduates Determined Eligible

'Category I

Categdry II

Category III

Total

1,386

9

10

1,405

98.65% .

9

0.64

0.71

2

100.00% 14.84Z

The,distributions of graduates determined eligible as a function of
-"adjusted" grade point average and vA to F" grade point average appear
in Figures VIII and. II,respectively.

Figure VIII .

-%
Distribution of Eligible Graduates 4y

, Adjusted 'Grade Point Average . fia,!

Adjusted
Grade,Point
Average

for the University of California

, Category Category Category Total
I II III Eligible

Tercent
of

Eligibl6

Pexcent
of

Samole
,

Below 2.00 13 0 0 13 0.92%

2.00-2.49 0 1 11, .2 0.14 0.02 /

2.50-2.99 55 4 2 61 4..34 0.64a .

3.00-3.49 522 4 .3 529 37.65 5.57

3.50-4.00 796 0 4 800 56.95 8.48

Total 1,386 9 10 1,405 100.00% 14.84%

3 2
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Figure IX

Distribution of.Eligible Graduates by
"A tO rn Grade Point Average

for the Universfty of California

"A to F"
Grade Point
Average

..

Category
I

Category
II

Category
III

Total
Eligible

Percent
of

Eligible

Percent
of

Sample

Below 2.00 0 0 0 0 0.00% 0.00%

2.00-2.49 0 0 '1 1 0.07 -0.01

2.50-2.99 Ait 0 0 4 4 0.28 0.04

3.00-3.49 434 9 1 444 31.60 4.69

952 0 4 95°6 68.05 10.10

Total 41,386 9 10 1,405 100.00% 14.84%

Eligibility Computations for the California State
University and Colleges

The California State UniVersity and Colleges returned 9,972 graduate
/** transcripts-6 the Commission with information coded describing grad-

uate eligibility. Of the 9,972 graduate trhnscripts returned, 3,486
(34.96%) were determined to be eligible to attend the California
State Universityland Colleges. An expanded description of the .

characteristics of the State University eligibility pool appears in
Figures X and XI.

Figure X

Summary of Graduate Eligibility
As a Functiow-of Eligibility Category

-\.f6r-the California State University and Colleges

Percent Percent
. of Qg

Graduates Eligible Total Sample

Eligib/e on-the Basis of
' Grade Point Average

(3.20 and Above),

Eligible on the Basis of
EAsibiiity Index Score

2,500

986 .

i 71.72%

28.28

25.07%

9.89

total . 3086..

a

3 3
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Figure XI

. Distribution of Eligible Graduates by
, p Adjusted Grade Point Average
for the Cal11004a State University and Colleges

Irt.
Adjusted ''''..Eligible on
Grade Eligible on Basis of Percent Percent
Point. Grade.Po t Eligibility ,Total of. of
Average Average .one1 Index , Eligible Eligible Saniple

Below 2.0 0 . o o 0.00% 0.00%
'

2.00-2.49 0 4 5 5 .14 .05

2.50-2.99, Q :404 404 11.59 4.05

3.00-3.49 1,155
..._

577 1,732 49.69 17.37

3.50-3.40 1 345 0 1 345 38.58 13.49

Total ,2,500 986 3,486 100100% 34.96%

1. Grade Point Average of 3.20 and above.

Sample Confidence Limits and Tolerance

At,the outset of the study the Commission staff and segmental represen-.
tatives agreed that the results Of the study should possess a confidence
level of 95% with altolerance of ±. 1%. Tilt differently, the staff
desired to be able to certify, that it was 95% sure that each segment's
eligibility figure was within ± 1% of the value evolving .from the study.

Using.the 14.84% eligibility figure obtained far the University of
CalifOrnia; and the 95% confidence level figure, the staff domputed the
tolerance to be ± 0,72%, or well within the tolerance established for

4.the study.

,A
Using the 14,96% eligibi/ity figure for thCalifOrniaiStAe_UniversiO.
.and Colleged and eNe 95% confidence.l.evel, the staff;computed tbe toler-
anc,e figure to be 1:4.94%.

SaWple 'Urals

.Sample Bias Due to Nonresponses by High Schools - Of the 1,124 high
schools reqUested to submit transcripts, 28 schools, representing 6,653
'graduates (246 transcripts), did not respond to the Commission's request
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for transcripts in sufficient time for segmental.evaluation of eligi
bility. The sampling bias attributed to novesponse was computed by
assuming a worst case estimate that the noneespondents would have had
a 20% eligibllity rate for the University of California and a,40%'.
ekig±bility rate for the California State University and Colleges.
Using these worst case estimates, the sample bias due to nnnresponding
high schools was computed to be 0.12% for the Univeriity and 0.12% for

' the Sfate University and' Colleges.

Sample Bias Due to Undersampling - As noted earlier, 278,693 of the 296,121
graduates (94.1%) were sampled correctly during the course of the study:
The 17,428 graduates iniprope4y surveyed and unaersaMpled due to errors in
the original sampling algoritcm represent a potential source of, bias im-
pacting upon sample validity. The bias du&tb undersampling was computed
using worst case estimates of 20% and 40%-for the University of California
:and the California State University and Colleges respectivelY. Using
these figures, the bias-due to gnaersampling for the University of
California was determined to be 0.30%. The undersampling biaS.attributed

-to the State University's sample was computed as 0.30%.

Cumulatiiie Sample Bias - The cumulative sample bias due to undersampling
and nonresponse was computed using the same 20% and 40%,worst case esti-
mates. Using these estimates, the cumulative sample bias is 0.42% for
the University of California and 0.41% for the California State Univergity
and Colleges.

vt
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.APPEN15IX A

A Summary of the 1955, 1961, and 1965
High School Eligibilfty Studies

'In order to verify:the proPortion of. higk:Schooi:stUden4eligibTe, -
for admistion to the UniverSity of California'and the'Cilifornie
State University and Collegesi:periodic evaluatiohs-havebeenonder-.
taken over the past:20 Years to:'analyze tranSgr4pti 6f public-high
'school graduates.. ' ModificatiOnsof-adMissiOn..standatdd hsVe:,been
mide:by both tegMents as a result of thendingsof these Studies.

. .

. : . :

S. 1955 StudY - This study determined that approximate1y'44% of:high
school graduates were eligiblefOr admission to the'Californii State
University and-Colleges (State Colleges), ahd about 15% were eligib*
toLattend the finiversitY of California. Following publication of tbe .

report.of:the cdmmittee which, haa been revAewing the correlation 4'.

between high. School grades, entrance' test scotes, and academic success .

of students admitted to California's public.dolleges and uni.versities,
the State Board of HducationiincreaSed fieshman admission requirements
for the California State Uhi;ersity and Colleges.from 5 Carnegie units
of "A" ov "B" grades in the last three years of high sghool to 7
Carnegie units of."A" or "B" grades in the last three years of high
school in subjects Other than physical education A military science.
The. Board amended the prior alternate.means of eligibility (attaining
ascore at the twentieth percentile or better on a college'entrance
test) to include comAetion of 5 Carnegie units of "A" or "B" grades
in the last three years of high,school (excluding physical education
and military science).

In 1956 the University modified its admission requirements, basically
unchanged'since 1931, providing that the previous requirement of a
"B" average in a required pattern of courses taken in,the last three
ye4rs 0.1.11.gb school, have the added qualification that no grades
lawer than "C" would be acceptable in the required subjects.

1960 RecomMendations - In 1959-60, the Technical Committee on
Selection and Retention of Students reported that approximately
of public high school-graduates were eligible for admission to the
California State University and Colleges, and 15% were eligible for
admission to the University of California. The recodmendation'of
this Committee to the Master Plan Survey Teai was that these percent
figurei* reduced to 33 1/3 and 12 1/2 respectively. This recom-
mendation was accepted by the Tean6 and incorporated in their report
to the President of the University of California, Chancellor of the
California Ste University'and Colleges;'Superintendent of Public
Instruction, legislature, and the Governor.

1961 Study -'Fo4owing'adoption of the Master Plan "Survey Team's
report, the 1961 High School Transgript Study was conducted by the
"Joint-Statistical Inquiry Concerning Eligibility...for Admission" to
the University of California and the California State University and,



Colleges. The study was implemented as alresuli of the following
recommendations in the Master Plan for Higher EdUcation in California,
1960-75:

. In oider to piiae materiallystandards:fOr admission tâ

..the.lower division, the State'Colleges select foirsttime

.frishmenfrom the top one-third (33 1/3percent) ana the
Univeraity'from the top onereighth.(12 1/2 percent) of
all,graduates Of California public high.achoola.

A
-

The sample of transtripts.chosen for the 1961 study.consisted. of
approxiMately 10% Ofall_California public school.graauates during
the academic year 1960-61..' These-15;600 transcripts represented
g adultes from both' day an8 adult evening, schools ana were Selected

doMly from lists of graduates supOliea by the schools.' .An analyais
of Ithe transcripts indicated that 43.4% ofthe students were eligible
foJ aamission,,to the California State University and'CollegeS,
'1 .8% were eligible to attend,the University of California-.

restionse to the'Study'slindings, admissions criteria were adjusted'
in an attempt to conform to the Master Plan recomMendation. _The
University increased admission requirements for'fall 1962 by dropping

_three alternate means of.dligibility determination which had accounted
for 2.2% of high.school students being found eligible in the, 1961
study.' By exttnding the "no grade leas than C in reqUired subjects"'
provision to Courses taken In:the 9th grade, the Uniliersity, eliminated.
0.1% of those students who would have been eligible in the 1961 study.

More extensive revisions were enacted by the California State
University ahd Colleges. Changes were,made to relatively weight the
grade point average andperformanci.on a cealege entrance test (SAT
and ACT) to develop an eligibility index. Admissions based on'the
dligibility index beèame effectiv%in fall 1965.

1966 Study - one year later, in 1966, bOth segments reported tothe
Coordinating Council for Higher Education on.the.results of their
evaluation of,.-some21,739.high schooltranscripti; representing a
9.15% random-sample of all 1964765 gradUateSof:California Oublic
high schools. For the California §tate Udiversity and Colleges,
35.16% of the transcripts indicated admission eligibility. This
was.a considerable improvement over conaitions revealed in,the'
1961 studY, but still not within the 33 1/3% Maater.Plan recommenda-
-tion. The University of California found 14.58% of the transcripts
indicated student eligiblity for admisaion.*

To accoMpliah an.increase in admission standards at the thiVersity
of California, the Board of Regenta,adopted procedures whereby all%
freshten applicants for fall 1968-and thereafter Would be required
to submit scores from the Stholastic Aptitude Tesiand three

3E3
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AchieVêmentTests of the College Entrance Examination Board. The
RegefitsNalso reduced by half, the numbet of required courses Nhich
a student could rep at in order to meet-the scholarship average of
"B" or better. Addi onally, no'such repeated courses would be
counted as receiving a grade of "C" ot higher, regardless ok the
actual grade received by the student. i

,

An ad tment was also made to the California State University and

r- Colleg*s' eligibility'index to reflect the Master Plan guidelines.

-
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iimAKISION 4.

The Univeratt.defixas a lresherlia applicant' as a student
who has graduated ham high school but who has not enrolled
since three in a regular session* in any collegiate.level institu-
tion. If this definition does not apply to you, you must meet the
requirements foe admission as an evanced stinding student

4.APPENDIX B

0 Freshest= Admiules Requirements To be eligible for ad- -
mission to the University as a freshman you must meet the Suhf!, ,1.

. j.ctR.qziremsnt, the Scboluship Requirement, and the Eillii .

Math* ft-.. t, which are amailed below.
If you are not a resident of California=u2 also iseeti;"

mft- k additiosal 'requirements that are in the bil-
lowing ragtac'..As a nonresident applicant you must show m-
captions) *dank promise in Wan' to qualify for admission.

'Sub** Recluiremens You must amplest certain high .school
subjects with at least a grade of C in each semester of each
course. (Counselors often refer to this as the "a to -r require-
meat.) If you ant a gaiduate of a California high school, these,: ,
comas must akpear "I: si,list that your high schno6princip4

. hos astified meet, the === descriptions below anR that ha;

gtirFulaat:dolonan out-efatat,Mgh schelAdselIllitc;so.filAdTissarionas .r..,.,
will deteriOne if your courses ern equivaletW' ' !

a. History kyear -
One xser States , half of
United SO oa one-half year of cilics or Amer-

b. Billhh
Three yea's 1 te-,,compostition, literatuie, oral es-
passion: 'Not' Mae thaie nue wl be accept's) from the

c. Mathatialia 2 years -

,

. ,

Twoyearn bf.mathaniaticselementary algebra geometry,:
intermediate and ackianced algebra, trigontansuY. calculi* :-
l.emeniary Nesctioni, matrix gebra4robability, statisticac.
or comes climbining th subject& Nonacademic ;Mutate
such, as arithmetic ond inett. mathematics mai not-be,
use& .

d..1.abontari Science
yurenurseizione laborateny =Mice, taki*s the tenth,

. ejormthor tWedith.grada. tfe.
Frieign 4,*.dage. Ayers& .

',Two yearn Of eme.forelinjanguage. An y. (lifeline language
"'". 'kith ei!nitton literature mai be used..

or2 years.,
4ereiiirieraeatMenithe sanithed of the following:

'64 A total'eS4 one year 'pe1,4401,e.4 rnathen;atinsinterme-
,,

'Medd coterhea:

Foreign tangltaiii
Either'en adaitidnil yea' in'the a looinige Med 'for
"ei above or two years oI'&.s,00ndTostIgi language. ;

Scan=
A ysr course in any lilsciratorY. science cornpleted sub-.

t to the laboratory:scam. used for ;d''' above.

' .EleetiveCliuries .
. . . . . .

The-ten to the inbfecti listed above ire the
atty., units ming thek.irade point average (or'.

klal
.. ilitoolkhigh i.:...:.v' ir required for Admissioo to the-

t belt*. flowevori a tioal .oi

.. Univerait .,..., .. . ,...
W. welts ,.proveas akaetoeuent.'oppori

ninitY for YOu .0linttrturralLi*fo.r. iLnivat,
.fity curriculle. Ilona Courses miumniikle liw',

,liS;

sandal-in the pragerancet for. inajors in enghwaring. Mactue.':
ma". Om aciannail4nd many, other fields sf Ms
fourth year of En lisle; duding comporition
highly recomm.nd. ide eltauciente. co

b.

CSchaaneatattpvilieranofteggeaufrvcoeumrsen::::ereqBNui:edtholsoary
onmadmifflusttheaweamyrichlainyoustleasttaall:a

after, the ninth grade. If you are a nonresident applicant, your
gaoled= tierage in tha required subjects must-be 3.4 or
higher. (A.3.0 average is equal to a B average.)
' In datennining the required B average, the University, will

Isan a semester.grade of A in one course to balance a semestee!
4rade of C in another. Grades you received in courses taken
the ainth grads or earlier are not used in determining
scholarship average. The grades that appear on your..
high school transcript. including those earned in iiialerited
anekadvanced comma, are the grades the UniversitiWill use in
ernItating you; record. Credos ars cnunted emneater basis
ualeas a school gives only year. grades,

Tod, may repeat up to a total of two senelesa*Couis4 in which
you received a grad. of D.orlaweri in ceder ttilneettherubject
andieholarship rcquirmebts. The grades you cm !negated
coursee,:bowever, will not b counted higher than C in deter-
mining Your scholatihip iverage: If the courses you repeat
were taken befosithe ninth grade, they will be treated as if you
were taking theanfor the Srst time.

Examination Reoisimmentf .All freshmai anplicants roust sub-
mit scoiesii!rnM.thie College Entrance Examination Board teas
listed belins.,If You are applying ***don to the fall quer-
ter, you:sliould take the tests nieeletei;than Jumary of your

ejesfyielz., The following tests are rnineired:

iticholastie Aptitud. Test ahe vetbal.'ind mathematic!
some submit from** tea miest:be from the same

,; ., . i ..
t Three Achievement Tests, which omit' include (a) Enilidt,,.

Composition, (b) one from among thaeakial, studies pc one:,
from among the foreign languages, and*ons fronietatbe..
matt= or one from among the sciences.

If you are a California applicant and your scholarship inlMage
in the required high school subjeCts is from 3.010 3.09 lachaive.
nit' inus _awn a total mace of 2400 Or higher he these tests. U.
your ectUnarr,elp average ia 3.1 or higher, you must take .the

CEEB tiOit, beet:your SCores will not.be used to determine your

Admission by Eraminarion' Alone . U yOu...dn',.:tiWnyZt. the" scholarship and subject requirements for idenitiion,'Yinicao
uallfY for admission is a freshaaq by =minted& alon
o do so, you teuft talcs the. same CEEB ts#4.:Acurtlel

above but mutt aiq .4411ter scores. The Mcilligtilkit01941-000f...
on the ScholasticiA'ptl_t*de Test 4 400.:'144.7,4.4114t'ion itleast 500 on .ffiikk 4ateiemsot Tap: argrn Californial. ,
applicant: Ynicif:10tal accire',..on the .threer Achievenent. Teas 'must be 14100t higher, If yon are a nonriiithent applicant, Youriptal ictere'ore the three A'chieCerrpini Tens Must be 1,730 M.
higher. RIgS 'school gratheatiOn is, alio required, I.or studeot:
who quaIfy fcr, admission by aemlnstfoo.

I

EA woo ovoiOffr 4.241; seh41'.1ii;Oilivoilos so ow frodO.`
Mk r000droOko dose 'pot top =, who hive tionliowl Is

tor 12 gismo oroolow osiss of busalersig Wives droulle sabw
OD With sabssi '

4. " .

11161 Am illatig:fadaas 11. Is' low.olse Lmmadarlir;10:::.
.h.`

nbeig.11/10#018.6

47,

r.
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Academic First:Time Freshman Applicants (California High

Requirements School ,Grgluates and Residents): An applicant
who is ri,graduate of ablifornia high school or a

legat resident for tuition purposes must have a grade pOint average and, composite
score on the ACT or total score on the.SAT which.places him among the uPper
one-third of. California high school:Tsgraduates.' The table below is used in

determining the admissiOnivligibility Of Such applicants. Grade'pOint averages..are
based on work completed:in the last thlee years of high schooli.,ixausive of
physical education and military-science.

.

TABLE FOR COMPUTINO THE.ELIGIBILIT*100EXt

G.P.A.
A.C.T. Score.:

2.00*
35

2.10
33

"""..2.20,
',- 31

2.30
29

'..:'2:40
: 27

2.50
25

2.60
23

S.A.T. Score 1472 1392 ;. 1312 1232 :.. 115; 1072 992

G.PA.: 270 2.80 2.90 100 110 3.20
A.C.T. Score 21 19 17 15 13 11

S.A.T. Sctife 912 832 '.. 752 672 . 592 512

*Below 2.00 nOt eligible.
**Above 320 eligible with any scor,e-
tEligibility Index GPA X 200 11.41 (ACT COMPOsite) Ittinimum acceptable index 741.

ligibirity Index a GPA X 800 + SAT tOtar Minimum acceptable index 3012.
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APPENDIX D

'Organizations and IndiViduals-Contacted by
Commission Staff to-Obtain Grade Point,

Average Emta,for 1974-75 High
School Graduates,

nt of Education

Dale. Arlson, Office of Program Evakilition and Research
Iarsh 1 rels, Offide of TrogramPalUation and ReSearth

- Rex Po tune, Associate Superintendeat'and Programlianagerfor"
Sec.idary Education,.Programs .

Bather Adams, Data. prdceasing Services

Sacramento bni

Hollan

Uni

ied School District

John Wr
David B

Jo4a-Ca
.frecieri

a

Payne, Director, Educational EValuation and QnehipTCntrol'.
,

ied 'Sctiool Diatrict

ght,1.DireCtOtarch and:RvaluatiOn
et, Counseling'andPaychologicaliBirvices-

gh School District

. ..1

olan, Assistant SuparinteM4eni
Greaves, Research AssiStant'

d SchoOl District

Instrpctional Servres.

Mabel P '41Research and Dialuition .

'4 1

SarI Juan..Unifie Schtfa:Diairict,

Phillip
. Joanne S aad, Research and Evaluation ::

rancisco Un fisciSChoOl District

akes, Directol Research and Evaluation:,'

Mr. LoO,, Planning ed RVAltiation
'Mr.' Call ay,.Supervisor, edondiry.Education

California AsSOC htion7OiResiatch.in Education"

GarfOrd ordon,.Director 'Research.

fteeno Unified S IWO]: District:),

. Heidi Mu cy, AssiataMt Directo.t,-Raucitional Research,
- , .



-SaCremento Regional Educational Data Center.

. Robert Branch, bikedtar

Ventura Regional EducatiOnal.Date'Center

Jack iotheroh, Directly

Santa Clara Regional BdUcational Da.te Center

Marilyn Carson, Director.

Fresno RegiOnal Educational Data Center;

Ralph Richey, Directag

-

Riverside Regional...Educational Data Center

Williani Nuckols, DireCiOr

.,.S.Ark Diego RegionalEducational Data Ce'nte-iY

'Ralph Cook; Director
A.I. Meline.,::440Processing.

.

:...7;:.,.

Los Angeles County DitilrpMent of Education
.

Kenneth Blanche, Program Evaluation, Research and Pupil.Seryices;
:,
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