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" “The California Postsecondary Education Commission was

created by the Legislature and the Governor in 1974 as the

 successor to the California Coordinating Council for Higher

Edication in order to coordinate and plan- for education in

California b¥yond &'igh school. - As a state agency, the
‘Commission is responsible for assuring that the State's
. resources for postsecondary education are utilized effectively
and efficiently; for promoting diversity, innovation, and .
.. responsiveness to the néeds of students and society; and for
advising the Legislature and the Governor on statewide

educatxonai policy and funding. - ‘

By

~ other six represent the major educc&ipmd systems ofthe State.

- Thé‘Com‘m‘i,‘sSion“cbnsz‘Sts of 15 members Nzne répreserit tf:e a
- general public, with ihree each agpointed by the Speaker of the
Assembly, the Senate Rules Committee, and the Governor. The.

' The Commission holds regufd?; public tneetings 'th_r'dughbu: the

Cow

Sacramento, California 95814; telephone (916) 445-7933.
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 year at which it takes actioh on staff studies  and adopts

_positions. on legisiative propesals affecting pSstsecondary
" education. Further information about the Commission, its
meetings, its staff, and its other publications may be obtained -
from the Commission offices at 1020 Twelfth Street,.
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“+ - . 7 INTRODUCTION -

IR ORIGIN,SOPTHEREPORT}" U
. o e - ) . «‘ . - "'7'"‘-»«..,, . . ‘ N, -
S a Dur{ng the last ‘five years, the cost of attendlng colleg¢ in Caleornla I
L R 1nq;eased sharply, while the State 1ncreascd student aid funds ouly mlnlmally,gf -
T .. and the federal government Severely reduced its aid programs ~As a result,. ’
" * " concern has risen about the continued 3b111ty of the State's -grant programs R
' . to provxde college access and choice to fxnancxally needy undergraduates 3
S - ‘
This ancreasxng concern was eV1dent in Supplemental Budget Language'adoptedt“.'f,
'by the Legislature id the 1984-85 Budget Act calling on the Cbmmlssxon tol“v' .
/  examine the Caleornla Student Aid Cowmzss1on S grant prog?ams. R R
Student F1nanc1a1 Azd Stu_g In order to assess the ‘extent to ;{
wn;ch EXIStlng state student financial aid programs. .meet stated
goals, the Legis ature directs the Callfornla Postseccndary Educa- . ‘
“tion Commxssz mn to examine ;he characterxstxcs of Student Aid ‘ PR
‘Commission grant program’ appl;cants and” recxplents over the past E
/several years. | This ‘assessment should 1nc1ude .but not hg.lxmlted

- & . to, an analysis \of thc follomns -_‘ L S
., = . j‘ » ‘ 0- . . . . .
g ';'ﬁ”;‘(a) the charactrrlsg}cs of appllcants and applxcatlon patterns,
“// ‘(b) program pronsaons affectlng eligxbzllty,
“ "jzf.(c) character;sgzcs of rec:.pzents and- 'dlstnbutwn of awards
' among studen¢s and segments, ST ‘ :
, ‘. id)1.mechan1sns and ﬁ%ogram prOV1s1ons affcctxng the dlszsigution” .
: : of awards, including determination of need, ‘income ceilings,
.+ . number of first-time’ awards, and crlterla for ratxonxng
avallable fzrst~t1mc awq5ds R
f ”—__‘*'_'-'H L / ) ‘ o
_ R . (O} program g;latzonshlps 1ncludxng the 1nteract10n among state - - o
e . .. grant programs and between state programs #nd {the] federal T e
' p .‘Pell Grant progran, and : S . o SOV
- _ ﬂiwf .
R 2 (£) the renewal process 1nclud1ng the community college reserve’
a Co I portion of the Cal Grant A program and renewal requxrementsi . |
, ) : for other Cal Grant A and B recxp:ents _'/g, Cos | . T
R '“J”The‘?ostsecondhry Educatlon*ﬁomm1ss10n shal% submxt & prellmlnary;~>»w~m»ée~-f~~+4~
i~ ¢ report on program cnaracterxstxc to the Joiant Legislative Budget - T
[ o Commzttee and the fiscal committees by Navnpber 30; 1984, and a - 2“""‘ S
R . final. report outllnxng a range of possible’ polzcy eptxans and o R
f‘rff A "_ithexr lmplxcatxons by February 15 1985 CItgm 6420 001 001) _ f‘ S e
| ,{ Thzs rep&rt ccnstltutes tHe prelzmlnary rqport ou program characterxstxcs e T

~called for -in this. Supplementsl Budget - Langua% ‘It' also represents the. ‘~'_w‘§‘
second part of the Commission's' copprehensive anaiyszs of how California RS
f:students meet the costs of attend?hg college a&é of the effectlvgness of

. 3 M . R R "I' RN ““-11-4\\ ‘ R . e o




. existing State apd federal flnanc;al 3ld programs in assurlngfaceess fo: - ‘ L
3 " needy students.. . - T T .
\j- e -The fzrst part of the Gomm1s51on s analysxs was the staff report, Meetlng Lo T
) A the Costs of Attedding College, released.in April 1984 That initial report -~ -
’ ' examined the financial charactexxstxcs 6f the State's ‘undergradudtes .and the =~
_ dlfferences in the economic cxrgpmstances of students attending the different . .
‘ ' segments; explored the cost of ‘attendance in the‘segments and looked at the .-~ .
. -7 7 . .factors that produce cost differences; analyzed how undergraduates and their =~ - -
=~ families-meet the cost of attendance; and described how similar students in .. N e
- ‘dxfferent segments use parental contributions’, student contrlbutxons, grant R PR
axd ‘and loans to meet thezr college costs. L o S .
The current report focuses on those Callfornaa undergraduates who 1n recent R o
‘ years applied for financial assxstance from the. State's two major undergrad- - 7.
L T /uate grant programs -~ the Cal Grant A State Scholarshlp Program and the Cal |
.  Grant B Opportunity Grant Program ~- and the much smaller Cal Grant C Occu-
. -~:patzonal Training Grant Program. In . Part One it describes - the . geueral : o,
-7 % . characteristics of all Cal Grant applxcants and rec1p1ents and recent trends. v T
R It Parts. Two through Four it examines each program in terms of the Legxsla~‘ I
R  sure™s. charge in its Supplementary Budget Language, 1ncLudxng recent trends
in applzcacaon patterns, provisions affecting elxgxbmlxty, characteristics
L . of applxcents and recipients, factors. affectlng the, dxstrxbutxon of awards, o
oo program isteraction, and the rénewal process. In each part, it attemp B
identify the factors respon51ble fcr changes in these program chara& T
"1st;cs. R _.‘__, , Y _ L - T NP L

- N

. The issues ra1sed ip thls report -~ and to be addressed st111 further in a
. subsequent repoxrt due to the Legxslature in February 1985 - 1nclude theaef o
S S questlonS‘ . S R | R ,-;~ , -_~ S j“.;,‘, R
;1, Are the State s-tio ma;or Cal Grant programs effectxvely meetxng thezr':- ~e]-' "
stated goals and the deeds of California's flnxnC1a11y ueedy college and e
~ *university. undergraduates? L oy e
. - . ¥ \' ‘.. \ ) . . . ) . ¥ B ‘
! - )\ How do exxstzng elxgszllty requzrements, ptogram prov;szons, fundlng *g~ g"ff
o ! evels, and statutcry limits on the number of. g;ants affect the$dxstrx~“ o
hqtlon of awards among studenﬁs and segments? . AR _“.
3. What 1mpaetihave 1ncreaslng educatxonal costs and cutbacks in federal
© aid programs” had on the effectiveness of State programs and on the N T
relatxonsh;p among State, federal and 1nst1tutlonal axd° R S
_ LNy o : SRR
4. <And “would. ‘'some other prcgram structures,‘ elzgxbxlity requlrements, '_ Lt
- program provisions, or fundxng levels‘better meet program gcals and the S
T needs of Callfbrnza students” S e At e

. 4 . . - . ™ T ' ) . e
.0 s f - L NN ' . : P . . - Lo ®oo

L . Y - - t &

" The primary sources of data for thzs analysxs are: the?Caleornla Student A;dekv
Commission's cqnplete applxcant/recszent fxles for’ both flrst time and :
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e ewal 3pphcants for Cal’ Grast A, B, and c awardg fo:: 1980-81 thrpugh - |
L s 3-84, .and its files on*xnstztutzonal costs and characteristics. These ". -~
R g}; computerxzed data files have been merged idto  four: student\gxd master files -~ - =
by Ibé%secondary Education; Commxgg;ag staff -- one file for each of the four ..~
e ippll\atlot/award years,. . These files contain specific 1nformat10nuon 5he ‘
, demographic, financial, and academzc ‘circumstances of each. appllcantg as
. ,F_e well s an. dssessment. of the applicants’ césts or "budget” at. the 1Q§t1—3.f )
‘ ' “tution that he or she. sedég'to atténd, the ability of parents to contribute:

- . towa;d meeting thege cos the appl;cants ~individual earnings, elxgszllty
s e fcr gederal Pell Grant axd, and’ other relevan& data."- *".e SRVRE ‘,,,.fi
> R Infar-atzon gaxned fron the analy51S'of these data- were supplementedexth
' ) data on. program . characterxstlcs6publxshed by the -Student, Afﬁ Commission co
- Research Office, the Student Aid Commxsszon s. Student Expenses and Resources ‘.[7”lu“‘f
e T Survey, the College Sc;%&Qrshxp Serq%ce, and other‘avallahlp'sources e E
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In undertak1ng thxs Study, the Comm;ssxon staff has operated on these four-
general asSunptxenS' e 5 . , RS T co
e _ " An analys;s of. Ehe characterlstzcs of Cal Grant app }Gants anﬂ recxplents' PR
ot B '}f‘ - will incfepse. understandlng,of the ways in'which d 6graphic: factors and .. . .
N ;-_g.g;g 1nst1tutxcnal cﬁarges ;nfluence the number “and typ 5 of students Wwho' '

.'i'

T ey

: | An¢EXam1natlon of .changes’ in t é'characterxstlcs of Cal\ Grant feclpzents‘ R
ARCI L-f will“increase understinding o Mtide patterns . - -
: ' " and program'prov1szons lnfluence the dlsbezhutlon of awards among students o

and segments as well as the approprzateness of current statutory restric- -

t;ons on the nunber of grants and the adequacy of present fundlng Levels. : *l‘ T

- 3. An analysxs of the 1nteract10n amOng Cal Grant programs and betweeﬁ them -
L and the federal Pell Grant.program will reveal ‘the extent to-which each
L . .« program serves different or similax groups of stndents and the e;tent tc
e e whxch they conplnment one another, and S R

. Q. An examznatlon of the tenewal prccess ~~'part1cular1y the Communxty
College .reserve portion of ‘the Cal Grant A pragram and’ the tenewal-
R requiremeénts for other Cal Grant A and B recxplents ‘a= will illuminate ™ s
. “va: .- the extent to:.which’ these programs fagllxtate the ;ransfer of fxnancxal%y
P A needy undergraduates from Community Colleges to fouyr-year public. and .
tedeiwilioanf oo .. independent institutions:and_the timely, progress of other grant rec;E_-‘:;;M:‘;;¥;;
L e T f‘ ents from.lnwfr-dlvzaxon wnrk toward the baccalaureate degree PR o B
The CommASS1on welcomes reactlons to thls report and, 1n part:cular, to xts
o success ig acher1ng these understandzngs, in order to assure that the f;nal

T

,regort 1n ‘this, geries- w:ll outllne\for the Legzslature the -best pcssxble i o
pollCY qptxons for State*funded studqpt flnanczal aid 1n the future -
h “"‘f”“h‘ Coan _ P o ‘ o . : e D N
N '~4 \\{ \ SR K a " : ‘.
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© sharp rise: in the.n

.2. 'LOW RATES OF APPLICATION COMPLETION. ~
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EARE : -

... The number of students completing applications is less than the numbexr who

‘  begin .the application process, particularly in the Cal Grant B program. Ino
t of those who started the Cal Grant B application
: d.forms, and in 1983-84,'59.4 percent

e

;-R ;;,vdid:sh‘:xThevconpatable figures _ ,
' % 63.7 percent, snd for the Cal Grant A program, 72.5 and 73.4 percent.

!v LN . ‘ . } o v
‘((  These figures‘stpongly?su
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. f‘yﬁ f§Ten féc§5 chasacierize the.
+ - . "the Cslifornia Student Aid "Commission and . their

.. 1980-81,Yonly 60.3 percen
. process sctually completed the require

,"' ERES »

from 69,027 in 1980-81 to 90,9¢
5,082 for Cal Grant B, and from 1

.

.
.

ggeSt‘tha:.high\kchievingustudentQVfrom,eithef

" Yow-income or more advantaged backgrounds have less difficulty  than de.-
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© - .. 1. INCREASING COMPETITIQN . .

-

. #

t

ﬁﬁpe majcr_Undergraduét

LN
L]

-

-

L2 .
. -
e

_

-

"

. -

— ' ‘* -" - ‘ - v
e‘€al‘G;ant programs of .
rst!ﬁ:n;,applicants'and '
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for the Cal Grant C program were 58.8 and

a

 §The competition for thd 14,933 new Cal Grapt A, 6,825 Cal Grant B, and 1,337
Cal Grant C awards has)increased greatl in recent: years because of the
umber of gpplicants. Total applications have increased
,996 in 1983-84 for Cal Gramt A, from 41,437 to

4,934 to 21,972 for Cal Grant'C. ' R

N ;~l:diggdvantaggdtstuden;s completing all the psperwork required to apply for o

.- financial aid.  The Student Aid Qommission has
rsists.

.;",q .

-~ .
-

.
o (S

-
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i ... -The size of the independent ilstitut 7
much more sléwly_thaq'thOSefaf;c;he:rparti;ipa;iﬁg,ségmenps:-_

&

1
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* process in recent years, ‘but, the problem pe

made efforts to simplify that

stitutions' Cal Grant

PR

-

P
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e~ 'The number of tal Grant A applicants from independent institutions

"-increaséd.byuonly'1,095,,or‘just;617;per;ent‘betweén 1980~81 and 1983-8#5"

© at a time when State University applica

Lk . . T

e -

o

LA
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e

from the University grew by 5,045. -

.~ kL1; o '

nts jumped by-9,547 and those

3., LITTLE'INCREASE'IN APPLICATIONS,FROM INDEPENDENT INSTITUTIONS .

applicant pools increased - .

e

- GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS QF CAL GRANT APPLICANTS AND RECIPIENTS *_~

Ly
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4 DECLIN‘ES IN ELIGIBLEAPPLICANTS FROM’INDE?ENQENTT INSTITUTIQNS :

E €

. Their Cal Grant C appixcantsg?rew by just 244

824 ,000.

5.

. . - - ST . oot . e

—

R e 'g‘ . e R

"'#52.\_ B

Thexr Cal Grant B apphcants mcreased by only 627 compared to. 3 956 -in
’the Community Colleges, l 720 an thc State Unxvers:.t.y, and 1, 39? m vthe}
Unlvers:;tyy ‘ ' , 3 _ ‘ -

cdh‘xpared to 3, 678 in the
Comum.ty Colleges, and 2,54
,.tions. (The Umversxty and State University do not partzc;pate in th:;s
ubcatmnal techxucal training grant progra.m PN ’ L ~

o . . -t

~

L N
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M
The nunber of low-xncone and m_ddle-mc\& rant A appla.cants to the
Unztersn.t.y and State Unlvernty increased over.the M&;perxad ‘but at
irdependent. institutions substantially fewer ‘students applied families
~with incomes below $36, 000._ Increases in, these applxcants .also occurred in

the Cal Grant B program at the three public segments, but again.at mdepen-

-dent institutions fewer students applied from families with incomes below
In fact, in both of these programs,’ almost the entire increase at 5
independent 1nst1tut10ns bccurred among applicants fron families’ whose
incomes were too high to remain ehgxble for grants. At “least 60 percent of
the increase in thke University's Cal Grant A pool and 72 percent of - the .
growth in its . Cal Grant B pool alseo ‘occurred among smllar applxmnts but

the State U’nwerszty s appllcant pool exhxblted suular growth only: in the P

. . o .
A s o -k AT -

Cal Grant B program. o S e

| RELATIVE‘ I)EGLINES IN ,MID':I.)LE' INc;o'M;E‘ APRL.ICA_NTS -

In both the Cal Grant A and B programs, the - relatxve size of the. mddle-- '

-income appllcant group declined cons:Lderably Much of the apparent ’ upward

shxft in the income distribution among applicants’ to these programs stemved
~from the. impact of inflation on family incomes, but adjusting .folk 1nflanon,,
the grestest increase in ‘applications actually occurred among those. with

. 1980-equ1valent incomes below $12,000" in both programs and above $£2 000 in

tg: Cai Grant A progran or above $36 000 ig the Csl Gmnt B program.

- e oo

e . [ -

‘8‘, INCREASING GAP BETWEEN NUMBER OFJGRANTS AND NUMBER OF
FINANCIALLY ~NEEDY - APPLICANTS f L T S

e e e —————— = s e
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in proprietary and other private msutu-( o LT

Lo

SR Y
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~Betweeu 1980-51 and 1983-84 he st.atutary 1.1m1ts on tb.e number of new’

_ awards ip all three programs were not mcressed but the number of fmanczaliy— o
" needy applicants. 1ncreued sha::ply, as dld the canpetzt-mn for the lmztedn
 number of new 3rancs R | | _ .

-?

A

o ' The number of new Cal Grant A awards remamed at I& 933, ‘but t;he number

of needy eligible applxcants ‘'who . were turned dnwn wlthout 3 grant

'y 1ncreaud £xom 3 15,215 to 27,208 % A



. The gap between the number of :needy ehglble apphcants aud autho,rlzed
" new Cal Grant B -awards widened from 10,692 to 26,498. Most of these
 fully- quallfled aﬁphcax;ts were from extremely low-mcome dxsadvantaged

T families, and yet for every one of them who received a new Cal Graut B N
” S 'award more t.han three were turned~away L S CE |
LR B ‘ ’“ i “w., - ) ' ! . ‘ - [s‘ N 3’ '

. e e The gap was w1dest in the ‘Cal Grant C program expanding from S §‘381 to
SRR e 10,996 and increasing the ratio of succe§sfu1 to unsuccessful ap,phcants '

B V,"fmm \ﬁ to 1: 8 ;- j ‘ .- - R - Ao
R T INCREA_SED IMPACT Or: ELI,GIBILITWLIMI’}I’ATIONS : BT - SRR N
v Each program has certam provxsmns thas/ affect elxgxbllty and. the dzstnbu- ST T
.tion of new awards: L o / 3 . e Lo
AT _,} S S T % TRV
e H.All prd‘grams requlre pocentlal reclplents to demonstqate fmancxa} ngd. :

but,over the four years they all restrlcted é'lxglbllty stlll further P

. . The Cal Grant A and C progranﬁ use ths same income texlnxg Yet after o

P 1981~ 82, this income cellmg was ‘not_ adjusted to reflect inflation.

D | ' This elmxnat’.ed sizable numbers of the “most. acadexucally ablg Cal Grant

3 A apphcants from the University dnd mdependent instijtutions. Its
impact was less dramatic in the Cal Grant C pzograﬁ only because a

The Cal Grant B program, on the other innd uses an xncome-famly size

numbers of applicants from large families with. incomes over $22, 500
‘because it weighted 1ncone more: heavxly t:han family SLZC m det.ennmmg 3

program elxgxﬁxty | o S

e The ‘statutory limit on new awards greatly mcreased compet,xt.:.on fcr e
avazlable new grants and made all elements for’ ratlomng each program's '
awards more seasitive. In the Cal Granf A program, "heightened competiz

T o ‘tion raised .the grade-pomt cutoffs, particularly in. 1981-82. In the

o ;‘g ... -~ Cal Grant B progru, all elements of its complex scoring 'system became

B o ey ‘relatxvely more mport.ant but most dec:.s:.ve were applicants’ grade-pomt _

S  scores and thos# they received ‘on a series of subjective questioms about

'+ ..their. background .a’d goals Finally, -in ‘the Cal Grant C program,. with

- LER .

o ‘ ‘nige eligible applicants for every available nmew graat, the dengnatlou
e k R of JOb market syortage occupatiens . iﬁ ‘a.lll _elements( in its scoring o
g e system proved cntlcal for select,lon S - B e s

T S

— ,,7 - _._«_...e m - mmam e s e Akyh s s agpn

-~ 8. REDU,C‘ED PRQEORT’ION'QF AWASDS TO‘NEW;‘HIGHSCHQOL.GRAQUAT_ES” |
¢ Dramatic increases a.n the number of older applxcant.s decreased the
" chances of appllcant:s Just fm:.shmg high scheol to secure grants.. In
/" the ‘Cal Grant A program, the practice of allocaung new.: awards oa the
N basu of t.he perCentage of needy el}glble applzcants at each aCadem.c

..‘4-v' ‘N . .

‘ ]:MC ~ i s ' o \,..s;:a: Coo 18 - - .

' ‘, smller proportiomr of 1ts appllcants exceeded the xnco-e cell:.ng , e

|  matrix in its scoring system to limit. ehglbﬂlty " It eliminated sizable S



gével tngether Wlth this increase in the number of older dpplxcants E
hifted more new grants. to self-suppq:tlng applxcants and to those who - ° . . -
wexre alreadyegnrclled in college and away from those applying dzrectly_»v’ - o
from high school.. In contrast, the 16 unit’ limitation for eligibility-
_in the Cal Grant B program assured that almost all-of its new grants =
» ‘'went to recent high school graduates. Yet in the Cal Grant C program,; e
~* '~ . older applicapts included students already enrolled in vocatxonal prO* '~' |
.- graiis as well as those seeking job retraining and those who had beg ,
.. their postsecondary education in academxc programs and then switched to 5
. w  vocational-technical training. These older appllcants secured a’ larger. SR
B ‘percentage of available new Cal Grant C awaxds by scor;ng bette: on’'the :
v program's eligibility-criteria, since a greater percentage of  these
awards were neot reserved for those who had already begun thelr postsecon~
'fdary educatxon._e, . N e , e .

- . . RN . . A ~

"

S g, INCREASING GAP BETWEEN THE szzr: OF EACH GRANT AND R
: ':E’.DUCATIONAL COSTS ‘. L

- The rapxd increases in the costs of attendxns e:ther publzc or 1ndependent
e ‘f'ﬁ  institutions not, R/nly . exceeded the rate of inflatiom, the rise in family
o ' “incomes, and thd dvaxlabxlxty of federal Pell grants, but also the reduced
”"assxstance of Cal Grant awards. The lack of ‘adjustment in the maximum-
- amount of Cal Grant awards foi these increases meant that recxpzents got
Lnsuff;c1ent funds fron tbelr gragts to cover thelr educatlonal costs

f-:e,.-The unmet need of Cal Grant A recszents xncreased froQ $I 622 in 1980-81
- to $2,889 in 1983-8& at the State Univetsity, $1,374 to $2,474 at the
2,,‘;Un1ver81ty, and fron $2 124 to $4, 320 at 1ndependent 1nst1tuxxons ‘

NN . 3 y v ow
- N “ . o

IR

e . The unnet need . of Cal -Grant B recxplents 1ncreased even nore. Although
' ‘thefr grants 1nc1uded $1,100 for subsxstence, the fact that first-year e e
'«recszents cannot receive grants for tuitionm or fees meant that extremely o
low~income first-year recipients faced major costs at four-year 1nst1tu—‘ ‘ S
_ tions that were uncovered by either their Pell or Cal Grants. In fact, .
o e - by 1983-84, the average remaining need of these’ first-year recipients ' '
o : ranged from $§2, 175 at the State Unlversxty to §7, 460 at xndependent
?1nst1tutiunl S o . , B Lo
* : - | : * - , R
‘w, The same genezal tzend was evzdent for Cal Grant C recxplents, because
o their maximum grants have hot been increased since the program’s 1nceptzon
R - 1n.1 7 74 while college and proprxetary schpol costs have rxsen sharply

SR . _Qpe.ai the.cnnsequenses,nfethe failure. nfubqgh_fede;al and Cal Grant aid R Ml
B = . to increase the number ¢f awards or to cover their traditional share of o
©+ - .college costs has been a ‘substantial- increase in the number of students,‘ -

relying om loans to help finance. . tﬁelr educatxons and @ rise in thezr
) 'ave&age cunnlathe 1ndebtednesa. S S _.~;~

. . ‘ -~
. . . . . ' . . : 0




R 4LQW"RA:TE:‘SOP"R"ENEW§‘L m&ji\tc; COWEN'ITY' COLLEGE_'STUQ;-:NTS L

The Communxty College reserve portlon of the Cal Grant A program prcvxdes'

o between’ 2,000 and 3, 000 new reserve awards eachkyear to hlgh~ab111ty students
'« .. who plan to transfer to @ four~year institution'after attending a Community .
B College. However, ‘less- "than. half of the new recxpxents in . the .reserve .-
‘program either renew their awards or transfer with ‘them the. fpllow;ng year, '
~ and even fewer remain in. the program at the end of two years. These opumbers

. .are quite low. cnnsxderxng the recipzents hxgh 1evel of priox atadem1c~"

.-~ achievement. K . . L B

T . : ) . . . . - -
~ ¢

The renewﬁl rate of fxrst-year Cal. Grant B reclpxents attendlng Comnunxty

- récipients eventually transfer successfully to four*year 1n$t1tut15hs and
: complete thexr’ba:calaureate.vf o N N

. ,':_Further research wzll be undertaken to 1dent1fy the reasons for these. facts,.
and suggestlons for. actxon will be’ outlxaed as . needed in. the«Commstxon s
fxnal report on these grant programs.A‘ o S R e
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‘Colleges is slightly: above 60 percent, but it is unclear how many of these . - g
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S | TWO L
CAL GRAN’I‘ & APPLICANTS AND. RECIPIENTS

The €al Grant A Program,‘establlshed as the. Callfornla State Scholarshxp“

. program in- 1955 -56, provides. grants to a. llmlted number of . taleated but

: .

financially needy undergraduates so that (they can complete four years of

‘college at the 1nst1tutlon of. their choice. When the 1960 Master Plag

. . Survey Team. suggested ‘that  some jof the State' 5 1mpend1ng ‘enrollment growth‘ei‘

be accomncdated at 1ndependent 1nst1tut10ns; the goals were expanded- to’
xnclude encouraging independent institutions to expand their enrollments;

-Later, it sought to assist these 1nstxtutxons to attract and maxntaln thel -
_enrollments. Nosetheless, its basic ob;ectzve remains largely uhchanged --

to “assist academically" able, fxnanczally needy students to attend exther N

1pub11c or 1ndependent colleges and qnlver31t1es

abespzte the generaL contznulty of 1ts obgectxves, the Cal Grant A Program‘

has expanded and changed dramatzcylly over the past three decades. From -
fewer than 14000 first~ time awards in its warly.years, the pumber of awards.
increased steadxly to 6, 0d0 by 1870-71, and following Legxslltxve approval
for substantxsl inéreases in this number dhrxng the early 1970s, to 14,930

by 1977- -78, where it has remaxned virtually unchanged through. 1983~ -84. Total

i

o lee all the needed.forms before t e anﬂuar dead&xne of February‘gth

‘e

Cal Grant A awards, 1,§%ud1ng renewals, have remA1ned between 39,500 and
40, 000 awards over the Yast sevén Years, whxle total program funding peaked
at $64 3 mzllxon in 1981-82 and then declzned tc 561. 8 m;lllon in 1983 84\

. ) oS
8 . .
b ) ' . - A - . ' - . .‘.’"" ) ".A“' S " N ’ . .

. . s . . R ) RN , ..

| ‘,‘APPL‘I‘CA"TION“_PA"I”I"ERNS' AVN'D"GHARACTER*I_ST‘ICS OF APPLICANTS .

Rl
-
€

The total number of applxcants for flrst-txue Cal .'aﬁt'A‘iwards 1ﬁéreased

~dramatically betwéen 1978-79 and 1983-84, but this increase has been uneven, =

as. illustrated in Figire 1 on page 12. From 54,6 \appllcants in 1978-79,
the number increased slightly to 58,636 in 1979- 80 rose to 69,027 in 1980- 81
jumped to 92, 180 in 1981-82, dropped to "87;236 in. 1982 83, and then rose.

again to 90 996 in 1983~ 84 ‘The most strlkzns change was the sharp lncrease”“

in 1981- -82, followed: by relatzve stabzllty since ghen The reasons: for

these two patterns are not clear, but several posalble causes w111 be examined

. Not, all of these appl1cants completed thexr applxcatxons. Some famled to

provxde all the pecessary information, while others did not submit a Student
-.,Aldeﬁpplxcailnn.iﬁr Cslifornia_ to the College Schnlarshlp Service, Still

LN

»

they d

other(:gplxcants were xnelxglble for é Cal Grant. A award, ‘either “because

not wish to enroll’ in a. program of at lesst two years ‘duration, ;" 

were a6t enrolled or planning to enxoll for at-least six units per term, had. ..

“already coapleted more thdn srx semesters or nxne quarters of postsecondary
study, sought to attend: 1nst1tut10ns that are not eligible to partzcxpate,
had not besn residents of Californy a for at least one year, or 'were' ot

citizens or permanent ‘residents ofiythe Unlted States., still cthers failed

) ¥
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FIGURE 1 ‘Z’otal Applzcants and Elzgzble Appl.zcaz:ts for Fzrst- R
' sze Cal Grant“A Awards, 1980 81*to 1983 84 o """*ﬁ e
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N .All of these applzcants were 1nclzg1ble for grants and are nut ﬁxscussed
~ hereafter. The renalﬁxng ellgxble applicants.are the ones for whom complete E
) “1nformatzcn exxsts, and thus: they are thc only ones whase characte::stxcs:,
aré analyzed here. e T : S , g e

. LT . . L . L,

“'A'pplica'nts'» Choice of Instit‘ut_ionj:_ - . 'z S T
.\\Epe overall growth of more than 33 percent in the number of ellgxble first= o _1‘?
.-+ ~time. applicants between 1980-81 and 1983-84 was not.distributed evenly amnng,._;i;igw_;f
" the four-year segments, as Table 1 shows. ~Among the three major segmental [ = ..
. partxcxpants in -the: program, the California State. Unxver51ty had the. greatcst
| ‘absolute and relative increases -in appl;cants' ‘more than 9,500, or more . .
‘.“than 52 pezcentQ Fﬁf%hqr, 81 percent of thlS 1ncreasc occurred in 1981 82 _— o
 A s1mxlar, if less dramatic, pattern was evxdent at the Unlverszty of Call~‘“;
-fornia: an increase of 3 ,045, or 36 percent.l Asaln, near{y 80 percent -of o

that 1ncrease accurred in 1981 82 § L.
I TS
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TABLE 1_ Numbez' of C’a2 Grant A Applzcants bg Segment )
.. 1980-81 to 1983-84° |y . . e
7 dessos Cisssy  _ssgesy - Viossea
« ' . Segment . - _Number & Number. . % - Number;_’,g_‘ Number . % -

A
. ' .V'J

State Un;yersxty 18,303 36.6% 26,064 40.0% \2?,‘095'; 61.0% 27 850 .41 7%

_ Unwcruty "1'4\,‘610 _-28._(5: : 1?,983 27.6 18, ?33‘ ‘2’_8'.4_’ 19, 055 28 5 -
. ’v“In‘de‘pencie(nE ‘15‘3228"" 3.4 “_1.9,‘48‘8.‘ 29 ‘9 18, 43e 279 17;,323 -25,9 v
'Oﬁer:‘ﬁrivgter' f’*_*‘\ “ 1 467_‘ '2,9? 1,629 2 50004 780] "2.7 "2, 531 3. 8"
- TorAL . %o, 028 100.0%. 63' '1‘.?2 100.0% 65 ,,967 100.0% 6, 760 1oo 0%
y wf S6urce: | Caleor;:; Studeut Ald Commlss1on (CSQG) Applxcant}Recszent Data Tapes
o . , o .‘: _-_. - o ?: o | _.;,M
¥ .

P

- Independent 1nst1tutzcns, however, faxled to increase the sfze “of thexr o
- ©7. 77 applicant pool appreciably. As in the two publxc segments, the nunber of
LNy e n:ﬁ”“j“appllcants increased between 1980- 81 and '1981-82 by 3,260, ‘or by over 20
e ~ percent. But the number’ of independent- college applxcants then dropped by
- more than 1, 000 in each of. .the next two years. -Overall, the 1ndependent o
*jlnstxtutlons pool 1ncreased by only 1 ,095,.,0r 6.7 pe:cent over. this four-"‘
year perlod - gb Co \ . ' L

P:oprletary and other pr:vate xnstxtutzons, such as the Amerxqan Conservatory" ;
#-. Theatre, Fashion Instxtute, and. Westland College enrolled no more: than 3.8
- percent - of applxcants ‘over these.years, but they increased their number by .
“almost as nany appllcants as thc 1ndependeut 1nst1tut10ns - 1 064 ~~ and by']w‘
o 72 5 perc:nt. 1.‘W. IR ;‘.. R e '
‘ . As a result uf these wxdély var1ed growth rates, the segmental dxstrlbutzon
- .V changed in important ways. - State Un;vers;ty applicants accounted for nearly

percent four " years earlier. [University. appllcauts accounted for nearly -
“identical proportlons ‘of total. ‘applicants-in both perzods, whzle those from
independent colleges and universities. dropped sharply . from over 32 percent
~of the total in 1980- -81.to Jjust under-26 percent in 1983-84. This shift is

‘ only one of a number of important’ changes in the dlstrlbutlon and" comp031t10n

, : . of the Cal Grant A applicant’ pool in the past four, years that have had a

S ptofound effect‘nn the dxstr;but;on of awards amoqg student$ and segmeuts

. . \‘ R A .
~. PR . : S e

... .42 percsnt of all_eligible applicants .in 1383-84; compared to less than 37 . - B



v ) y-‘ ' ‘\ l" ;
R 9y k’_ ) 4‘ T
o gcézdemic L\eVel—ibfv,Applicants 3 L !
o As notad earlxer, students ‘may apply for a new Cal Gxant A award 1f they B :’
% -~ have not yet: completed six semesters or nxne ‘quarters of postsecondary | ) '
‘ . «\jeducatlon -~ typically thelr third or junior year. The Student Aid CONNIS‘Q e
‘sion defines four different academic levels based on applicants' status at
‘  the time they apply for awards: Level 1 consists. of students applying as .
X ‘ hlgh sghool seniors; Level. 2, of college freshmen, Level 3, college sopho-
g - mores, and: Level 4 umper-dxvxsxon students who have not compleued thelr '
© Jjunior year :@i DR .;.‘ RS .
ro. N ' The d1stxxbutxon of applxcants by academlc level and segnent has changed
' ‘ _-mankedly sxnca 1980~ 81 as Table 2 shews prlmarlly by an-xncrease among
- TABLE‘? Number of Cal Grant A Apphcants bg Segment and | | — o
o Academzc Level, 1980 81 to 1983-84 \ o o
. . ' ’ o ' " ) el .v“'
-+ . . Segment . | 1980~ 82 - 1981*82 ' 1982“83 L 1983 84 .
¢ . and Level . . .‘Number § + Number . ?_i' "Number - Number ‘g -
'?.: ‘ State—Un;verszty . o o PR T . o o
S Level 1 13,031 71.2% 16,533 63. 41 17,086 63.3% 17,379 62.4%
T level 27 .* 2,101 "11.5 ' 4,093 15.7 . 4,203 15.6 4,171 15.0
Level 3 .- 2,429 13.3 . 4, 261, 16.3 4,569 16.9 4,918 17.6-
| Llevel 4 L 742_1‘6\0' 1,186 4. 6\4‘ 1,148 -4;2'” :1,382j‘-5.0 s
c Unxvarsztty‘_ ST L “ P | L L L
CLevel 1 3,644 "61.7 - 10,856 - 60. a[’ 11,150 .59.5 11,616 61.0
Level 2 =~ .~ 2,074 14.8 = 2,980 16.6. -3, 154 .16.8 2. 8071714{?'=
| Level 3 S 2 406. 17.2 ‘33099‘v17 2 3,191 17.0 -3, 364 17.6
Level 4 - R 886’f 6. 3 1'06?1 5.8 171,237 6.6 ”“,;68. 6.8
’;Ind_ endent . o ' ;"" ';:;'f,:‘]fj  5,.“ : o
Lgtel 1 ‘~"“;‘ '10,316 563;6 11 569 ' 59.4 - 10,863 58.9 10,643 61/4
-‘,ével.z N - 2,594 :16.0 " 3,484 17.9 - 3,440 . 18.7 2,846 164
*  Level 3 . ©2,295 '14.1 . 3,134 16.1.° 2,915 15.8 23671 15.4
K ' Level 4. - S 1 023¢*¥5‘3 51‘301 fﬁé.? 1,212 6.6 1,163 6.7
. ;Proprletary & Other Przvate a ( | N i_.l o o -‘1;.7
Level 1 . - 819 55.8 sas‘sx 7 7 9% 52,4 1,238 48.9 - ¢
Level 2y . . 437’ '29.8 ‘538 ¥'33.0  550_330.9 903 35.7-- . _
. Level 3%} | 176 12. 0'J~.~‘ 195 ‘12,0 : 235.:13.2 304 " 12.0 R
: Level | 45 31 “50, ‘;\3;1"’:{1 \ 61- 3.4 86 3.4
. ALl Segments - - R A RS-
- : Level 1 32,818 656 7 39 801 61”1 7 40 045f”60;7f““56;377““6I12“7”““"’f”“
e Level 2 © o T,207 144 11,095 . 17.0 . 1‘248:;17;0 10,727 16.1
b ‘Level 3 - . 7,306 14.6 10,690 16 4 *10 912 16.5 11,257 16.9
3 - . Level 4 7 *‘»”2'697“f‘5;4 ' ,584 23 659_;;5;5g1’_3,899‘_-5;8 .
“'Note; i  Level 1 is hlgh school senxors,'z, college freshmen* 3,” college o f
: ‘ sophonores, and &, upper~d1v1sxon students who ﬁgve not completed ‘,'( v
3 their jumior year L o s o
Soufce:  CSAC, Applxcant/Reczpzent Data. Tapes S e 3 ,
\ e \ R - 22 . . /
. B Ve X



\fthésé“zrreadyEnrolléd‘invCOilegé;g‘In'I980~81;%$5:6:pe:cen;}oftall.appli?.,

‘cants were high school seniors applying for a mew award for theiy freshman
: year in ' college, while the other 3%.4 percent,of applicants were already SR
"’ enrolled in college. By.19834§$,‘8,059‘m0revhighvséﬁOQI,senicrs applied - ‘\\;ﬁ/;/
than' had four yesrs earlier, but they accounted for 61:2 pexcemt of ail . -~ . e
) o applicants. Now nearly four‘out of every ten applicants were already = o
« . . - eorolled in collegé -~ an increase of 8,673 since 198Q-81.. e
o The most pronounced.shift bstween the proportion gf‘applicants who were high
' | school seniors and those already enrolled in college occurred - in the State
University and in proprietiry and ‘other private institutions eligible to
, ' participate in the Cal Grant A program. ‘At the State University, the percent~
"« age of all applicants who were high school seniors dropped from 71 to 62 ..
o . percent. At the proprietary institutions, the percentages declined from 56 = 7
SR clo to 49 percent. S . : : e

.. ] ' «The number of applicants in each segment.who were high school seniors versus

" 1. - -those who were already enrolled varied markegdly among. the four segments over .

. 7| . this period, as Table 3 shows. In the State University, for example}, the = . .

v i1+ high school applicants increased by 4,348, or 3.4 percent, while those who . =~ - %
=t - were already enrolled. increased by 5,199, or 98.6 percent. In the Univer- ' .

"0 ..o sity, the number of high school applicants increased by 2,972,&d:~by335.41 f f f‘ 
S ‘pérqeﬂ;;iwhile-those.frop_gtudents already enrolled climbed by 2,073, or R
K R SR S o T S

L .. . u S v "\- - . R : - b
B 2 T UL TN T
. TABLE '3 - Changeé in the Number of Cal Grant A Applicants by \
~t - - Segment and Student -Levejl,, 1980+81 tQ__1983-8_4_ -
. Segment and Level .~ Number Number. Number Percent/ i '
L ) - ) ‘ ~ « IR c"__"""" ‘ v“'"""""""‘"\ "
o ~, State University .. I o B | ‘
‘:1*“, . Hiéh'School Seniors 13,031 -17,379
S *  Alrgady Enrolled ’ el ~ 5,272 10,471
Univengity; ':‘ PR  :‘> L L Lo
. High School Seniors -~ 8,644 ‘j'f11,616"’ﬁf 42,972 4344 1_;'T" |
. Already Earolled ~ . - - 5,366 7,439 . 42,0737 438.6, . .~

Coan

B -~

L} .

: e

44,348 433.4%
45,198 49856 oy

BN

Bt -

ff: ‘ ‘ ‘;\ j,IhdépendentAv"“75 N e L . T

* ¢ High School Semiors ' 10,316 10,643 |+ 327.  +3.2. :
IRt Already Enrolled -— ... 5,912 . 6,680, + .768  *+13{0 S

~"--—‘-— B .‘.‘ s —?roprietmandﬁtherPrivatt - ‘*“t:%':“ x J';" - " by 'f’""‘“‘“ ‘*:‘ S e "“ "“ b " ‘ ""“""‘""“ ™ ad

| ' High School'Semiors - . . 819 .~ 1,238 . ° 4 419 4512

' Already'Earolled* . - 648 1,203 acees 4995

AL Segmeats - oottt

" High School Semiors ., - 32,818 40,877 - 7#8,059° #2455 S
 Already Enrolled 17,210 25,883 #8,673 ~ -+50.4 o

'\/ -

'»fwv.f‘Sdurcg:"CSAC_Apﬁlicint/RecipientDé;g_Taﬁeg:;,,”‘;~{ § ‘
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' 8 ﬁ percent. The slow rate of growtb in the number of 1ndependent college
and unxver51ty appllcants was particularly evident in the increéase of justn
- 327 high school- seniors, or 3 percent; and an 1ncrea§e of 768, or 13 percent,

'1n already enrolled appllcants. Among proprietary imstitutions, the largest
increase also. oc¢urred -among already eurolled appllcants, where the uumber
: uearly doubled. A . : : :

‘ bznce the nnmber of fzrst~t1me awards ;n the Cal Grant A program is de:er-”

~ wmined -in part by the proportion of all applxcants at each of the four educa-

_ ‘tional levels, the shift toqard an increasing number and " percentage of

- college freshmen and sophonores applylng and the segmental differences - in
these patterns had a major effect.on the ‘eventual: distribution of awa:ds
thh more awards go;ng to State Unzversxty apd p:opr;etary students. * ‘

N

o

-

"

Any descrxptxon of the fxnanc1al resoufces of Caleornla S student axd ;

PR

applicants must resolve the questxon of whose income is most approﬁflate to-"’“

_considex -~ that’ of the applxcant s parents or that of the applicant and, if
married, his or her spouse. The answer to this question: depends on whether

- applicants are financially dependent on their parents for fxnancxal support
. j or:are fxnanclally 1ndependent and seIT-supportxns. Sl e

.« .
,
\ .

dlffer; with the State criteris being more stringent. According to the'

State's. defznxtzon, students . are. considered fznancxally 1ndependent if they
.-meet three tests: (1). they vere not claimed as xncone -tax. dependents by

their parents or lesal guardxans for ,both the past th:ee years and the
_current school year; (2) they did not live in ‘their parents’' or legal

guard1ans# ‘home for moxe than six weeks in ‘the 'past three years or ‘the <

turrent one; and (3) they did not receive $750 or more in direct. flnancxalx
‘ sugport fron nhelr parents or legsl guardxans ;n any of these yea:s
1 %

There has been only a slxght 1ncrease in the ratio of dependent to 1ndepen-‘e‘

dent applzcants during these four years, -although the,number of xndependent‘
applxcauts has increased at a substantially faster rate -~ 65.4 to 28.6
percent’ -~ as Table 4 shows: In the State University and at proprzetary

doubled and increased from 14.7 to -21.6 percent and from 20.2 to 26.4°
percent of ‘all State University and” propr1etary institution applicants,

ingtitutions, the -number of 1ndependent or self-support1ng appﬁiganté more”ﬁ

o respectively. .In part, the marked. increase io these applicants in these two ;

fsegments was yet another reflectxon of the substantxal increase, these seg-
. ments experienced in.the number of their applicants who were already enrolled.
Most pre-freshman applxcants are still dependent on their parents for support,

Federal and Callfornla crzterla for determ;nxng students' dependency status”"

while those already enrolled imn post&econdary -education are somewhat older .

© and may meet the State's three-yeer criteria for 1ndependent statns.

At the Unxversxty of Caleornla, the number of lts deﬁendent and 1ndependent

applzcants ;ncreased at gearly ldentlcal rates, and dependeht applicants
continued to account for seven out of every elght appli . In the
independent 1nzt1tutious, on the other hand the number ef s portlng

. - .“ Y |

C—

e



: ‘TABLE 4 Dependencg status of_ C‘al Gz'ant A Applzcants bg Segment,

ap; 198?.81 to 1983-—84 | | - “.’;, o Change 1980+ 81 -
.t Segn)_ent 1980-81 - '1981-82 "198;2.-83_", 11983-84  ___ to 1983-4
s ";'; and‘ Status Number Number . Number ~ Number  Number ‘Percent ‘~'
=% Dependent . 15,612 21,162 - 21,562 21,850 46,218  + 39.8% .
Independent 2,691 4,902 ¥ 54464 5,020 +3,329° +123.7¢ o .
P University o o ST IR
| -~ Dependent - 12,288, 15 sos] 16,282 L 16,680 44,392+ 35.7 . -
IR “"' Iudependent '1 722‘. 2 177 2, 451, 2,375 ¢ 653 ¢+ 37.9 .,
*Independent o o e !" o : -
Dependent | 143393‘;"‘17,15?‘ 16 332, 15,539 41,146 uf,f.a&QD' j:5¢;
Independent 71,835 C2,331 2,098 1,784, - 51 to-o2.80 T
. N f P:opr1etary and Other Prxvate f', T e:_,M _e."_, mt .
S04 Dependeat 1,171 1,206 1,338 1,863 ¥ 692 . +59.1
I Independent 296 CoL 625 b42 668+ 372 +125.7
R All Segments N f S S A _ 5_'?- k
R I}ependent o a372 55,335 55,531 55,913  +12,441 + 28.6
Independent "6‘556 | 9'837‘ - 10, 436 10,847  + 4,291 ¢ 65.4
e Source Q§AC Applzcanthec1p1ent Data Tapes S A .
. 4 ks Lo |
| applzcants 1ncreased only 1n 1981~82 and then decllned sharply for CWoi~”
~ successive years, so that 51 fewe; self-supporting applzcants applxed from'
. ‘ that segnent zn 1983 -84 than had. applled three years eatlxer )
- ‘f greater 51gn1f1cance was’ the unevenness in the segmental shares of theff”e'f
ncreasing numbers of dependenc and. 1ndependent appllcants. Almost exactly ‘ ‘
. S .<‘ ha1f vf the overall increase in the number “of: dependent applicants occurred-
Cwa in the State University. Unaverszty app11cants accounted for an addltlonali_;« A
e ' 35 percent, but 1ndependent institutions accounted for scarcely 9 perceat.:
_— - ' At the sahe’ time, self-supportxng State Unlvers1ty applicants ‘accounted for
- ’ 78 percent of the overall increase. among ‘these applicants; those at the -
T -Unxv;rsxty, fer 15 percenc and-those at 1ndependent 1nst1:ut1nns, fnr.nane&e_
e Fannly Iﬁcbmefof»"b'ependen,t Apphcants R
G - As npted earlxer, at least 70‘percent of all Cal Grant A applzcants in each \
Y _ sekment depend -on thexr parents for,flnanexal suppcrt.- In the Unxverszty
. B oy _ s f . | : - ' T o
ERIC - S ) 25 |
: . . s
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'and independent - lnstxtutlons, nearly 90 percent are dependent., Table 5o
' shows how the fanxly-xncome distribution for dependent appllcants RUE all;(

‘f*four sesnents has changed over the past. four years.

. -As nght be expected, segmental dlfferences in the~fgp&ly4&ncome dzstrlbutlon
of these applicants reflected dlfferences in the famlly-xncome dlstgxbutzon
of their undergraduates and the ‘substantial differences in their cgst of

- attendance For example, over 75 percent of these. appllcants }n the low-.f; N
 priced’ State University. came from families thh incomes_of less than $24,000 .~

. in 1980-81, as did 63 perceut in 1983-84. Ln ‘the somewhat “higher-priced
. University of California, on the other hand, 55 percent of its dependent
- applicants came from families with incosmes. below $24,000 'in 1980-81, but .

‘ omnly 43 percentﬁdid s0 by 1983-84 as the cost of attendance 1ncreased sha:ply o
_and an increasing proportxdn of middle~income. students now sought_financial :

.aid .in -order fo attend. At independent “institutions, only 51 percent of

dependent applxcants were from families with incomes of less .than $24°,000 in

' 1980-81, since miny middle-income studehts required financial aid to meet
‘their high costs; 'and nearly 10- percent of dependent QPpllcants came from '
' families with incomes of "$42,000 or more. By 1983-84,) just 38 percent of .

zpendent applxcants at these institutions had- fanlly incomes below. $24 000 L

ile over 27 percent were from falllxes earnxng $k2 000 or nore..

‘The most strmkxng changes occurred in- the famxly-zncome dxstrxbutlon of

\:~;f1nancxalli dependent applzcants at 1ﬁdependent institutions. The number, of -
" these applicants declined between 1980-81 and 1983~84 with an overall Ioss

of 1,911 and sizeable losses in every fimily-income category below $36, 000.

o Thewdrop in applicants in the categories of "Under $12,000" and "'$12,000 -~
$23,999'! approached 20 percent A small increase of 176 dependent_applxcants

' ogcnrred -in the $36, 000 to $41 999 . income range, but the only sizeable

. ‘inmcrease occurred in the range of $42,000. or more. In other words, almost -

 the entire increase in the. dependent applicant: pool at independent institu~~

‘tions occurred inong students whose families had incomes that exceeded the

Cal Grant A program's income ceiling for. elxgxbxlxty, elthough uany of them f.
 could demonstrate financial need since the cest of a. singlg yeat at these -
. 1nst1tutiont cften reached $11 000 to $13 000 ;n 1983~84 N g ;

,'The declzne in the~percentage of dependent appllcants from fxmllles thh

“ incomes below $24,000 and’ the. repld increase in the percentage ‘of appllcants
from families . wyth incomes above 542, 000~stemmed in patt from the 1mpact of

o xnflatxon during this- perlod In analyz1ng the financial circumstances of

+ these a pl:cants, the xuportant questions are whether their actual family

incom strzbut1on changed: between 1980-81 and 1983-84 in constant dollars
“and, if so, how and ‘to what extent. To answer these quesxxcns, the family- .
imccme. d;str:hutxunﬂdzsplayed 1n”Iahle«5wfnr each segment during 1983-84 was -

e
. it .

‘adjusted for actual changes since 1980 ip the median family income: of Cali-

fornia families whose heads were ‘between 40 and 54 years of age. . Thxs age '

‘;range was used because these famxlles were most lxkely to have chlldren of
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e TABLE 5 Famzly-Income Dzstrxbutzon of Fxnanczally Dependent B
”Tsd? L ¢§1 Grant A Applzcants by Segment,_1980~81 ta 1983- -84

K ﬁgf Segment and

“Income” in N

State Uﬁivegsxty
$0—11 999 5 433

012~ 23‘999 6 073.

24*35@999 3 204
36:41.999
42 and Up

unlverSIt‘x ‘ N U,._.,; ‘

. $0~11.998 " 2 ,540
,-g:412-23 999 4 282 .
 24-35.999 +3,551"
'41;074]
1841

. 36-41.999

“~$

Independent -

Jf . §0-11. 999 . 2 sss"

0 12-€3.9994,540

| 24-35.999 4 ,232
1,409

'36-41.999

aZ,and Ug 1,357

. @

1980 81
Thousands ﬁ;,.',z

T ﬁ{baba‘c
LW R

556
346

s do

g e
RV-R. Rt Pegry

“\‘J\ ": :
6,602

PO e

l 1;058

R RO

L e

»2,962
4,652

wroe U1 oo

Proprxetary and Other Prlvate

: ,$0-11 999
©12-23.999
 24-35.999°
o 36=41. 999
,'42 aud Up

345
421

47

-

-Source:

:l?¥’ 

Vo

=3

~40.0
fzssﬁ,za.s .

© 68

29.5

“sig 9
4 0 ’” 75

~

2,871
4,854
4,341
1,584
12,156

4,751 .
1,849
2,943

327
‘-417_,
289

96 -

1981% ‘
o ﬁ :v‘_m v

31.2

7,454 r35.2°
43916

, 23.2
1,132 5.3

'S

.2 2,909
4,518

CSAC Applzcant/Recxpzeqﬁ Data Tapes

6,695

4,640

.6 2,958

12,509
4,222
4,101 -
¢ 1,629 .10.0°
3,870 23.7

155,

1982*83

Change °

7,313

1,264 5.
1,650_7

17.
. 27.
10.
18,

4,226
1,671

15.4 .

25.1

V322 9261

429 3241
T321 24.0
111

N

SNw o Ne.

25.8

8.3
11. 6 ol

— -~ o

P
e

* . ¥

3009 41,324
'32.3 '+ 987

2105 +1,494

6.2+ 794
9.0 +1,619

.““coliege age. f?hble 6 ofr page 20~shows the -income: dxstrxbutxoa in bath~yearsi”

T

W

1983 84 1980 81 to 1983~84
. i

P

g

0

:sa>?9c:4n
WD

in terms.of 1980 dollars and 1nc1udes an index based on the relative size of”3 "
‘This. index is designed to r:veal the. character of chani&s ‘
Cin the fan11y~1ncome dxstrlbutlan of these applxcants between 1980 81 and

~ ‘each income- BFOuP..

"1983 86
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erTABLE 6 Fam:lg Income Dzstrzbutzon of ananc Ilg Dependent'f‘”) "L
- .~ . rcal Grant A Applicants by Segment 1980-81 and 1983 -84, - .

_ | zn Constant 1980 Dollars LT e
R .]f7;'x7i‘fp: S 3 - S .
L - o 1980-81 o 1983 84 i T
D Segment and In;nme . Number . _Peﬁcent‘;.’Number Percent Change" Index
i v""'?SLate Umversxty g S . _ Co 4 Ly e | e,
| o s0-11,999 | 5,433 36.8% - 8,839 40.5%% +3,406 116

e s12 000 - $23,999 6,073  38.9 7,806  36.2 . +1,823 93
4‘\; S ~§24 000 - $35,999 ., 3,204 20,5 - 34741 . 17.2  + 537 84
) B 1$36,000 -~ $41,999 . - ¥856 X6 .- 645  ,3.0. + .89 83

'$£52 000 and Above oy 366 2,20 709 3.2+ 363 145 .
Unlveraﬁ-y > - N o R E S
R - 11,999 - .2,540  20%% - 4,110  24.7 ¥'1’::;gzo“' 19 . Y
. ;'i ooo - $23,999 - - 4,282 .34.8 5,436 32,6 ' +1,15 93 ..
- ~ $24,000 -~ $35,999 3,551 28,9 . 4,276 '25.7 + 725 89 S
T $36,000 - $41,999 1,024 - 8.7 ° . 1,239 - - 7.4 + 165 85
' 342 000 and Above, L 8ﬁ1* - 6.8 1,619 9.7+ 778 143
Independent | e : o S - &
o e 1§30 - sn 999 . . 2,855 19.8 3,260 ' '21.0  + 875 106 - - .
e $12 000 = $23,999 - 4,540  31.5. 4,804 30,4+ 2647 96 @ -
Co e $2‘4 QOO>--¢$“35 999. - 4,232 29.4 4, 230 - 27.2 -2 82 -
S tg .. §36,000, -~ $41,999.° .. 1,409 9.8 : 1;,371 - 8.8 - 38  -60
. $42 000 and Above;\*'-h 1,357 9.5 1,872 '12.0  + 515 126
S 4 I T
R Px;opnetary and Othe: Pn‘z/ e R SR .
- ‘ N [ . T ,
e so - §11,999 . 345 .- i29.5 . 7 648 ;. 34.8 + 303 118
> o - §12,000 A $23,999 C 421 %00 . 717 38.4 + 296 96
526, 000 - $35,999 " - 288 . 24.6 366 wé/ + 78 _ 80
- §36, 000 - §41,999 68 5.8 o 64 - & 50
$42,000 and Above © . 47 ) 60 766 3.5+ 19 B8
| . . Source: CSAC ,Applicant.fﬁatzgplent Data Tkpcs Cbnputa;ions by qu‘t'secéxiﬁary S
] S 4 Education Commission Staff using data from Department of Finance - el
B = . Current Populition Survey data on median incomes in Calzforxua of' ' / .
fuzlxe: w:.th hea etwee.n 4.(, qnd 54 ye\rs of age, S : J
.v:._._‘....',_.‘....w--.»..--.‘-l T s - — ____ RER— ; i _;.,‘,L... e —— e ‘;’:-__.__.ﬁ...‘,u B T T prean ;~~ o e
“These appear quue dszerent from tho%e in T/ble 5. Of part:.cular note is © 7 j -
N '-_~_4the~marked increase in the proportion of apphcants at Yoth ends. of the - B
o ‘ ~1ncome spectrum’ and the relsative decline’ in  the size of the middle-income 5
.- group, especzally those with" wsoieqMValent ineomes. bet.ween $24,000 and. .. °: .
A o §41,999. Tlus pattern is evxdenr. in all three ma_;or segments,_although at -
a RS . o v w20~ =

R e DL L T eE T
"“'. ’ ‘ . \‘ . ~ ‘.'_‘."- -“‘
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xndependent 1nst1tut10ns the relatlve size of the lowest 'income category d1d
not increase as rapxdly at they did at the State Unxversxty ‘and University.

 The size of the 1udependent institutions' middle-income group did not. decllne .

 quite as sharply as in the publlc segments either, where the percentage of
applicants in, the &4, 060 to $41,999 ranges were - only 83 to. 89 petcent as
large as they had. been four years earlzer, although the incomes that corre-.
sponded to the 1980 "$24 000 to $A1 899" range had increased to betwgen
830,600 and $53,550 by 1983 -84. And at upper levels, a marked increase
~occurred in applxcants from famxlles with 1980~-equivalent incomes of $42,000 .
~and above 'in 1983-84." More applicants from such families were attending
1ndependent than- puhl;c institutions at. both the start and end of this
perxod ‘but -this group increased .by more than 43 pi;éﬁgt in both public
segments by. 1983-84, probahly in . response to rapld increds

fges and other attendance costs’ beglnnxng in 19&;‘82 S . 1

Y

¢ -

®

.The income of financially independent or Se1f~§ﬁpportiﬁg~appl£%ant§ includes

_both taxable and non-taxable earnings of the applicants themselvgs and, in
the case of marrxpd applxcants, the earnings of their spouses.  Table 7 on
page 18 shows the 1ncone ¢1str1butxon of these app11cants for each segment.

 ‘,‘ As Table. 7 shows the State Unxverslty had the Iargest number of self-sup~~‘

pnrtlng applicants du:zng this period. It alsolexperienced the most sub-

- stantial 1ncrease in such applicants, with thé number more than’ .doubling.

" The University and the proprietary instxtut;ons had more modest-ancreases,

- wzth thc rate of 1ncrease most narked.anons those with 1ncou¢s above $6 000

"

-

NS TP

I T

BEPEE

-~

-

- As. thh flnancxally dependent applicants, thc trend among. self-supportlng

~ applicants at independent ‘institutions gives cause *for concern. Although

‘these institutions still had over 1,780 independent students applying in

1983~84 they experienced an overall drop of nearly 3 pewcent in the nusber

of these spplicants. Their number of those with incomes below $3,000 dropped

py 82 or by nearly 9 percent, while those with xncnnes between '$3,000 ind -

© §6,000 declined by 95 or fearly 18 percent. Horeover, although the number of

j applxcants with 1ncomes iy the "$6 000" to $8 999" and "'$9,000 to $11,599"
- 'ranges increased over the four years, they also showed narkcd decl*nes after

 pesking- i® 1981-82 or the following year.  furthermore, the increase in..
‘applicants w th incomes of $12,000 or more leve d off after 1982-83, and in

constant doXlars the size of this group also daclined over the four-year

period. Hhatever the full explanation for this pattern, which alnnst cer=-

-

-

es in their required

‘-

taiRly anclud both the psychologxpal and very resl financial barrier of ~4

_hzg tuition,the ‘decline in.the sizé“of the self-supporting applxcant poal
. at - 1ndépeqdent .institutions “cannot be attrxbuted to Cal Grant A income

-+ ceilings or the inability of such spplzcspts to demonstrate thczr need for
1 - substantxal amounts of axd.,_ . B e [ ‘

“z/'r L A B N

PURE
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| B TABLE 7 ‘ Student and Spouie Income bf Fmanczally Independent .
°, | ; Cal Grant A App cants bg Segment. 1980-’81 to 1983~-84".
| .,/g;gment and DRI (R o L Change S
o Income in _-1980-81' | -1 81-82 | 19§2-83 1983 84 1980-81 to 7983 84 T
'\i L Staﬁe Unxversxty ‘ . L L _ »‘,‘,; oy T o  '!
DRI ' '§0-2.999 1 ,495 55. 13 2,685.54.8 2, 14753.5 73,253 56.0 ° +1,758 +117, 6% .
A T '3-5.999 838 31.1 1,317 26.9 45 24.7”,1 465 26,3 + 627 + 74.8 ..
S 6-8.999 zgx 9.0 538 11.0 /.744 13.7 799 13.3 + 558 +231.5.
o 9-11.999. _ .81 3.0 163 3.3 / 267 4.9, . 250" 4.2 + 186 +229.6
. 12andUp . /36 1. 37188 3.8/ 1740 3.2 (23 40+, 2074575.0 ‘
o o Univ,ersity o N - | L ‘I",,‘,Jj . ‘ & 5 ,
UL - 0-2.999 1,077 62.5 1,359 62.4° 1,455 59.4 17433 60.3 + 356 4330 - '
- '3-5.999. 456 26.5 517 23.7. 626 25,5 560 23.6 -+ 104 + 22,8
v  6-8.999 122 7.1 180 8.3 -232 9.5 ,gso?,9,7» 108 + 88.5
P » . 9-11.899 33 *}.ga- 57 2.6 69 2.8 66 2.8 33 +100.0
- 12 and-Up ~3ﬁ.'z.o . 66"2.9\ﬂ 69 2.8 86 3.6 +-'52‘+152 9-\(
% Independent S L ‘ N T |
N . ‘ - ) : o ) P ; ~
. 1$0-2.999 962 51,3 1, 2 ,51.5 : 998 47.6 860 48.2 - - 82 - 8.7 o
o '3-5.999° 534 29.1 '25.2° 528 25.2 439 24.6 - 95 -.17.8
i a . 6-8.999 176 9.6 273‘11;7 . 300 14.3 218 12.2 +. 42+ 23.9
S f. % 9-11.999 . 88 4.8 - 12 4.8 101 4.8 95 5.3 +° -7+ 8.0 w
§ - 12and Up 95, 5.2 158 6.8 171 8.2 172 9.6 + 77 +.81.0
‘ ‘f;LV“. Proprxetary and Dther Pr:vate.».. R R '“r;f _ o
N *'§§ ©$0-2.999 138 46.6 . 206 48.5 - 171 38.7 . 222 33.2 -4 84 + 60.9 .
© %t 73057909 100 33.8 128 30.1 - 139 31.6 228 3417+ 128 +128.0. 3
L ‘;6-8.999,“ 32 10.8 . 42 9.9 78 17.6 - 116 1.6+ 84 ¥62.5 .
St 9-11.999 16 5.4 2% 6.4 26 5.4 52 7.8 +-°Be225.0 e,
_;;M§»~¢12md@ 16 5.4 215@ 30, 6.8 ° 297 4.3+ 3*8124;4  -
Souxce CSAC Applxcant/Racszent Data Tapes N ¥ R : )
SRR - - ol A B }

Grade«'Point stt.ribution of Apphcants

L A The Cal Grant A prograa was orxg;nally called the State Scholarsh;p program, 3;',‘ﬁ ff.ﬁ
' and. awards are still dxstrzbuted or rationed amoﬁg eligible students with

rereimm . . demonstrated financial. need on the basis. 6f their grade-point averages. As_ - .
e Table 8 shows, sizeaBle differences exist in the gradeﬂpoznt d;strlbutlon of ESSECE |
' e ‘can;akandng*the seguepts. | | . Lo

In part, these dlfferences are a reflect1on of the academxc selectzv;ty of B i
each segment. The Unpiversity of Caleorﬁﬁa s high admission standards were i "
... evidenced by nearly half of "its "applicadts having 3.4 g ~point -averages .

and nearly three-fourths having averages above 3.0. - On the other hand, more ’ 1
Lhan 50 percent oi tye State Unlversxty s SPPliESnts and QVer 85 percent o _
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TABLE 8 Grade-Poznt D;strzbutzon of&fal Grant A Applzcants bg

q,‘..

grade—poxnt averages helow 2 8 by 1983 -84 thsn in- 1980 81

0 wa

i

23~

. . . o
LR R . i

P Ce o co

g . - . .
. ) : T

. . ‘ .
. \ - ]

. . - . -

. . s B AN

Such averages

Segment, 1980-81 to 1983 84
: S Change . . -
Segment and 1980*81 '1981~82 18982-83 - 1983 84- 1980 81 to 1983*84
"o Grade Poxnp E B R #\_\‘ T F R # %

"~S Unzversxty o ‘ -  ﬁ_._ - h Co .
Under 2.5 4,163 22.7% '6,173  23.7% 6,632 24.6% 6, 743 26.2% 42,580 +62.0%
'2.5-2.79 3,115 17.0. 4,540 17.4 4, 726, 17.5, 4,839 17.4 +1,724 +#55.3

. 2.8-2.99 2,093 T11.4 3,277 12.6 ' 3,235 12.0 3,512 12.6 +1,419 ' +67.8

2 73.0+3:19.-. 2,634 14.4 3,654  14.0 3;?84{ 4.0 3, 878 13.9 . +1,244 447, z
3.2-3.39. 2,234 12,2 2,906 11.1: 3,081‘311.0. 3,191 11.4 +- 957 +42. 8
3.4 & Up o 4027 22.0 5,514 21.2 _SiSASv go,ﬂf 5,686 20.4 +1,659 $41.2°

Un;versxty e e . ( [: e :

* Under 2. 5 1,038 7.4 1,535 8.5 1, 689 9.0 1,754 £ 9.2 + 716 f69;0_'.ﬂ g
2.5-2.79 1,071 7.6 - 1,556 8.6 1, 680 © 9.0 1,722 9.0 + 651 +60.8 °
2.8-2.99 .1,030° 7.4 1,422 7.9 - 1,539 8.2 1,479 7.8+ <467 +45.3

- 3.0-3.19  1.623 '11.6 2,304 12.8 2,441 13.0 ,322 12.2 + 6997 '#63.1

- '3.2-3.39 1,996 14.2 2, 589 14.4 2,556 13.6 2,583 13.6 + 587 +29.4

3. 4 & Up 7,252 51.8 8,577 47.7 “8.828 §67.1 9.177 482 +1,925 +26.5 .

Independent' ; :,f e IR - “ 'V ‘ ,'j o ‘_;"' .» .

#f‘wUnder 2.5 1,982 12.2 2,773 14.2 2,591.;14.o-f<§2504A1@,4\ +°522 +26.3 |

o .2.5-2.79 2,082 12.8 2,805 144 . 2,588 14.0 12,423 14,0 + 341 +16.54

- 2.8-2.99 1,658 10.2 2,099 10.8 1,777 -10.7 "~ 1,887 10.9 + 229" +13.8
3;0-3.19° 2,073 12.8 2,648 13.6. 2,429 13.1 2,316 13,4 + 243 +11.7

.~ 3.2-3.39 1,978 12.2 - 2,239 11.5. 2,199 "11.9 2,062 11.8 ¢ 64 + 3.2

‘3.4 & Up 6,455 39.8 ° 6,924 ‘35}5 336 666 36 0 6,151 ~35.5§,f_g30a ";4’7 .
T ‘Prbprzetary and Othgr Pr;v:te o o ,vg,'f‘ k"; ff ‘,  ' f. o

' Under 2.5 402 '27.4 471 28.9 ° 529 29;7'\‘77724 28.6 + 322 +80.1

o 2.5-2.79 j 263 17.9° 308 '19.0 . 340 19.1. - 400 15.8 - + 137" +452:1° ‘
, 2.8-2.99 184 12,5 7 - 212 ‘13.0 218 12.2 . 319 12:6 + 135 +73.4 . -

'3.0-3.19 199 13.6 228 ' 14.0 ‘Q 258 . 14.5 349 13.8 7+ 150 +75.4 .
3.2-3.39 . 135 9.2 " 135 . 8.3 178 110.0 - 156 6.1 .+ 19 #14.1 7 3
3.4 & Up -1‘290' 19 8 J~27&“16‘8} 257 .4 . C 421 16.6 ff 131 ‘+45f2'

. " Soﬁ:ég. CSAC Appllcant/Rec;pxent Data Tapes ”
. ) i . . ‘ ,‘}.

: thcse fron propr1Etary 1nst1tut10ns had grade-poxnt mverages below 3.0,

although more than- 20. percent of the State Unxvers:ty s appl;cants had o

- averages; ‘of-3: ¢~or'het§5r *Thc»averages-ef -the -independent institutions’ s

= applxcants fell in between those of the University apd the State University -~ -

' 35-to 40 percent had grade-poxnt averages of 3 4 or above, whxle at 1east 35 §

percent had averages btlaw 3.0. L \ “.\‘”,&, e

The most rap;d zncreasgs occurred among applxcants in- the 1ower end of the. j“: 3 -

. grade-point.. spectrum.’ Overall there were aearly 7,000 more appllcants with ‘2
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IO N havéfrargly‘bé¢g high éhdgéh.in,:ﬁcént years to secure a Cal’ Grant A_awaﬁé, _ N
c.-= " “although some of these applicants secured Cal-Grant B-awards -- a topic.that
' ~will be developed more fully later., -~ . s Lol ‘

_ -+ The number of applicants with7gradeépoint averagé3’3.36e~3‘0 increased .quite S
-+ " substantially_-- up 3,963 for those’with°grade averages of 3.0 to 3.39, and
3,411 for those with averages of 3.4 or above."Thisigrowth(greatlY]ﬂ!ﬂgh;ened L
s the competition for the limited pumber of. first~time awards. By 1983-84, R
38,003 applicants with averages of 3.0 or‘'better, including 21,168 with |
averages of 3.4 or better, were competing for only 14,900®npew awards. Not
“'all of these applicants’ were able to demonstrate finincial need, however, - .
~ and many others who could demonstrate need were from families with incomes SR
- above the program’'s ceiling., ' e g S - : N
. while thg-nnnher'of~apylicants.at»public.institutions.with grade-point =~ .
""" averages of 3.4 or better increased by 3,584, the number of such applicants -~ [
.7at independent institutions dropped by 304. In fact, the number of appli-~ R
~ cants at independent institutions with averages of 3.0 or above increased by . ‘Y
~ just three, compared to an increase of 7,071 .in the two public segments. ‘ | R
. . - Furthermore, a large proportion of ifdependent institutiqn applicants with .
’,‘"? ' . high averages came from families with incomes above the Cal Grant A ceiling. = =

N

R

4 v

. PROGRAMPROVISIONS AFFECTING =0 7 ¥ T 0
.. THEDISTRIBUTION OF NEW CAL GRANT A AWARDS 4 = ~=+ .. = '

RERTR LT S P IR TR T .@;Q
- The changes discussed above in the Cal Grant A applicant pool had a consider- - o
able impact on the distribution of new, awards amonggstudents and segments.
. Yetr, at least five program provisions and features had an even more dramatic = . g
R f - impact on this distribution: (1) procedures for setting student budgets “and e
' %{H . determining financial need, (2) methods for setting and adjusting the family i
BRI ' income ceiling, (3) .statutory limits on the nusber of nev awards, (4) unit

~ ‘limits on applicant eligibility and thﬁ;allocation of new awards among o+ . -2

s students at different educational levels, and (5) the-use of grade-point « ¢ .
.. . averages to distribute awards. The-following paragraphs examine gaghrof~ : R R
. these provisiogs imeturn and evaluate its impact. . =~ = - . T o R

7§ setting Student Budgets and Determining Financial Need - -~ =~
N T : . ‘..”«, o f' e L R S
"Setting and Adjusting Student Budgets: Systematic variations obviously

exist among students in their educational costs or Mbudgets,"” regardless of -

.. the institution they attend: TFor instance, those who reside at home and =

commute to campus generslly spend less than those‘Who;};ve'sd§Y'ff6ﬁ”hdﬁé;“-

Q ‘;‘- .either in;ﬂQINitbri¢$'°t_fo;Campus,‘and‘thefCQSts'fdp those living away . fx.
o e from home tend to be higher in‘certaipjarea§ than,in‘cthers.-'Simil;:ly,‘thej" o
2 " .“eipenses«6f;harfied*itﬂdegts or single parents are typically greater than . = 3
o . . those faced by single students, including aslthqyrdo‘highﬁf,gosts,§9r»hgusigg,."w_ :~_ja5i§
# . v food, and child care® L ‘Q‘i o E B IR o T
AL AU b IP SR T S
e R ) ‘(. ] o

) ~24- B ,

t 32 , . .




.For fxnanc1ally dependent students, then, the size . of expected parental -

_‘The Student A;d Commxssxon and most fxnanczal axd efflees diStlﬂgUlSh among S
" six different student budget categories basqd on these systemat ‘differences B

in students’ marital status.and residence, during the school ~vear: (1)

" 'single at home, (2) single. on campus, (3) singles off campus, -(4) married - |
'+ without children, (5) married with chlldren, and {6) single parent. Through = w:

its Student Expense Budget Commlttee,,the Student Aid Commissiom deVeLOps R

“and.angually updates expected student budgets in each of these categorxes' A

- for use in-assessing the ability of students and their families to pay. foy ‘

college and thus- students' financial aid el;gxblllty The final elemént in

A',e:ch individual stlident's: budget is the tuition- and teﬁulred fees charged by l
S the 1nst1tu§Pon that he or she seeks to attend IR R

9

‘ Determxnxng Parents Expected Contrmbutlons~ To be eligible forrCal Grant
awards, applxcants must demonstrate financial need under the natxonally
. utilized need analysis system developed by the College Scholarship. Servxce»
" {CSS) to assure Consistent, equitable treatment for all financial aid applx«
. cants. The College Scholarship Service explazns the assumptlons of this
"unxforn Iethodology” as follows (1983, P 9): .

The underlylng gssumptxon of the CSS need analyszs system is- that
. parents have an oblxgatlon to. finance the education of their.
children to the extent ' that they are able. . . . 'Another ua;or
assumption of .the CSS need analysis system is that the size of the -
. family and any extraordinary expenses that the- famlly may have
\must be comsidered in order to measure the txue 8b111tY of the
family to contribute to educat:onal costs.. So, too, must such .
“'factOts as- the age of - parents the valne of the parents asset£,~
. and the number of working ps:ents be wexghed - factors that wxll ;V'
‘ alter a fam;ly s fxnancxal strength. o . ‘

- o -

.  comntribution is & major ﬁetermznant in assessing students’ ability to pay

. the costs of attendance and hence in assessxng thelr flnancxal nee& .-

Settx;g Student COntrzbutzon Levels: The College Scholarshlp Serv;ce, the -
' California Student Aid Commission, ‘and nearly all financial aid officers - .
‘expect students as well as their parents to help pay the costs. ‘of - their ° V“:\\é%*,

#

" education. Often: referred to as "student self help," this cnntrlbutlon can .
‘ _‘take a var1ety of forms, 1ncludxng savxnss frau susmer enployment, earnxngs?
. from acade-xqﬂyear exploynent,'and obligatxons ‘to repay loaans, . Student
' contributions from saviangs and earnings are considered ismediate or direct -
forms of self-help, while loans are indirect because of their deferred e
f pepayment dhlxgatlon bnly dlrect forms of self*help are examlned 1n ghxs‘
| ‘sectlon.' o A L e _‘,. . ‘ o
o “ o Y . ' S o R o o
_For financially dependent applzcants, the Calzfarnxa Student Aid Commlssxon.*‘

[

B ]

uses standard student contribution levéls' “that “vary depending upon “their

{ +  parental contribution levels because ‘of its belief: that .students' earning -

potential varies degend1ng upon the financial position’ of their’ family and i

its recognition that some 1ow-1ncome families expect their children to
._contrlbute some of their earnings to help support the famlly 1tself In
1980-81, its expected student contribution' levels ranged from $275 to $875
‘for pre-freshmen and- from $425 to 975 .for continuing students, By 1983-84, -
; these 1evels ranged fron 6200 to $1 800 dependlng on parent cgntrzbutxon‘”

' - N . ,\-'

) . c '
« . _‘ T . X '
.x o -25~

DI SR . ‘ . - 33 o
Lo "‘ - P S R o T v P
oo - . :
A .
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R levels, wmth the maxamum student contrmbutlon level bezng reached at approxx-'

' ‘  mately $24,000 of family iancome. Contmuing students were expected to ?
R contrlbute an addltlonal $150 at each famlly contrlbutxcn 1qgel S
,For f1nanc1ally 1ndependent or self-supportxng appllcants, the btudent Ald

Commission uses the "uniform methodology" to assess their abllxty to help
. pay the gost of their education, but it also sets a- mznlmum contr;butxon ’

. level for these students which has. varied over the years from $1, 620%in

©1980-81 to $2,340 in 1983-84 for single students and married students with R 1
" .. children under sev ears old. Mayried qudents with nor young childrew are -
" > expected to contr;hute more, and e amount varxed dependxng upon whether m
s -the’ spousc is 8 studeut as Hell e e N

S A :
Dbf:nxqg Need: Once ‘the student budget parental contrlbutxon, and student \ .
' 5 contrxbuﬁzon ate determined for an applicant, the Student Aid Commission ) f\ '
L0 { . assesses ‘whether an applicant has financial ne&d by subtracting the expected -\

~ contributions from the student budget. Demonstrated financial need, there- .. ' ..

fore, is relative and mot absolute. That is, tlie level of "unmet need" - -
depends nét only on thé relative financial resources of applicants. and their = L
. families, but on the cost of attepdlng their chosen institution. Appllcants . "

. from low-income families are likely to demonstrate financial need irrespec-
-1 tive of whether ‘they seek.to mttend a relatively low-priced State University

' . or a higher-priced independent institution. On the other hand, a student

' - from an uppe zddle-incane family may not be ablé to demonstrate financial ¢
. . need af a § Univeraity, but stxll may show canaxderable fxnancxal need , L
CL At a hlgher prlced institution... .. e e e

‘ Identxfylng Minimum Need and Unrecqgnzzed Need. If financially independent.
<" applicants can desonstrate a minimum Jevel -of finan ial need at the 1nst1tu-f R
7 tien they seek to ‘attend, and if their families' incomes are below the Lot e o

. .program's incomé ceiling, the Student Aid, Comn;ssion defines them as needy R
© ~v 7 eligible applicants and they enter the.pool of applicants actually:competing =~ .,
S  for the new Cal Grant A awards available each year. If on .the other hand, o
their families' incomes exceed. the program ce111ng (a _subject discussed in. . &,
more detail latet), these students are ineljgible to compete for !Cal&xant ‘.
. A award regardless of their levels of demoﬁigiated financial need or grade- ' »
point averages. For example, the average remaining or usmet need of depen~-"~ . -
-+ dent applicants -at independent institutions from families with incomes of ol
x '$42,000 or above vas more than $2,000 ia 1983~86 but thc 1ncome of thesc : IR
”l"applxcants families was above the program's cexlxng ‘ . 5

RN

Set‘ung and Adjusting the Famxly Income and Asset Cexhngs '_ ‘, EE o - B T

- b

*”~*The Student Ald Commxsszon moqffzas the unzﬁer mcthodology by 1mposxng
family income and asset ‘ceilings that target eligibility to “applicants’ beiaw T
. .. those: ceilings who can demonsttate financial need.. For dependent. applxcants o
CoeT in 1980-81 the fauxly income ce:lxng ‘was $33 000" and the -asset ceiling
S 8140, 000, having been raised from $29, 900 and §115, 000 respect1Vely the ©
. previous year.; ‘The Student Aid Commission has. adgustcd both ceilings from - e
 time to time, but -it bas not adJusted then for inflation.on a' regular basis. %
 'In 1981-82, it introduced a variable income ceiling, with levels of $33,000 T
“for fanxlie: thh three or fewer nenbers, $36 000 wzth four, 539 000 wlthr"

o ' o ,' " ‘ . a e "-‘ Lo R K \
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’& fxve, $42 OOQ wzth sxg or. more' members, and $62 000 w1th three or more
3 mcmbers when two or more chxldﬁen ‘were in -college. ' That same year, it

. % raised the agset- ‘ceiling to $168ROGO but because of 1eglslat1ve.concern, ‘fﬁ‘;

f;f;,; b ,hoth cexlmngs h@ve rema1npd at thesa levels sxnce ‘then.

- - .

Q Rapzd xncﬁigses in Callfornxa real\estate przces in recent years have been
i evident te all, and the need to adgpst the asset ce111ng to reflect such
T changes . readily. apparent-. On the other hand, ‘the income cellxng and_the’

. Yy and conquzon. DR A ‘  \._ SR , :
. - »'\\ Lo e S S e

Part of\the prohlem stems from dzsagreensnts about what year to use’ as. the

f:, __\§ apptopriate* method: for adJustlng 1t hﬁve ‘been the. center of sohe contro sy

bas;s for ad;nstlng the income ce;lxng anq part from debates over what index i'"

77'” “is most approprlata to use to measure the 1mpact of . 1nflatxcn on famzly

- Consumer Prxce Index used to adgust for 1nflat10n, then the famxly income: .
ceiling ig 1983-84 shonld have been'$48,000 instead of averaging $37,500.
On. the oé* band, if the actual ‘change in Cal&fomxa median family incomes
“for famili®s whose bead was between the -ages llkely to have chijldren in.
callege is ‘used as an index for ikflation,’ the' . results are different.. and’.
depend on the base year selected as wellw If 1980 -81 is used, the ceiling

- incomes. For example, if 1977-78 is used as the base year and the Cal1£crnxa'

in 1983-84 should.have“been -$42,075, but if 1981-82 were useQ, the Varlable L

.‘ cezlzng\would have :ansed from $37 850 to 348 150

;q*.} s A51de from these ncthodological dehates, prhblems arise. frnn the symbolxc _

- aspects of fanxly income as a measure of affluence or of the ablllty tao pay.

} ;" Family income is a poor indicater, of the ability to pay, and thus even a
v var;aQ}e income cellzng.thh its allowances for differences in family size

" cial resources and of family's ability to Coptribute toward their childrens' r{f'

education. .The unzforn methodology takes into consxderatlon not only family:
g size but a wlde range of other factors, including whether one or both pareats
‘are working, the pumber 8f childyen in college, and the capacity of the. =
" family. to. contr;bute from both I;cone -and ggsets Though perhaps less

\\ d the number of children in college is only a3 rough index of family finan-

readily ‘understood as s ‘symbol of program ellgxbllity, 8 parental contr1bu-“;
. tion ceiling would be a'more precise and exact measure of the ability to pay .

L3

and would provide a more equitable basis for including.or excluding applicants .

from program elzgxbzlzty Further, because. the uniform methddology makes -
the necessary. adgustments for inflation and its-impact on family maintenance
costs as well as-on income ‘in detgrn;ning expected parental contribution .

" levels, a paréntal contr1hntion ce111ng would not require annual adgustment

i .
Number of Applxcants Above the’ Income Cellngg- As noted ear11er in the
_ . section’ on the income distribution .of appli ts, substantial growth has
ST . occurred in. the number of dependept appllcigpz

e e o i - b ks s hAa g sy St s

 “;3~_' _which averages $37,500. This is particularly true amnng applicants at the
.~ University. of California and 1ndependent 1nst1tutxons. Further, sizable
- . increases. have also occurred in the number of applxcants from families with-

Settzns &uch a cellxng the>f1rst year would not, however, be a sxmple task -

from famxlzes with incomes of L
$42 000 or more“all of whom are abovc the Program”s’ 1983-8&'1ncome*ce111ng~*m~

incomes between $36,000 and - $42 000, and -any of these appl1cants are also

;-;.  ‘;H‘  ipeligible because of the income celllng :As Table 9 shows, the proportion .

of applicants with incomes above the ceiling has increased in all three L

 major sgsnen;s,ﬂ If the cellzng had heen adjusted fully for chanxes in-

‘ - ;‘, T
[ : . . N . ’ . . R .
- S v . S -27- o L =
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TABLE.‘? Numbez‘ af Cal Grazzt A Appl:ca:zts Inelzgzbze Because of

~ the Income Ceiling, zzz Ctzrrexzt and Constant Dqllars,
.‘1980 81 and 1983-84.‘. R ‘
SRR Constant /Dwffereni

r

 University ' 1,483 . 8. zzk\z 661 9 sz 41, 158 2 052 7. ax +589 1
"‘Unlve:sxty 2,666 19.1 a\\zo 24, 2. 1, 954 3 836 20, 1 ‘,+:?s¢

5 oss\\gs 1 +1 264 a 227 24 a B sos
Note. .?Because ‘the. computat;ons Srg based on an avegage fam;ly 1ncome k
 ,ce111ng for 1983-84 of $37, SBQ, the fxgures are not exact; but

- ¢hanges lnvolved..‘ . o
- \ : ‘.in‘... o ’ , ,f\

~ levels based on changes in California &EQ1an family incomes since

5(1980 in the.Depsrtaent of. Finance Current\knglatzqn Surxeys‘i.

AN % . . A

T S "e"'*,\
o™

med1an faualy 1ncon¢, chnnges 4n the proportxon of all applzcants above the o

| Current Doilars . 41 Dollars ‘ﬂ:‘ln'Numbe
Lo . 1980-81 ~ _ 1983~84- - Change _ 1983-84 - ~ C(Currentito "j
;. Itém*ﬁ:’ BN Number\\ b3 ,j Number i Number umbgg f Ccnstant Dollars
| State - Co L \\ ' IR

| ?Sohrcé: - CSAC Appllcant/Recxpxent Dgta Tapes. \AdgustnERts to famzly income .

W

-

gcezgxng would have been ueslxglble in the Unzvers1ty‘and independent 1nst1tu- N

- sity. Ipdeed, if the income: cexlxng had been adgusted fully ‘for. inflation

colleges 3 ,
! e

“-txons, and the proportion would have actually decreased at the State Unxver- )

- g‘&,1n°these four years, thgreswould have been nearly 2,200 additional f:nancxglly |
. -needy applzcants in «1983~84" eligzble to compete for avallable awards. More
than two-thxrds qj these were sgplxcants at the Un1ver51ty and the xndependentj‘

'Current Prog;am Defxnxtxons of’Needy Elgglbxle Applxcants Y.Thé detcriina¥' :

..‘tzon of financial ;need’ 1nteracts with the family 1nco-¢ ceiling to ‘define’
- . which applzcants will actually be considered eligible to’ coape;g for new Cal}
- *Grant A awards. These two facto:s shape the size of the ‘eligibla: appllcant '

pool in each sezuent and. obv:ously affect the fxnal d:strxbut:on of ‘awards.
- ' ~

»

Table 10 on- the follow;ng page “shows. the trenenddua 1ncreasenin the number -

of needy elxgxble applitants”that occurred. at the State. Unzversxty at. all

academic levels over these four years. The higher index  values among Statef;

Unlversxty Level -3 and 4 elxgxble applxcants reflect "the higher percentage

—of "independent- “students among’ 1ts~app11cants~at these“ievels thexr~exenptioaw;ffea"

from. the income ceiling 11m1tat10ns, ‘and their. generally greater ab111ty to. L
" ‘demonstrite, f1nanczal geed because of limited fxnanczal pésources. On the
L fothe: hand, the markcd ifcrease in the: 1ndex value in - 1983-86 among its
_'ellgxble applicants at all levels reflects ‘the’ sharp xncrease in its requlredf‘
e fees and the’ correspondlng reduction from 35,5 to 22.9 percent in the propor~
- tiom- of applicants who were 1qelzgxble because they could ot demonstrate

- suffxczent fin;ncial need. N T T T R :

. e

-~

-
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E 1 . 4,829
2 1tk

v Total:

TABLE 20 Needg Elzgzbfe Cal Grant A Applzcants by Segment and
: : Academ:c Level. S

\1

Segment 1980

*81

1981*82

1980-81 to 1983- 84._1.

1982- 83

e 1983-84

~
R

’&‘

'.T“ Chan e IIIT'*I.
1980-8] to 1983-84

Percent -

& LeveI Number Index Number Index Number Index Number Index Number

State UnxverSIty .

”‘li"- "6,784

2 15225

31,132
b oy ssa%w

Total ~ 10,325
Above. Cellxns
No Need

Unxversxty B

588

8,114

~~Above Ceiling
No Need
ndependent

521
.583 |
713
787
564
.081 .-
R CLA

559,

566

1664

375

579 -
191
L230 -

8,377
2,264
‘3 000 .
930

«114,571

319

5,936

©733
10,412

- 5 v‘f

e CE
T e
SN A”"'fTStal

N .i.’ 1r
: "
- &

Tatsi '
o - - Above Ce;lzng'
S0 NoNeed

- - Note:

Source

10,664
. Above Ceilimg .
No Need '
Proprletary and

1,105

6,592 .639
1,717 & .662
1,606 .700
689 674
653"
232
115

591
340!
139’

3%

722
178
.790
753
.753 ..
210
126

o441

1 281

..their jumior year.

"'CSAC Research,, uemorandum, Decembe; 12 1983 o
Postsecondary Educatlon Commigsiop staff to: express ~the’ pefcentage I
'of applzcants in a.particular category who are needy ellg1b1es

-1, 710f
;2 033

73222
2,252

1909 - .
12,726

<L T .a1997
4 148 b .'_FA AL
Other Prxi:tefu.a~

48

152
"4ow

“.786

-

“~s;i55
2,199

507
.553
706
. 784

.559
‘62

890

547
574
649
1700 "~

.579

2,019

;624 6
672
.?18 .
699
653

» 143

Vo
S \

i
h

.769 .
.820
719

L.076

REB

‘77q

16 96h‘

5,793 .
1,613

.eszlf;:

..10,256,
.63

547

J22e5;

‘ 1%66“
‘788

13,199

.608 "

f<€84".
0436 .7
1 753

'*i,sgsfj;?s7‘.

38 -

. \a Level 1lis hlgh schuol seniors; 2, college freshmen, 3, colfﬁge _I:,
-e§w4¥~fw-¢¢~¢u4uee-~*emeusOPhnmnres, andvﬁ,euppcxedlxlsxnn.sLnden;s.ihn.haxeenei,cempletgd

[

11;567
2,586
3,570
} 110.

.551 18 833

.32
e

szo
511}
<693} .
66&%?*

"10,628

1,430

582 - 6,451
.623 .. 1,879
668 1,86?
764 -

o .
N N

840
672
20?

g3
793
8%
1, 778

S
512 666
620

-.803 -

6,323_“

2,073 .
. 802 ..

L2642 |-
o .200,

606 .
. 660 |
676

10 901~\ 629
C L2910

E.GZS

41,361

.726" - +1,838

676
095 -

229

Shk
.509

616
632

.558

657

R R Y AR A
e
o
[

,0&0‘, . 

+ 164
681

’7021:
Loz
.196

Jto526
48,508

.~;¢yf2§9.
e 332
9°.686 .+ 26

'+e-573_{

‘44 ‘7“sa !

4;7075%{:;
+111.1
+106.1

+90.1

+82.4

©

v

+ + 4+ + 4

W wwhw

Tl AR A a1
£ 00

B

LS 35 S
P

B ygrs )
‘;+>10~'9: ’
<
‘+,f2;$t\

. f-', ‘
{IAZII'C

+ 97.8 ,
+ 68.6 o :
+60.9 :

Index computed by

‘At the same time, the indeyes for thos& above the famlly income
i ceiling and those below the ceiling who calinot demonssrate fxnanc1al

. peed . are the perc:ntsge of appllcants estidhted to be excluded fron }ff "ﬂi:{

elxgzb;l;ty on those grounds

i

-

.
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The number of - needy elxgxb;e appl:cants at the Un;vet51ty 1ncreased by _
early 31 percent DBetween 1980-81 ‘and 1983~ -84, Increases. in its requlred
‘$ees were also sxzab1§ ‘and the proportion of- its applxcants with incomes

‘ below the ceiling-who cauld not demonstrate minimum financial need decllned"

sllghtiy from 23 to. 20 perceut -The reason the University's overall 1ndex»

declined, however, was because. of the sizable lncrease‘-~ fram‘TQ 1 to 264.2°

‘_-percent‘f “in the propcrzxon of. xts applxcants whose tamzlzes lucomeS'
exceeéed the prog:am cexlxng o e S ‘) ::;_,‘ o

jIndependent 1nst1tﬁtxons not only faxled to- 1ncrease the size of thelr‘

overall applzcant pool appreciably, but .they. experienced an even smaller .

. increase in the number of fznancxally needy appligcants ‘with incomes below~ 
_the program ceiling. ‘This ‘was particularly true for pre~£reshnan applicants, -

‘'where the number who were eligible ‘actuslly dropped by 141. As the iancome

' “ceiling and ''no need" indexes show, this decline and’ the’ minxscule growth 1n  ;

. these appllcants were prluarxly the .result of the imability of ipdependent

institutions as-a whole to markedly xncrease the number of their applicants: =

+from- fmnfixes with incomes helow the. Cal Grant A income ceilipg. In 1980-81, S

[Q_;76 8 percent of all their applicants were from £am111es with incomes below
. the ceiling, but By '1983-84 just 70.9 percent were. Moreover, as the earlier
‘.;,dxscussxon of the “changing income distribution of applxcant.pools in constant

o dollars ‘showed, independent institutions actually increased both the number o

R and proportxon of applxcants with' family incomes below $24,000 and _above
$642,000, but they failed to ingréase the proportion between $24, 000 and -

o 841, 900. "Their failure to dncreasé: sxgnxflcantly either pre~fr¢shman or

" already~-enrolled applicants. placed them at an increasimg disajdvantage #n f;.;k

competing - for new awards, but the an:eQEed number of University and State

‘rUnxvers1ty applicants who could demonstrate financial need, ‘plus restrzctxons'“

. on eligibllxty created by the income ceiling, hexghtened competxtion apd

" further limited the -relative and absolute size of  the 1ndependent institu~ -

&

o tlons pool of”potentxal reczp1ents.‘ TP

¢ . - -
-t . .

- Statutory Lﬁmts,-pn the;Num,be.r of N‘ew Awards L ‘> .
The number éf Hew. Cal Grant A awards is set by statute st 14, 930 a, year and
 has’ remained‘virtually unchanged since the late IQYQs T!usi sumber represents

a-slightly larger. percentagé‘of the high sthool graduating class now thanﬁztjt}.i )

 did.earlier, but pf course high school seniors are not the only students -
-"elxgzble and applyxng fozx. new awards:. As noted earlzer, ;ncrcased nunbers
T of cu:rent college studénts have been applymng ‘ S -

No dlSCUSSIOn of the 1nplxcatlons of changxng any of the other major: program

. number of new awards,~since. thxs number has a large “impact an - the ‘effect of ”
~ other prav1s10ns. The constant numbér of awards makes the competition for

;. new awards g "zero-sun game;" since thc 1nclu51ou of newly elislble groups

:or the- equus;on of once ellglble RTOUpSs results in' some . applzcants who used -
_to. receive awards loszng ‘out to newly. elagxble apglzcants For example,-
while the income ceiling in the pas;{has not been ad;usted*regularly to

: L_p:ov;s;ons “would be conglete without reference to this limitation oa the ﬂ'

reflect 1nflat10n, a chagge in ghe 1ncomc ccxlxng aboye .the rate of 1nflatzon .

w0

x\.‘\’rﬂi"ﬁ"‘?\ o

ey




.;}fto chanse th1s nusber between the late 1970s and '1983-84 ‘mearit that other

: - altered the characterlstxcs Qf fxrst txne :eczplents and the segmeﬁis they ;'“

and balanced thh 1 020 of 1ts 1, 494 add;tzpnal sppllcants bezng already

."v“Independent 1nst1tutxnns, however, eiperxenced an 1ncrease of Just 438 needy

‘.'would alter the camposztion ofsappllcants el;gxble tc compete fo: awards‘by S
‘increasing ‘the number. of hxgh grade-point average: elzglble applicants from .= . “U .
- the higher 1ncpme ranges. ‘The result would be an increase.in the grade-podnt B
., .cutoff.-and a reductxon in the glmber of new recipients with sllghtly lower -
‘grade-poiat averages -~ often applxnants with lower family incomes as well, o
On the othér hand, if the number of first-time. awards were increased wlthoutf,‘ EE
a concurrent incrgase in applxcants anda change in the income ceiling, the -~ . o
',grade-polnt cutoff would drop =- as it dxd in 1986 85 to-2.86 from the prlor;' SN
= year's level of 3. 11. Illustratlng the fact that ‘the number of new. grants = . - -,
'i§ a major factor in any discussion:of who the program serves,-the failure -

y
2

“changes in program procedures elxgxbllty reqpm:euents, and applicant pools ‘J ' "“\34\

,attended S E EETREREE R TR

-
. e

Stndent.I‘.eireI‘sﬁ;vand thé'7ﬁllpcatjdh of NewAwards . L A
g | T o | .

’ As Table 10.. showed the number of needy el1gxble appllcants has 1ncreased7-
’greatly sznce 1980 81 'in all segmcnts gud scadem;c levsls. ‘ - ‘ )
. ;The State Un1versxty experlenced the,greatest increase in needy ellgxble . T
' 'applicants who were f1nenc1ally ipdependent or who came,from famxlzes with . = I
incomes belov the p:ogrsn;s income ceiling. ‘In all, 3,724 of its. xncrease‘ T |
of 8, 508 1n these applxcants occurred ‘among students already enrolled '
. ' ‘ - . B i . ‘
"eIn the UanEI81tY,stht 1ncrease of needy elzglble.applxcants was more modest T

“_enrolled

=, ‘ x . - g .‘;,
eligible. applicants who were already enrolled and an even smaller overall . _
- increase of 297 needy applihants with fanmly incomes below the ceiling: The f
,fnnmber of ‘applicants whe applied dlrectly from hxsh schonl and qual;fxed for'
'i<the program- actually declxned by 141 : ST 2 LT s
'QThese shifts in the segnental dxstr1butlon end eﬂucatxon&l 1eve1 of needy .
“religible applmcangs had a major impact on the dlstrxbutlon of recszents.
" According to Student ‘Aid Commission procedures,.each educational level-’
o recexves the same. percentage of new awards as it has needy eligible- app}x* {~- o
"cants. Separate .grade-point cutoffs are developed for each educational -, = s
level, and.for those already‘enrolled ‘their college rather*then high’ school - . 1
'grade~poznt average is ‘used. This: sltuatxon, in . turn,: raises questions about ‘@}, ST
the equity of a competxtxon for new awards based on the college grade-point S
. avérages of studénts from a wide array of 1nst1tutzons ‘with cften vastly
fjdxfferent :cadenic“standards‘-“<~“~~*“-*~+*~-JL*~ ~w-*~~—~~7~*~~ww

' As naxed earl;er, the Cal Grant A program permlts students who are already
. ‘enrolled’ in college, but:who have not yet tompleted ‘their junior year, .to . e
;apply for awards.  This polxcy has . several xnpcrtanL Lﬁplxcatxans that have T

not been d;scussed or debsted for some tlne"‘~- SN

,‘.
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A

- . assistance to those who meglact to apply‘for‘wr fail to receive a Cal

. Fzrst, since there ‘are a. fxxed number of new gxaats that can be rgnewed

for up to ‘three years or graduatlan, whichever comes first, allocatimg
. them to pre freshmen would increase the duratlon of assistance and possxble
f_lnfluence choxce but not change th: nunher of students Sﬁded

r‘\.

.‘Jd' Second, in some small measure, thxs pulxcy"may help fznancxally needy and

facademlcaliy -able undergraduates stay in college and cpmplgte their
degrees, but it does not significantly promote access or ch01ce since .
' these studegts are already attend;ng college.

&

‘ cT?Thxrd the polxcy of allowxns applzc’izons from students who hav: not yet

'compl‘ted their juaior year has beneficial xnpllcatlons for some Community

‘ET"College transfer students with solid academic records by permitting them.

ﬂj to appgg for and’ posszbly recezVe a Cal: Grant % award after they have
'“_transferred to help ‘cover a portion of their upper-dxvxsxon tuition and
fee costs. Coupled’ with the Community College reserve part of the: Cal’

Grant A program that will be described later, this feature has the poten-

.k‘A } ¢

-

“tial to provide financial aid for a snall nimber. of - transfer students,~‘

. but ‘may or 'may not be the best way to accomplxsh this purpose. since
studentsalready enrolled in four-year colleges are also Jperpitted to
*apply under these criteris. _The.Cal Grant B program, on the other hand,.
has a 16-umit limitation on ;ppllcants and thus does not offer’ siullar
'Grant B award for, thelr freshlmﬂ.year in calleg:. . .

. v

-

,“‘ . . ’;

.
; .
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. .
¢
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Gradc-Poznt Cutnffs The Student A&d Connxssznn has always dxstrxbutéd QL .'
.rationed the. lxmxted nunber ‘'of new Cal Grant A awards on the basis of eliglble-

appllcants' financial ‘need and academic achievement with the appl;cadts
grade-poznt average used a8 the criterion of academxc ach;;vement S1nce

‘the number of new awards has' not incressed in recent years; while the needy ‘l‘

eligible applicant pool has grown, .the peércentage of needy eligible appli-
cants receiving awards has decreased, -and the grade-poznt-cutoff has increased.

Table 11 ’shows the cutoff levels for each axdemic level over the last'four  _“

.years. The -effects of the marked 1ncrease in the competition for awards
because.of the sharp jump in the -number of needy’ ‘eligible applicants in .

1981-82 is clearly evident. Because the grade-pojnt cutoffs for high school

seniors (Level 1) and freshmen. (chel 2) involve their high school: grades,.
whil&é those for appl;éhnts at the other academic levels (3 and &) 1nvolve

college grades, direct conparxsnns between the two groups cutoff levels are i~j>

not. approprzata -‘ ‘v“

.“‘-.

BN ‘

Grade-Poxnt Averaggs and the’Income Ce111ng.‘ The 1nteract10n*betweeu thé ':
‘income cellxng -and ‘various grade-point cutoff. levels. has X partxcularlyl~3\

decxsxve impact on . the . final distribution of new awards. although gome -

‘:‘appllcants from - low~1ncone famalzes vith hzgh grades aad. appllcants from

hlgher-xncome famxl' ve 1ov grades, ;n ggncral appllcants socxo~“?*‘;

e
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’ T.'AJ;B'I;EBZ‘I_ Grade-?omt sztoffs for the caz Grani A, Pz‘ogram

‘Acadepic

. s : . .

bg Academzc Level of Appllcaﬂts, 1980 ~-81 to 1983»34

: . B .
- ' i

level é;.1980-81- | ".1981182-_ - 1982—83 ' 1983-84
. " __"1‘ ‘ . ?)*,,. E ) ' : . B . o v ‘ = A
o Law\: 291 . .30 ¢ 3. 01 ] SRR PSS S
- \ C : « -
- Level® - .. ° 291 CO3.01 L 2. 91~ ,,,,*m".w2481 .
N L .. ) o . ..‘ Y ‘ ' 9"‘ B -
‘Level 3 3.01 . 311 L 13}11' R 01
Level'4 ¢ - 331 - 3, 21" g 301 - 3. oi\
 Note:, - Level 1 is ‘high school seniors; 2, éollege freshmen; 3, college '
: sophomores, and 4, upper-dxvxszon students who have not completed
L thexr junior year. SN S o SN
Sburce:;g AC Research Does not 1nc1ude alternates who.may have rece1ved”
PR ards at a later tlme o ,.M<;‘ : .
e e -u-z

§

“economxc status corresponds. thh thelr prlor academxc perfoxmance. ‘That ‘is,
the greater. the educational level of an applicant’s. parents and ‘the greater.

~the family income level, the more llkely the applicant is to have’ achieved
~high grades. Table 12 i1lustrates-in 3. partlcularly telling "mwanfler how thls
- general relationship and the . iﬁcome celllng has ‘altered the cgmpetition for

. awards among financially needy qpplxcants at the Unlvers;ty and at indepen-

 'dent institutiong in the last few years. This table shows that the State

niversity wag “the only ma;or segment to . substantially increase the number -

what appears to -be an impreasive increase in appllcants with 3.4 qr better

 eligible applicants;’ because most all of this increase in applicants with -

grade=poPat averages is. in fact. a very small increase in high .achieving

~ excellent academ1c records occurred among those from families with zncbmes.
" above. the program's 1983-84 income cezlzng And among independent instid
 -tut1on appllcants with 3.4 grade. averages or better, the overall drop.of 306
applxcantsxin this select group was made evern more serious. The bulk of the»;
~..increase_in high performing applxcants at these. institutions occurred among

- those thh family incomes of $42,000 or more. By 1983-84, nearly one out of

every three appllcants at’ these institutions with grade-goxnt 1verages of
3.4 or -above came from families with incomes above the*income ceiling.

_Although the vast majority of these high achievers could demonstrate flnancxal

need, they were ineligible to compete fdY awards. Fusfher, among the remain=
_ing elig;hle applxcants, 1,590 fe;qi had outstanding” academic records and

- family incomes below $42, 000 - No
: dent 1nst1tutlon appl;cants receive Cal Grants 1n the latter years of thxs
perlod R S : o

: SR ’ - . . - . CLe !
- S ) . . : - -
. .\) , . . . . . W o . . O . e FRR AN
. ) . . , ) R oo K ) , - :

Cof hxgh grade-point average applicants in this period. At the Unxver51ty,d .

‘
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der, that fewer Un1ver51ty “and indepen-
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| State Unzversxly T : S ' '“l‘f.“~ U t.'
' ALl Appllcants with 3.4 and Up . | \ﬁZ? “

L Nﬁmi;érycf _New__Recipiehts e

PR ‘;f;f‘ “  ”,'T, 4
TABLE 12 Number of Caz Grant A Applzcants wzth Grade Pozat

_Averages of 3.4 or Above by Segment and Famzly Income_‘ ‘

Level, 1980 81 and 1983«84...\:_-’ S Y

¢

__gment and Family Income level = . 1980-81 ‘f1983€84‘;VChange;f

+ 1,659
+ 0 419

3.4 and Up with Income $42,000 and Up. 16

3.4 and Up with, Ip.come Under $42,000 3,911 5,151 ..+ 1,240 -

Unxversxty ‘ o L s
" . All Applicants with 3.4 and wo . 7,252 3amr 4 1,925
3.4 agd Up with Income saz,ooo.and Up '~ © 819 2,264+ 1725

fd Up with Income Under $42, aoo :6,?33’ 76,933 7+ 200

;uInd endent ‘f \ 77”" "‘ - v'_ ‘ “," ] -f . ;" .
" All Applicants4ith 3.4 and Up . 6,455 6,151 - . 304
" 3.4 and Up with- Income $42,000 and. Up - 760 - °2,046 + 1,286
3 4 a?d Up with Incoue Under $42 000 - 5,695 4,105 - 1,590
- Souxce:’ CSAC Applxcant/Recxplent Data Tapes S o (
e ey SR , - ' -

-4“0««-‘...-—-H__.,._,,__w - )
. B B 5 —

-~

s

: . . oy

As a’ result b3 the fixed number of fzrst txme Cal Grant A awards and the

DI'sTRI'B‘thION Aﬁp cHARAc_‘;fTERIsi'I‘-CS'OP-*N‘EW cAL‘GRANT' A éECIP;El\fI’S

1ncreased competition for then, there have been marked shlfts in the dlstrx-

: but;on and characterxstxcs of new :acxpxeuts

L

'J'

”Table 12 summarizes the shzfts that'have opcurred in the segmental dlstrxbu- o

tion of new award winners since 4980 81. - Ia that yeags: 5,461 racipients
attended independent lnstxtutxonsx 5, 008 attended the Uﬂlversxty,_é Q84

attendéd the State. University, and the rcmalnxng 370 attended proprxetaryi’

. and other prlvate institutions. By 1983-84, however, the number of first- -
“time recipients at xndependent institutions dropped by 1,099 to & ,362; .the .

number at. the University 1ncreased by 327 to 5,325; the number at the State

" “University increased by 669 to 4,753; ‘and the~ number at “other private imsti=

tutions. increased by 1 2 to 482. . The drop in recipients- st independent

‘1nst1tutaons was affected. Although the UnlverSLty engoyed a modest 6

) Y
. 4 N

- -

- institutions had actually begun earlier and since 1977- 78 has” amounted to a
‘decline of -2,493 recipients. * The University 'as well as:-the. independent

‘percent 1ncrease in new recipients over the ‘four-year perzod, xts number of L
new fecxpxents ha. declxned by 364 since 1981-82 TR I ‘

B e
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L Acadgmic I‘..g‘v.él of New Recikp_ient.s. .

.k

- . . ) e . PN

‘Q.IWSLE‘13’ Number of New cal Grant A Reczpzents byﬁSegment,“'

- 1980~81 to 1983-84 . | T TN
| | _ ‘ Change =~ -
S — -»,.,1980-81 .41981582‘ 1982-83 1983-84  1980-81 to 1983~ 84 :
5 gmen _Number  .Number ' Number Number,-‘,Number - Percent .
o State . S s o , .
University - ' 4,084  .4,140 . 4,478 , 4,753 669  +16.6%
 University . 8,008 - 5,588 5,47 5,325  -4317 "+ 6.3
Independent 5,661 4,913 H":é 592 47362 -1,009 " * 22001
Proprxetary . f; 370;['1~ 261 .o 372 - asz ’-*+112_'“"~féa.3
Souxce. Enclosure H- ' p 3 ESAC Agenda, Octcber 1983. [u‘ug ‘ 
‘,‘ El c . . . ,“l N ‘ } ‘ u

-

e : . > . -~
. P . . . ‘ e
N ’

As noted earlxer, the nunber of students already enrolled in college who
f‘ appgy“for Cal Grant A awards has ipcreased substantially in recent-years -in

both absolure and relative terms. Since the percentage of new awards at

~each educat1onaI level is dxrectly related to the percentage of’needy ellgzblej"
applxcants at that level, the number of first~time award winners who are =~ '
‘valready enrolled tn college has junped sxgn1f1cshtly in recent years, as .

‘Table 14 show:. AR o e o

-

The dramatlc drop of 1,224 flrst-tlne Cal Grant A recszents who were hlgh

 school seniors at the time ‘they appllqg and the corresponding increase i
. .- the number of awards going to applicants who were already enrolled in college

is. simply & “function of changing application patterna and the program proce-

dures thst assign each educatlonal level the same percentage of awards as xt :

has needy elx;;ble &pplxcan&s. o s

The State Unlverslty showed a substant;al increase of 669 flrst time Cal
- Grant A recipients in the last fourLy!ars ‘but "it was entirely the product
of an even greater increase in its recipients who were already enrolled,

since its pre-fresh-an recipients declined by 265. In fact, the odds of

receiv;ng a new Cal Grant for needy eligible State. University-applxcants whof_‘
- weré alreddy id attendance were sbout twice as great as for those who were

hlgh school geniors -~ 37. 1 percent co.pared to 19 4 percent 1n 1983~ 8&

T A ~

iR -;erhe everadlmlnlshlng numher Qfeixxstrtzme xecipients at zndependent mstz.t,u-@~

tiops was- primarily the result of a 1,046 recipient drop among those applying
out of high school, although these nstxtutxons also experlenced a net “loss
'of 53 first-time recxpzents anbhg their applicants who were already enrolled.

The failure to increase. sxgnxflcantly the overall size of their applicant

- pool, the drop in their number of needy eligible re-freshman applicants,¢,"'

-and the elimination of many of their highest-~achieving applxcants because of
&he incowme’ cexlzng were the nagor factors contrzbutlns to this declxne
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‘-.TABLE I4 Number of‘ New Ca.l Grant A Reczpzents bg Academic Level )
‘ and Segment, 1980~81 to 1983-84 . Pl :
Segment -‘.’ © _Tvso-s1  _ 1981:82 - 1982-83 19233%84 Ce
and Level Nunber "% .+ Number ~ % " Number ‘% . Number &% . ' o
P - T T T N s S
St.ate Um.vers1ty | - , R . - .
Level 1 - 2, 402 58.8% 2,095 50. 6% 2,262° 50,5% 2,157 45.4%" &
Level 2. 588 14.% 780 ‘18.9* 815 18.2 871 18.3 .
Level 3 835 20.4 ’1 007 24.3 1,084 24.2 1,319 27.7 f‘
Level 4. ;zss«g 6.3 . - 258 6.2 317 7.1 406 8.5 s
. 'Un;versxty | B SO S-S IR
C ‘level 1 3,049 60.9 3,386 60.6 3,415 62.1 3,161 59.4 |
LT - Level 2 -822 16.4 .1,031 18.5 919 -16.7. 849 16.0 v .
‘g, | . Level 3~ 850 17.0 894 16,0 823 15.0° 966 18.1 . gt
- Levgl 4 - = 287 5.7, 278 5.8 & 340 _6.2 - B4 6.6
. - A . . - " . - N . . ‘ [s
Independent ‘* | . LT o | O
L  Levell .. .3,551- 65.0 2,977.-60.6 .“2,711‘...55..0 2,505 57.4 =
L » Level 2 . . 875 16.0 - 925 '18,8 - 926 20.2 879 20.1 -
o “Level 3 ° .739 13:5° 756 15.3 . 661 14.4 ?02} 16.1 Xt
Level 4 295 . 3.4 .,257 5 2 294 6.4 276" 6.3 ol
‘ R . R , ot
| | - . S SRR ‘ Sl
\Proprxetary 5 Dther L iy B T :
., Level 1. 188 51.0° 108 37.0 150 40.2 - 143 29.6 :
Lo Level 2 129 34.9- 115 39.6 143 38.6 . 234 “48.6 =
- R Levgl 37 44 118 <54 - 18.7 c 57 18,20 77 15.9 ¥
P ,-<;;L3V?1 4,, .9 2.5 14 3.1 22 3.4 . 28 5.9 .
. Level 1 9,190 &1 sz 8,566" 57.4% s;-,sss-~-57 2; 7, 966‘ 53.4%
~ . Level 2 . 2,414 16.2 - 2,851 19.1 2,803 18.8 2,833771900 .
o “Level 3° 2,468 16.5 2,709 18.1 - 2,625 ,17.6. 3,064 20.5 . T
‘ - Level 4 ° 851 5 7 | 807 ‘5»4*" 973 6. 5 1'059 7 1 .
I " Note: . Lavel 1 1s high school senxors, 2 callege freshmen, 3 $ophomores,
- . and 4, upper~q§vzszon atudents who have not campleted thezr junior
. year. . * . S T D
. Source: = CSAC Applxcant/Recxpzent Data Tapes
» | L B .NJ : - .
.._A,,.&.-,.-. e amici e me mmmian e e e ies el e e .-.x._ﬁ_u_._.A>L_..~:.l-....‘ S S ST S - - - SPIRTY o — -
ff.i'r‘;h 1"0nly the thve:sxty showed xncreases in new recxpxents at all academxc
”5;1. o -7 " levels, and these increases were quzte modest. iIn fact, since 1981-82, the
T vUnzversxty actually experienced an” oversall decrease in the number of new -
SR .7 . recipients, and these losses were concentrated ing pre-freshman and fresh-
. man applxcants Ths size of the Unaversxty 8 applxcant pool xncreased
N - “ . . . N oo ' . ) ‘ L . '
o BN Ty j I =36 A« o o
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ﬂenxolled there,
L recipients atathe Universityswas . accounted for by dependent studeats, .
~ intdependent 1nst1tu:10 s, the greatest losses. occurred -among dependent ;yhfg'““
‘ tecxpients,‘typically those receiving new awards- out of high school" R
The financially independent stndent applicant pool of _
dropped by 51, while thelr new :ecxpxents who§we:e f1n3n~~

Y
@

substantxally, but the income cexl;ng elxmxnated most of the gIQW1ng nunber B
of hlgh~ach1ev1ng applxcants from ellgxbllxty Furthermore, its-high academic .
standards and grading policies may have reduced the chances ef its remalnxng

‘ elxglble already-enrolled appllcants.‘«‘

N

,‘ e

The 4increase in rec;pxents at prdprletary 1nst1tut10ns was. szmllar to that

in -the State University, although on a much smaller scale:
their néw awards occurred entlrely among students who were already enrolled

at che txme they'applxed

- Tilie-'Dependenc‘y‘» Status of N ew Recipients

»

‘ Table- 15 shows the changes that have occurred in the past four years in the ,
. pumber of financially dependent and 1ndependent or self-supporting studentsl'

+who have received mew Cal Grajnt A awards..
 recipients were similar to,

‘number of applicants in each graup and segm&nt.

for thls patteru .

,“ .

but more substantial than, the shifts in the )

The growth in

. . ' ‘ B e

r S N

.
. The shzfué'xn the distribution. of

here are several reasons \r‘ B

3

e Fxrst ;ndependent or self-supportxng applxcants tend to have smell

modest incomes, which exempt them for
family income ceiling.

-

all practical purposes from tn:r

Thus, the failure to change. the income- cezllng to

fully reflect changés in family incomes resulting from inflation since

. 1980 'did not adversely affect ipdependent students, but it-:did deczszvely
limlt the elxgxbzlxty of large numbers of dependent students - _ - o

$

cants who are

! ov Second, 1ndep?ndent students are most heavxly concentrated among applx-',
already enrolled in college, so their collegiate grade-point .

-

averages and the grading standards within their 1nst1tutxons affect thexr

S E chances of tecexvxng a Chl Grant A award.

'

was accounted for by the addition of 578

same pattern was evident on a smaller scale. in the proprietary xnstxtntxons,
where the grentest*xncrease occurred among xndependent students already
. By contrast, more than two-thirds of. the ‘increase in .new

their freshman ypar.
these institutio
cxally independent declzned by 77 )

:" ' . Coe o - . .‘ i ' ":‘.Aw

R ]

A~
Host of the increase. 1n new Cal Grant A rec:pxents in the State Unzversxty ‘4_‘ -

more'independent recipients.. The

¢
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University

| 5
. Todependent 700 - 689 715 .78+ 89 412,

" Independent  4

¢ . L. . PRI S ) S . .-
JIUREY W ' ' : \

TABLE 15 Number of Fzrst sze Caz Grant A\Reczpzents bg :
: Segment and Q;pendencg Status, 1980-81 to 1983 84

o S ~1 ‘ | - : R } , Change R
. . Segment -‘1980*81;' 1981:82 - 1982-83«’-1983f84 1980 81 to 1983-84 .
' and Status . Number - Number - Numbev‘,;‘Number“‘ Number- Percent
State Un;verslty o ._. SR «: \‘. oL
" Dependent 3 260 .+ 3,145 3,217 3,351 . + 91. -+ 2.B%

~ Independent. 826 . 995 1,261 1,402 ¢ -+ 578

+

Dependent 4,308 4,900 4,722 - 4,536 . .+ 228

' pépefident 4,761 //' 4,256 3,066 - 3,739 -1,002 _ = 21.5
Andependeat 700 ' 657 632 - Te2a - 77 =110

‘g

PIOPrletary and Other Prxvate L oy s RN

Dependent 282 183 52 Tdse o+ 7+ 2.5
Independent .88 ©108 1200 193 #1105 . F120.7
All Segments e jf' F N L e
“Dependent 12,611 12,486 12,151 11,915 ;- 696 ° .- 5.5,
Independent 2 312 T2, 449 2,788 3, 007- o+ B95-  + 30,1
Suﬁrce CSAC Applxcant/Recip;eﬁf Data Tapes “'I?' wji~;,'t5 . f{f§:“
' Incame’Leye'l of ‘N'ew"Reci}‘jieht{s‘ e S
. . . ' § ‘ ’: e ’

Table 16 shows that naJor shlfts have occurxed in- the _income d;strlbutlan of

dependent Cal Grsnt A recipients in ‘the past four years. The most sxgnlfl-

“cant .decline occurred in the number of low-ancome recxpxents ~a drop of 209

 from families, K with incomes below §12,000, and ‘of 1,338 from families with

" incomes between $12, 000 and $24,000. The drop in the'number of recxplpnts

in the "Under $12,000" category was almost entirely th® result of a.drop- ‘of - -
326 re01p1ents, or 35 percent; at.independent institutions,. althangh declines
“‘i”“*“‘xnrthe H8§12,000 =" $23 999“*catesory oecurred 1nAa11usegments and ranged frmnmem

15 to 35 percent.

' Becau&e of - the overall}loss of 696 dgpendent recszents, the 1ncrease of 857" .
"teczplents from families wzth 1ncomes above "$24,000 did not offset the '

losses at the' lower income ranges. The 1ndependent institutions were the

" ronly ones to exgerzeace a decrease in dependent recxpzents fram famxlxes :

R v , ;
) + o ) X B AR T Lo L . .o ) )
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SRR TABLE 1.6 Income nzstrzbutzon of Dependent C’al Grant {x
LA o Reczpzents bg Segment 1980~81 to 1983«84 ‘ '_ a
SO T o S Chan e .
o vaegment and  ' ' 1980*81 1981-82 ;'1982~83 1983f84 1980-81 to 1983-84
Coe Income Level ~ Number Number Number . = Number Number = Percent

AR State Unlversxty A o SN s | L $ ;W

Under $12,000 - 701 - 597 . 698 . 777 4+ 76 . +10.8%

$12,000 - 23,999 1,848 1,476 1,493 1,575 . - 2713 . ~14.8

S 824,000 - $35,999 © 708 . 940 888 841 o 133 w8
mt .. §36,000 - 41,999 3 . 142 138 . 4158 +.155 0 .=e 07 L

~ T $42,000 & Up, - O 00 \.__ 0. 0. == SRy
_.° . Total Dependent €“§,zso‘ 3,145 ° 3,217 3,351 .+ 91  +2.8 ~
@b .+ Independent’ . - 826 995 1,261 1,402  +578 - +68:6 | T
. Unlversxty ." S

¢ " Upder §12,000 75 745 798 . 799 4 45 T 4+6.0 v .
ST $12,000 - 23,999 2,258 2,132 2,064 1,923 - 335 - o -

1$24,000 - 35,999 1,288 - 1,637 1,468 . § 482+ 204 - +15.8

$36,000 - 41,999 - "8 .~ 377 -~ 387 7313 4305 -~

$42,000Up . 0O - 9 5 g o+ g = ST
~ .+ Total Dependent ' 4,308, 4,900 4,722 - 4,536 + 228 +5.3 . onA

~ Independent 780 .. 689 775 78 - 4+ 89 .~ tL2.7 ¢
-Independent T | ' . | o |

‘dUnder §12,000 . 928 660 - 623 602 - 326  ~35.1
oo t$12,000 - 23,999 - 2,066 . 1,532 1,502" - ;1 ,356 .~ 712 =34.5
L R q_“$26;009 - 35,999 1,747 1,596 1,458 1,402 © - 345 ~ -19.7 T
.+ 836,000 - 41,999. © 14&- - 460 368 370 .- +356. m— T
7 se2000&Tp 0 O 8 . 9. 11 4 11 o-=
" Total Dependent 4,761 4,256 3,90 3,739 | '-1,025\\ =215 0 oW
- Independent ' . . 700 657 - 632 623 =~ 77 - 1.0 .
Proprletary and chet Prxvate‘ - o S ) : l'\\' o 3
L IS Under $12,000 sg:é‘ 52 oo 61 85 & - a5
C. 7 812,000 - 23,999 ° 120 - ‘101 o100 ., 102 18 =15.0
.o s 17 . +23.3

'
i
I
oG-
g

$24 000 - 35,999 13 82 - .76 90

L LR
o
t
]

e © $36,000 ~ 41; 999 0 - 17 14 .1z 12 - .
" . . $k2,000 & Up o et 0 o - N
\\\>\ W ., Total Dependent 282 - 183 . 252 289 7 +2.5 ¥

;‘fff“\s\_ Independent . - 88 108 120 193+ 105 4120.7 K
e All Segnents o =  <_,f A o o o ,:  kb .o

_ Under §12,000 . 2,472 2,054 2,180 2,263 . - 209 - R

A 8
fe §i12, 000 - 23,999 6,292 55241 5,159 - 4,954 . -1,338 ,-21.
éwu;;ﬁgfm;_m_,“*hu_sza 000 = 35, 9994-3 816 ﬂ~m_§,255 | M~3,890 M34825.*¢“~M"_pﬂ91m;mht 0
ST 836,000 - 41, 999 25 . 996 969*‘._ 853 4+ 828 e I

$42,000 & Up - 0 ”T 17 1A 20 . ¥ 200 - el e
 Total Dependent 12,611 ~ 12,484 12,151 ‘2‘11,915‘5 - 896 - =55
| ‘T Indcpendept C e, 312 z,aag - 2,788 3,007 .~ . #7695 . +30.1 |

Source CSAC Applicant/Recxpient Data Tapes. o ‘ ":- '~‘i,~‘; o o t  T




Wlth incomes between 524 Oﬂoaand $36 000, and thezr loss of 3&5 of these,g_

_recipients was barely offset by an increase of 355 in the same group at the I

State Unlversxtyg_Unlvets1ty,,and proprzetary 1nst1tut10ns. L
W

The greatest growth in the number of dependent recxpxents was. 1n the "536 GOG o
- $41,999" “income -range, and the ipcome ceiling generally excluded appllcants» PR
"with incomes above $42,000. 'Indeed, some of the effects of adjusting thlSJ‘ -
‘ CEXIIRE i 1981-82 and then legving it unchanged in subsequent years are ‘
© 7 evident in_the. in¥reasss in thé number of xecipients with family 1ncomes‘;"
" between 326 000 and $42,000 'in 1981-82 ‘and then the subsequent decllnes 1n ,
those nnnbers Ln every sesnent 1n each\of the next two years. - ‘. P
R Sone of the :h;ft 1n dependent reczpients from the 1ower to the mxddle
| ,': port;ons of the income distribution in these years was more apparent than - .
.« real -~"due to the effects of inflation on family income coupled with the e
Lo+ failure to adjust the income ceiling after 1981-82. Indeed, when the income | o
distribution of pew .recipients in 1983-84 is expressed in constant 1980
- dollars, the results appear far different. Instead of 1ncreasxng sllghtly
in the State: University and Unxver51ty and dropping sharply at iandependent o o
, 1nst1tutzons, the number of recipients from families with: 1980-equ1valenn e B
 incomes under $12,000 increased by nearly 75 percent in the two. public: SR
. segments and declined by less than 3 percent at independent 1nstxtutlons,_,.ﬂ
i ~ Changes in the number of recipients in. the "$12,000 to $23,999" famil ‘ .
R income group were also lower after income levels were a justed for 1nf L.
A tion -~ declining by 5 percent at the State Unxversxty, increasing by neat y» JAS
‘ 5 ‘percent at the Unxverszty, and declxn;ng by 11 percent at 1ndependent
o "1nst.1t.utlons.w AU ; . T
Exan;nlng changes in the . income dxstrxbutxon of dependent recipxents in -~
, , ‘constant dollars shows that pajor shifts occurred in the number of recapzentS'
- "' from families with. 1980-equival incomes of $24,000 and above, Indeed, o
‘ ‘the number .of recipients from fanzlx’ with 1980-equ1valent incomes -between = . ...
 $24,000 and $35,999 plunged 40 percent in the State University, 31 percent . = -

i ‘L in the Universxty, and 50 percent at 1ndependent institutions. Although the‘  e\H SR
number of recipieats with incomes of §$36, 000 ‘or more in current dollarxs.- ,”x\f_ e
’ increased sharply. from 25 te 873, the number with 1980-equivalent incomes of - & -

-$36, OOO or more virtually dxsappeared -- to. only seven -- by 1983 84 V | k
. .~;v" d E S ""?'>"e S “ :f‘ | L oot .ni. A ’f‘lﬁé
: Gradle;-Poin,t Dlstrlbutmn of New.Re;ipients ' . e . S

-

e o

B

' The helghtened conpetition for new Cal ‘Grant A awards because of the 51zable
. . ibcrease in financially needy eligible applicafits—ted ™o increases in the
) ' grade~point cutoffs and to marked changes in the grade-point averages of .
o R recipients. Table 17 shows that the surge in applications in 1981-82 and L
ievete .. the.sizable increase in the income ceiling that year produced a major Sﬁiftue
. Xr/zpward in the grade~po1nt distribution of new recipients. In that year, no

pplicant with a. grade-point average below 3.0 received an award, and the ~ .
o pumber of new recipients with averages between 3.0 and 3.2° dropped sharply B o
Cla fv‘ ~ The followxng year also saw no recipients with- grade~po1nt Qrerages below - .
g 3.0, but the number with 3.0 to 3.19 averages increased again and by 1983-84 . .77
S o, ,approached 1980~81 1evels in-all except the 1ndependent xnstxtutxons : BT
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iTABLE 17 Grade-Poznt Dzstr:butzon ‘of New Cal Grant A Reczpzents  # , il
1980 81 ‘to 1983- 84 a - L

by Segment,

Segment and’

'.‘ ‘Grade Point - Number

- 1980-81

ﬂ

w0

~ State University

cu B 'Underf2,8,;f=-‘ 1

57
1,117
1,054

S 2.8-2.99 .

cooty 3.0-3.19
T - .3.2-3.39 -
% 3.4 and Up.

l‘fUniverSity'

 Under 2. 8 f, o

2. 8 2.99 .26

. 3.0-3.19 709

Lt 3.2-3.38. - 965
- 3'4'and Up

pB L

e ( Independent R
Under 2.8 1.
- 60
1,067
S 1,100
‘3‘233"\‘

. 2.8-2,99
. \' - 3.0-3.19 -
o . '3.2-3.39,
‘ L 3 4 and Up

f“*“““ProprLetary and Othef

. --3.0-3.19
 3.2-3.39

3.47and Up 164

u
iy

1,898 2,

- 3,308

4" Under 2.8 L 0 .
T 2.8-2.99 L,:-g,_s, o

J121
79

Yoo
A

1981~82

Number

1,238

Private -
e
21
<94
176(

‘ -41-

202

| 1982-83_
Number

Nuhber ;

o

R
o 914
1,298

2,266 -

3,473 7

1,123

687
3,687

0

"?45
1,094

2, 753 i

o182
1,128
-.1,294

2,149

.82,

o702

1,077 -
3,466

0
159 .
794

- 960

12,449

4
e

7{116
154 -

'.0.’4 e
* 102;*('"

39

112 .
2133
198

_CsAC APpllcint/Regtfxent Data Tapea._.ggj;  o

7*The number of recxpxents Wlth 3 4 grade~poxnt avcrages or better 1ncreased o

“in éil except the 1ndependent institutions, -and would have been even -larger ,f-~ 
- had ‘the income ceiling kept pace with inflation.
e of Unxverszty and State University applxcants and 40 percent of lndependent‘ |
R “institution applybants with averages at the top of the grade-poxnt range

/. . received ndw awards; most of the others failed to meet the program's income .
L Celllng, although some faxled to demonstratc suffxcxent fxnanc131 need

As it was, only a8 percent

'

Change

jf+,+;+;+_fr‘"

——— s s e

4 e

124

158

1983-8¢. '1980-81 to 1983-84
Number‘ R

.
2 " . o
\ . .

11

140
351

e

56

112
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RTINS Ethmc Composmon of New‘ Recxpxents y R
o The Cal Grant A program provxdes grants to fxnancxally-needy, agﬁdemically
L o talented applxcants, 1nclud1ng many ethnic. mlnorlty students. ~ Table 18
o _‘.""shows the ethnic composition of new recxplents ‘and the mxnor shxfts that
‘\“; . have occurred in recent years., . R RER ;m‘ o g'
' . Because of the substantxal increase in the uumhcr of recxplents who decllned ,

to state their ethnicity in 1983-84, the most ‘reliable comparison of the
shifts that have occurred is based on the data for the years from 1980-81
.gwthrough 1982-83. These show that when the incqae ceiling was adjusteéd by
. more than the rate of inflation in 1981-82, there was a corresponding rise

~+'+ in the grade-point cutoffs for eligibility and a decline in the number of

A - Awerican Indian, Black, and "Other" ethnic reczplenxs while the number of "

' y 5aﬁxspan101 ined atable and the number of whiles, Flllplnos, and Asians .\
* ' idcreaseg’/ The followxng year, there was no adjustment in the income ceiling -
* 7 and applicant pools' income profile in constant dollars more closely

resembled that of 1980-81. Consequently, the :grade-point cutoffs were

~ reduced somewhat, and the number of Black, Hispanic, and Asian IEClpleuts‘ o

increased above both 1980~ -81 and 1981-82 levels, while the ‘number of Whites

~and Fllxpxnos declined. . The- changes in- 1983-8% are difficult to assess/5

- becauge of the sharp increase from. 60 to 991 recipients who declined to
... . state their ethnicity. It appears that if the ethnicity of these récipients
R r . were known, the ethnic composition of the 1983-84 recipients’ would be similar.
© % to that in 1982-83, except for the contmnucd ;gcrease in the number of
\ Hlspanlc recxpxents * : o - v

K -y

TABLE 18 EtImzc Composztzon of New Cal Grant A Rec::p.zents; -

1980-81 to 1983-84 - - tabe _}VH¥ w .

f”f4a   _10m0-81 - 1981-82 1'41982—83 2 f983g84
. Ethnicity =~ Number &,\. Number “_§,.;'Number?;;§f | Number ,§ .

Cos 7. Indian .. 80 °.0.5 40 0.3 . 110 1017‘* 730 0.8

“Black | 970 6.5 . 890 6.0 1,080, 7. 2 °926 . 6.2 .

 Hispamic - 1,560 10.5 1,540 10.3 1,690 11. 3 1,8821 12.6
Filipino  51b T 3.4 |60 w4 610 2.8 00 2.7
. Asien 2,040 1.6 2,250 15.1 2,710 ,15_2.4*2.~637-,.,f3-?5L?i RSN

BT

o .

& vmite g,sﬁcl‘sg;I_f‘g,gog_jsg,?' 8,340° 56 0 7,567 50.7.

- Other . ?aso,:-sé?' 310 .2'-‘1}.“':35 3.4 ,‘;-,448: R T N _
Udkaown 1307 0.9 320 2.1, (sof o4 eer e L

Sourcc.\ CSAC, Octobe: 1983 Agenda Tab H
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: ' thle thc percentage of ethnxc mxncrxty :eémplents in the Cal Grant A program .
- ig not.as high as it.is in the Cal Grant B program, the overall aumber of

" to the oumber receiving Cal Grant' B awards.. In‘the four-year institutions,.

, however, the number of ethnic’ minority- recxplentS\ln the Cal Grant A program D
- was ‘substantially greater, For. example in 1983-84, there were at least 926

* Black and. Hlspanlc students’ receiving Cal. Grant A awards is nearly identical _f

' Black Cal Grant A recipiénts. at foun-year 1nst1;utxons, but only. 355 Black -
- Cal Grant B recipients. There were at least 1,882 Hispanic Cal Grant A

tecipients compared to 1,112 and 2, 63? Asian recxpxeuts compared to 1,248 at’ -
~ four- year institutiquns. Furthermgre, over 3,500 students each year tur
down offered Cal Grant A awards: 60 to 65 -percent of these-do.so to ‘acce t.a

~ Cal Grant B award and sizable. nuahers of these recipients are from et
| ‘minority. groups. thle.gnly 35 percent of all applicants to either. program
. . apply to_both, those who do are generally high" ‘ability,/financially-needy

“ethnic mxnorlty sﬁudentx nany .of whoa>hnve thex: choxce of whzchf’warﬁ they‘

o4 : P \\\.; o ' S L
. " - . . . L ; . . . N N ;

}.want to accept

ICAL'GRA»NTA A i‘i;cmmn'rs, PELL GRANTS, AND REMAINING NEED

¢ T [ o ' N e !

W

fees at. the cnlleges and universities of their choice, the. Cal Grant A

program wa#’ designed to. ‘complepent and supplement federal finamcial: axﬁ
" . programs rather than supplant  them.: Consequently, any assessment of its
 effectiveness must 1nc1ude,an examination of (1) the degree to which its

* - awards cover recipients’ tuition and required fees, (2)° its intgraction wlth

the federal Pell Grant program, and (3) ‘the extent to which these two . -
ﬂxmportant grant sources meet the fxnancxal needs of Cal Grant A rec1pien£s

L.

- . " . . . . " LN S -,' . ’
. - - , .o A o o T i T *'" “?1 .
. R S . g B X .. . | SR R ~‘.ru

Hcomageamumon sdfees - .

_’.‘.,
o

l Orlglnally, Cal" Grant A aw:rds were desxgncd to cover elther tultlon and

required fees, unmet need, or a specified maximum. amount, whichever was

In provudlng a lxnlted number of acadenzcally :alented but. f1nanc1ally nqﬁdy' o
undergraduates with assistance in meeting the cost of tuition and required

less.  Now, as Table 19 shnws, ‘the maximum grant - level restricts the portzon‘ﬂ-'

-of tuition and fees that the award actually covers at independent institu=-.

"tions, and. insufficient ‘appropriations by the State since 1980-31 have.

“forced the Student Aid Commission. to limit substantially the portxon of

‘recent fee 1ncreases covergd for grant recxpxents at publlc xustltuzxons ;, ¢;”

e e e ne

\gxnflatzon or of increases in family 1ncome. The umximun grant “has ‘not <
' covered average ‘tuition and fees at these xnstltutlons since 1974-75, when‘u

~

1

At zndependent 1nst1tutzons, average tuxtxan and requzred fees paxd by Ca&-..._;J«",

Grant A recipients increased much more rapxdly than the maximum graat, .
especially. during the lsst five years, and.also faster than the rate of . -~

. P

" it covered. 95 percent; ‘but in the past four ‘years, the failure to adgust 1tf‘”
~even. for 1nilatlon has reduced xts coverage froa 69 to 52 perpent.u, : ;§5 '

-OIn the pub11c un;ver81t1ea, the story has bcen much the s  o
 3dol1ar gap‘between the n&x;mun Cal Grant A award and requxred f‘es has not, L.

' v.// o Lo ,.f

f althohgh thevf’

. 'f?‘— :
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yedr ¢ " Fees  Award age’  Fees  Avard age

T1982-83 505 247 49 1,24 843 - 65 5,992 3,330

. Source: - CSAC Resedrch, Memorandua, October 1986.

. percent of required fees thr

 undergraduate students from families with incomes below $15,000. ‘
- the Middle Income Studeat Assistance Act by Congress came too late to have a
~ major.ijfact on California students during the 1978~79 year,,but by 1979-80

. the expansion qf-Pell Grant eligibility was readily apparent in all segments. o
The increased aligibility of large numbers of middle-income students ‘from -

O .

S
L

| >THBL? 2§,~AVe:éga Tuiiidn‘and‘Reduiééd'FéesuadH‘HéximUm",tff”

~UE
o

" 77 Cal orant A Awards by Segment, 1980-81 to 1983-84

~ - State. University. . o o University. - . . . Independeént

. Average Max. Cover-  Average Max. Cover- = Average Max. Cover-

'1980-81 $222 §225 100 $775°  $776 100 ¢ $4,635  $3,200
1981-82 - 316~ 255 .81 997 819 82 5,411, 3,400

K

+

1983-84 692 277 40 - 1,380 884 64 1 6,572° 3,400
T O A o

: & o
-
- o

.been a5 great. .In tﬁé,State;Qnivérs}ty, Ca1”Grant‘awardS'ccvexed.QS”tQ 100
: e 1970s. Beginning in 1981-82, Bowever, ‘

including-an;emergency surcharge .at mid-year,
Cal .Grant A recipients, and this: pattern was’

the fee increase that year]
was not fully covered'fo

e

‘repeated both in 1982-83 fnd 1983-84 when Cal Grant A awards .covered only 49 .

-~ and 40 pércent of State University fees, respectively. At the University,

v . .

too, the program has fa{led since 1981-82 to cover its-traditional 92 to 100 -

- -

. LI

i . : . -

. Thq:PélllGrént‘?ﬁbsfau‘btiSiﬁ#ted;;n T??ﬁ_ébfa_1imitéd fed§:§} hffo:t-55;
. target grant aid to low-income students who had historically not partici~
pated fully in higher ‘education. Known as''Basic Educational Opportunity

Grants" during their early years, Pell-Gtantszwgre'initialiy targeted to

. families with'incomes below '$25,000 per: year as well as 'many low-income .

i e e s e
, A}

]
e . . .

. Colleges.

A

students was most evident in the ‘68 percent increase in Pell Grant funds
.that year for independent college and university students, but there ‘were

. PR

.aldo increases of 38 percent at proprietary schools, 29 percent at the State

University, Zﬁﬁgrcenttgﬁ the University, and 23 percent in the Community

» .

~sia;éJ;szssso,mhcweng;;aphfnx:hg;;exﬁanaian4in‘ghgjpiqg:am.has;psgﬁgsééL;
. ‘ThE-fgderal‘administrg;ion’s;conce:nrove; rising-fedgralfstuden; did costs
oo .and,g:owing”fgderalfdeficits_Ied,to.acrégséthcﬁboard;reduCLionsﬂinLthe‘sizg :

. Passage of -

~percent of required fees -- dropping by'1983-86:to‘only,ﬁkngtC¢nt'cavgrégg.;

......

o Tuition Award  age. , "“”

| ) 68
63
56
52

RS e

of Pell awards iA 1980-81 and 1981-82. "Theén a major shift in administrative .

‘regulations for the program in 1982-83 greatly restricted eligibility and in -

™. effect repealed the Hiddlg‘IncpﬁglStudent~Ass@5tsncé‘ActyjfThe impact of
ns about program eligibility and fundingere again.

these cumulative”dgcisig

 mOSt cyidgnt'atlindgpeg,antfinsti;u;ipps“uhichAcnrellgd‘laxge numbers of

e l _\‘th o

o
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‘:mlddle-lncome students. Between 1979 80 and 1982 83, Pell Grant)fundln for J;H,f.gﬁfg

.“‘these :nstztutxons “students dropped by nearly 26 percent =-- from $

million to §23.5- mlllxon.,Smaller decreases ‘occurred at the Unlverszty,

Lommunity Collegas, -and proprletary schoqls, although the State Unxvers;ty s

\

’\;' undersraduates reeelved more Pell Grant funds in 1983—84 than ever before

Lo
The restrlctlons in federal Pell Grant ellglbxlxty and fudﬁxng had 1mportant
ffects om .Cal Grant A and«othcr financjal axd,rec1p1ents in California
ecause they occurred at a time when xumtlon and required fees in Caleornla

']_werc rising. sharply and State: grant fundxng as not .increasing. In 198p-81,
60 percent of the new Cal ‘Grant ‘W recipients’and 66 percent of the renewal
.”_recxﬁxents at independent institutions were also Pell Grant' recxpxents At

“ however, the’ pattern changed. Scarcely half of the Cal Graot A rec1p1ents

. the University, the correspondzng figures were 68 and 76 percent respectxvely,.

and . at the State Unlversxty, 76" and 79 percent, respectively. By 1983-84,

at independent institutions rccexved Pell, Grants, and .only 58 percent of
jthose at the Uniwersity: did so.- At the State University, the restrictions’
- in Pell Grant 1 gibility did not have 4s” great an impact because a larger:
'jpercentage of its reclpxents wvere 1ndgpendent or self supporting and did not .
;" lose eligibility. In all, nearly 70 percent of the State University's Cal

‘,;magorxty of all Cal Grant A recipients recexved Pell Grants, but the majority -
of Callfornza 8 Pell Gxant rec1p1ents did not recezve Cal Grant A awards.

Grant A recipients still had Pell Grants. Throughout thxs period, the

“' N L

",costs,?c':cntribuﬁo ;drant Levéls.‘*and-‘Remaumf" :N.e‘é'd? R

substantially during the past four years. In 1980~81, the’ average costjyof

.The costs of\kttendlng Cal1forn1a colleges and unzvers1txes have 1ncre§\§j L

‘attendance for dependent Cal Grant A recxp;ents was. approxzmately $3,900

“the State Unlversxty, ‘§4,400 at the University, $8,000.at an independent

institution, and $6,600 at a proprietary 1nst1tut1on. By 1983*8& ‘however,.

- - tpition and fee increases and the rising. expense of room, board, books,ﬁ’
"supplles, and other items. raised the average cost of ‘attendance for dependent.
- recjpients-. to $4,900 at the State University, $6,600 at the Unxver51ty,‘

;-”$11 300 at 1ndependent?mnst1tub1ons and $8 600 at proprxetary lnstztutxons

‘Parental and student contr1but10ns of dependenﬂﬁi;udents xﬁcreased durlng

this period as well, but'not as rapidly as- ‘college costs. In 1930-81, new

“Cal. Grant A recipients and their families contrxhuted an avefage of $1,730

at the State University, §1,876 at the -University, $2,541 at 1ndeppndent
1nst1tutxons, and '§2,335 "at proprzetary institutions. By }983*84 these"

average .total family contr1butxons had lncreased to $2 ADS $2 5&5 $3 309

r

_w",Dver the sam;Apgzzpd g@xther avergge Pell Gran_'
_award levels kept pace with. rising college costf.

and $3,064, respectzvely

nor ave:qgg Cal Gran& A
In fact, whxle average

Pell Grant aid remained faly’ constant. for low-ink

fees; by less than $70 in; the Unxversxty, desp:te a $605 increase in required

fees; and by $309 in 1ndependent 1nst¥;nzzons dpsp1te a Jump of $2 160 in
average tuztxon.  _ , _ ‘ T

- e *‘:““ ’

:ecszents, it declined
Joverall because of the 1oss of elzgxbxlxty of most middle-income Cal Grant' A
recxpxents - Furthermore, the average Cal Grant Assward 1ncreased-by only

-850 .for. neW’State Unlveralty rec1p1ents, despzte a $470- increase in requlred  ]

- T

o

s a o A s gy
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“Thc net result was a pattern of sharp xncreases in: tuztxon and fees and. -

other’ college costs, a less dramatlc ‘increase in parent and ‘student.. contr1~”fl 
. butions, very little improvement in. grant support fram either Cal Grant A or N
. the Pell Grant programs, and a substantial increase. in, remaining need -- the, -

“amount -left to pay th:ough 1nst1tutzonal aid funds,_term-txme emplnyment, or
loans. o S R , R IR S

In the. State Unxversxty, the average'new Cal Grant A recxpxent had .3 remaxn~.”

- ‘ing need of '§$1,622 in 1980~81. .Four yeéars later,'thxs remaifiing need had
xncreased to $2 889,_or ncarly 45 ‘percent of total college ‘costs. o

At the Unlversxty, the average reqaxnlng need of new reclpxentsxxncreased«u'"
“from '$1,374 in 1980—81 to §2,474 in 1983~84 ‘although it varied widely in \

" both years depending on - the recxpxents family income.. Since a Cal Grant A
award covers a portion of required fees and generiiky does’ not vary much’
‘within a segmeit depending on a recxpxent‘s financial need, rec1p1ents'from‘

R

m;ddle-lnco-e faullles, even ifter thglr larger average Pell Grant ‘is taken

vary inversely with family income., For example, in 1983~ 84, the average
‘remaining need of a new Cal Grant A‘:eclplent at the University whose family
~had an income between $6,000 and $11,999 was $2 971 after subtracting family
contrxbutxons of $824, a §1, 173 Pell Grant, and a '$876: Cal Grant A award.
in contrast, the average rtnaxnlng need of a sxnxlnr recszent from a family
Witk an income between $24,000 and $29,999 was §1,756, after subtracting .
family ¢ontridutions of . $3,049, a. $240 Pell Grant, and a $846 Cal Grant A

"\

f.\> _j' ‘award. This phenomenon occurs in all four segments- Jand reflects the fact

" that fanxiy coptributions anﬂ Pell Grants have'progressxve features while
re size of Cal Grant A awa:ds does not. y ) T -;‘

! : " ) : ‘ - EEICEN

Nowherc are the results of the fallu:e of faull 1ncome, “Cal Grants, and
‘ Pell Grants to keep pace thh rising college costs more’ evident than among
.Cal Grant A recipients at 1ndcpendent 1nst1tu;10ns. In-1980-81, the average
‘remaxnxng need of a .new xndcpenﬁent collegeior unzversify recipient was
$2,124, but it jumped to $4,320 by 1983~84, . While a Guaranteed Student Loan’

could’ have provided the f 1ds--to cover thxs recxplent s remaining ‘need at fff*l‘
the start of this perzod ﬂt could not do so by 1983-84, The~max1nun loan .

'-avazlable from that program, was $2,500 and 'left Cal Grant A :ecxpxents at’
1nd@pendent institutions. w;%r at least §1,820.in college costs to cover from -

“some other source. By 'borr w1ng the maxisum amount allowed by the Guaran—_;'

-teed Student Loan program to+ helpmgeet their remalnlng«need these students -
‘ woulﬁ have an.aggresate 1ndébtedness of at least $1Q 000 by the txme they

P T ‘c_A“‘ e f:‘ . . ”_ ; 
| Other Sources of Fmanmal Ald PR SR SR

JOU _..4.~ ...; ameeany. N L e s - L

low-income families Qpve greater average remaining need’ than repszents from .

into account, The reason is' that average . pasental and student contributions .
- increase as disposable. fanlly 1ncoﬁe increases, and unmet need thus. tends to"

K ..

the ‘substantial and growing levels of remalnxng need th facé if they want

U ta attend college.‘ Among recipients from. low~1ncome families who often face
. the highest levels of remaining need £or ‘the _reasons: outlined &arlxer,,‘a
“l'»,axnstxtutmonal«grant funds, federsl campus-based grants lxke Supplemental :

: '4,“‘.' :

| -46-' T S

At this tlne, no one knows how current Cal Gr}nt A re:;é}ents tend to meet

Coa . . : }
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o -‘teed Student Loihsipfobabl?'makeﬂgpqtheﬁdifiérgnce between their college

. ‘¢osts and family contributions, Cal Grant A awards,_and_PelluGrants}~%Fprf."

many middle- and upper-middle-income recipients, however, the only sources
quof‘additionalfaid_arewloans,,insti;utional.g:ants,.and_outside employment.
S ! Despite lower dverage remaining-need levels, only a small percentage of .
. . these racipients are eligible for'Pell}Graqts,_and‘mqst cannot qualify for .
R federal campus-based grant funds or the Collége Work-Study program. -~
_ In the late 1970s, the failure of the Cal Grant programs to expand either
_ the number or size of their awards was partially offset by the rapid expan-’
_ sion of federal financial aid programs.and the extension. of eligibility-to
..+ middle- as well as low-income Students. Since 1981-82, however, the failure’

~rising rapidly and federal aid was béing cut back, forced both public and.
Y . independent institutions to rely more heavily than ever on ‘institutional
ffjg:ant;aid to assist financially needy students. - N ‘

W

_college Costs stemming from inflationary pressures would have produced
' ‘enrollment losses or shifts had not additional financial aid been avdilable
_ for neady students. In the case of the State University, the Legislature

appropriated $3.4 million dollars to provide additional finamtial aid to Cal.

. Grant recipients and other State University students with demonstrated
- ' financial need. This additional aid was designed to help cover the costs of
Y ‘the $100-fee incréase in 1982-83, but in 1983-84, the increase in State
2 . . University fees from $505 to" $692 was not accompanied by any increase in’
. financial aid funds from the- State. . As a'reéult,'thq $11;6§mi11ion in

. >.fff@ _additional aid fqndskraquited”to offset the fee increase was generated from

" student fee’ ravenues. In essence, stidents at the State University were

» " . .

.+ called on to provide financial aid for their less affluent fellow students
when the State fajled’for Qne’year to provide the négded srids . PR

-~
oty

.. : e " | R ' X . . . . . } ; . . v . ) . v~l“.
' StudentvsupportedffinSnc'ffLiid has a much longer history in the University . .

CoL aud‘at~indepéndgnt'institutions,{where for decades a significant poxtion of
. the revenues from fee increases has been used to fund financial a%id- for .

.~ -students provided $30.5 million in financial aid for their fellow studenty, -

o . ‘compar€d to only $12.8 million from all the Cal Graat programs combined. By
- 1982~-83 ~- the last year for which complete figures,iYe‘availablepﬁ-VUniver-

' +aid for needy University students has increased wore rapidly tham financial
aid from State General Fuods. - oL el

‘ o ; o

' ,&hﬂEducétioﬁSI'éppdftunitf‘Gfsnts,vbtograms_like'Cbilege WQ:}#Study;-and Guaran- .

¥ The fee éncfeases'iprthé priic segmcntp §ince 1981#82~and‘other:ris§§g f |

. " other students with demonstrated neéd. In 1978-79, for example, University -

L)

" of.the State .to expand its programs at the same time that college costs: were

sity students were providing over $51.5 willjom in financial a3id.to fellow. -
- students, while the Cal Grant programs contri utéd $17.6 million: Not only
- ~ have University students 225;£§Bg£gdLnea»Ly-' ree tiues as much as the State =
S e for financial aid for theiT Tellow students, but student-supported financial "

43,

s

BTN

------

Sietieee ... Among independent jpstitutioms, . the link- between rising tuition and fees and . |
o S incrgésed‘inStit@tibn«fﬁnded financial aid-has been a particularly vicious
T _ " ‘circle.  Sharp increases in fees and other college costs not only increase
* . ©  the amount of financial aid needed by students alreadyreceiving-it, but N
. force others to apply for aid’'as well. Cutbacks in yfederal aid and the a
- - failure of the Sﬁ;t&ltofincreasg;maximum_grants'apprggiably has led toea . :
sulystantial increase in remaining need .among . Cal Grant A recipients at. 9
- \) “ ““ | .‘ . . N ./ : " l .l B ~  ’”_‘ | ’{‘_ « v -
EEEEL e s E L R SR




R T’mdepeudent 1nst1tut¢ons and placed addxtlonal pressures on these xustltu- ;
-+ tions to.increase 1nst1tutlonal grant funds? Furthermoxe, the number oi Cal v
~ . Grant. A rec:pzents attending these 1nst1tut10ns has dropped- consxderably in; . ‘{‘ o
‘the last four years, while the number of th21r ‘undergraduates requiring L ’
financial assistance has groyn The results’ ha\e been annual increases xn»»'
. tuitjon to covgr 1nflatlonary cost increases and 'additional demand for more
financial aid. ‘These, in turm, have 1ncreased furthcr the need for additional -
S ‘ financial aid and, the upward pressure on tuition. News Stfories suggest that.
tf‘.\ ' - - .independent institutions are becoming concerned’ about  the .rate at- ‘which B
X'~ tuition has increased -in recent years and about p0351b1e limits on the
willingness ¢f their studgats to pay for substantial amounts of finangfal .
y aid for fellow :tudents. In®€alifornia, a number of independent institutgons - :
! revised their planned tuition increases downward in 1983-84, and thefr S
~ représentatives have expressed concern about theif institutions' capacithy to
continue to make wp for federal financial aid cutbacks and the loss of Cal - -
 Grant A awards by’ increasing the amount of institutional grant funds they T
: "generate throush donatxons and student tuition 1ncreases.: o ) S

. - “ . -

-— ' . ' . -

T
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' RENEWAL OF CAL GRANT A AWARDS } T e

s - Rec1p1entl of new Cal Grant A awards are eliglble to renew thelr awards for .

three additional years or until they graduate, whichever comes first.' To be , e

eligible to renew their grnnt, they must continue to demonstrate financial ' -

need and meet their institution's standards for satisfactory academic progress. = T

Up until 1982-83, ‘renewal applicants also had to meet income and asset o

.. ceilings that eliminated some from contxnuei_elzgxbllxty regardless of their
,;ji financial need or academic perforuancg' D

.

-

o '”‘ TAs ‘Table 20 showsTAKhe losses in ned\i:l Grant A recxpxents that xndependent
j~‘:1nst1tutxons have“h érienced have o contributed to a sharp decline in

. ~ 'the pumber of rep®wal recipients in that gegment. The State University and B
-~ ~ the UnlversxtY§ on the other hand;, have q‘d more renewal recxpxents each&
e Compqung the chznge in the number ‘of renewal recxpxents in each segment - '”ﬁ,”;

from one year to the next with the change in the number of first-time recip-. '
ients during the prior year provides one way of estimating the extent to . . U
o - . which shifts 1n first-time awards help explain chinges in renewal patterns. -
L "~ .Such a ‘comparison shbws that in the late 1970s, increases or deTreases in .

“the number of renewals exceeded shifts in the prior year's néw awards and

. suggests that the renewal xncome cellxng was an important factor in preventing

award winners in all segments’from renewing. ‘In 1980~81 aad the following

'~ year; the number of remewal recipients at the University and State University |
.  increased over ‘the prior year and did so at a rate that. exceeded the priorx Ty
;MMﬂ#mwwuyursgnwmanmmmam&_ﬂmnm#waumvwx‘ S

Among 1ndependent lnﬁtltitlﬁns, howcver, the number of renewal recxpxents,‘n“
continued a perszstent decline at s rate. that exceeded by nearly two. to one
" the prior year's ‘loss in new award winoers. The elimination of the remewal L
: - income cejling in 1982-83 did nothing to revérse this decline in the number S
Coe - of :enewal recszents at'these lnstztutxons, but it d1d reduce thexr losses o
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B _W.Number of Cal'crant A Renewal Reczpzents bg éegment -
T T 1980-81 Co-&983 -84, . - L _w‘j. R
e ELL .JQ._J L ‘pg‘i: Change  ‘f.‘ ,1_‘-3¢»;:»§;
R ‘1980 81 1981*82 1982~83 - 1983*84 . 1980-81 to 1983-84 o o
;. Segment ﬁgr ~ Number - . ‘Number  Number .. Number . Percent
3,1

6,076 6,291 6,472 +1,327  +25.7% - 1

'Staté dﬁiv;.

b

 “Un1vers1ty . 7,211 7,790 8,608 9,131 . +1,920  ~ +26.6

- .1‘Ind=P=ndent 11,171 10,171 9,575 8,869, . -2,302 - _20;6.§q,_.

"Pr0pr1=t=r¥1 - 285 'f‘ U301 i_.zséﬁ] 312+ 27 495t
'5 = Sou:ce CSAC Research -October 19&3 Agenda.; I _'EL“. | IR 3

- ) ' . : - o - l’, SN . B . ey .
— o \ T e T

, ‘for the, first time to levels that-could largely be explazned by przor year's -
‘‘losses in new. recszents These patterns continyed: xn all segments in

1983-84, R R | b .

fy
A
L

-

- Table 21 shows the different factors asxde from the income cezlxng that have :
affected overall renewal rates during the past four years. The number of ¥ T s
.- eligible ‘student§ who renew ‘each _year excludes ‘the. 1,200 to 1, 700 recipients 2
- who dyrop out duri ng the year and the 8, 500 to, 500 graduatxng seniors.
While there have. Been some changes in. the 1mpcrtance of the various factors -
: 1fron year to yexf the remarkable thing about the 1nformat10n in Table 21 is
v the general sta lzty in the rene§31 ra;es and in the relat1ve 1mpor§ance of

. TnBLE 21 Cal Grigﬁ‘A Renewal aqd Loss Rates, 1980 81 to 1983 34 N . o

Ttem . _1980-81 1981*82 - 1982-83 ‘:l' 1983-88 -
‘ % % 3 T~ "F & " F g .

‘ S,
4 Reneved - T 23}271 79. 3% 23, 679 79 8§ 2 608 80, 9% 22, 432 ?6 92

v ,vAcade-1ca11y T - g - : I . _“~“;  Cow
- Ineligible . - 207 0.9 - 203 0.7 61 0.2 %% 0.3 o

Lack of Academic . . - o
/Progzess . .= e . 406 1.4 380 1.3

IR ananc1al Need 1, 629 5.5 1,425 4.8 1,270 - 4.4 1, 876 6. ﬁ o

,Tﬁﬁ_[;;uﬁﬂiﬁumkmakw_gxnz 4.0 896 30,;&%&.23‘ 748% 2.6

e

T e

" Did Not Reapply’ - = 2,955 10,0 3,288 11.1 2,890 '9 9 .3, 533~ 12.1 ‘”,,_ N
... To cc Reserve - "j;"”'147j 0.5 - 169 0. s”{f”. 108 0.4 105»‘ 0.4 T
. ° ToDeferment . | 0 0.0° I 0.0 10,0 L o QYD la".

| Squrce: CSAC Rescarch October 1984 Agenda N-1 ; P- 6
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' ~degree of‘persxstence xn the program anong regular Cal Grant A rec;plents

,process, does not have statutory limitations on the

, .selected annually, and 1, 260 to 1, 360 prior-yea
. their awards. ‘The number of new recszents ‘each year is. determzﬁkd by the .
. -number of Cou-unity College reserve applicants who meet or exceed the. grade~ ..
zpoxnt cutoffs for the regular part of the prngran These winners can then T
repew. their reserve awards if they continue to demonstrate financial need = - . ‘

. and make satisfactory academic® progress.. When they transfer, they receive

Charac_:terilt_iqs ,of ‘Reserve.\vmners' . | S U

,oo to' attend the State University, .yet as Tab1¢§22 shows, major shifts-” ‘have

‘attend.§ The number planning to transfer to a State University campus nearly

.. .much. On the other hand, the 1nd:pqué¢nt institutions experienced th® a drop
in this portion of the Program as. they. did ip the regular part of the €al
~Grant A program: from 534 to 399, rep:esentxng a sharp decllne from 26 2 ‘to \
- 13.6 percent of all new reserve awards.,,. , , . L SR

s

the factors assocxated thh nonrenewal Furth'fmore, it shows the high 7ﬂ‘ M ER

Lo

COMZMUNITY c LLEGE RESERVE PORTION«;

".OFTHECALG NT A PROGRAM - T,

.\ v K . . B . - .

' . ‘\‘ ) -
Y . . .

"Comnunlty College students have not. been elxgible to partlcxpate dxrectly in.

the Cal Grant A program ostensibly because the grants cover a portion of I
tuition and required fees and these: colleges have dot charged requxred fees RS

~-as a condition for enrollment. Nevertheless, the' Cal Grant A program con- . = *-
tains two féatures that are, potentlally significant for high ability Community '

College ‘transfer students "with demonstrated financial need. The first is . N ,j'f

" the provxs§gn'dzscussed earlier thzt perpits Commupity College as well as .
~four-year college students who have not yet conpleted their junior year to
~ apply for ' a new Cal Grant A award. The second is the Community College

reserve portion of  the program that provides reserve awards for successful |

-appllcants who ‘plan to attend a Communigy College before transferrlng to a .. Y
part1c1patxns fou:-year college orxr unlversxty o R L

. { r ‘ : - ‘\ ‘
‘The Com-unxty College reserve prasran, unlike the regula Cal Grant A award R

ber of new awards.
serve recipients were
‘reserve winners *renewed

er the last four years, between 2,034 and 2,939

the same sxze g:ant a: regular Cal Grant A recxpxents 1n.that segneut

'\ X - . e o . E o e

~

]

, 'Céhnunzty College reserve winners desxgnate at the txme they apply the ‘}
" Community - College ‘they plan to. attend- and the four-year institution and

segment. . to which they hope to transfer. The largest number of new reserve -
winners, like the nagortty of "all Coununzty College transfer stndents, plan;

occurred over the past four years in the segment new reserve winners plan to-

doublegd from 956 to 1,713 in these years and increased fro 7.0 to 58.3
percent of all new reserve winners. The number plannxng to trdnsfer to the
University ingreased from 517 ‘to 775, but the proportigm did not change

e

e

-,

T M

-



fm

,‘\'

Y

1ty College Reserve Wznners bg Segzzzent, |

; i - - ' r s - o -

The ‘same prOV1sxons governgng ellgxbxlxty for regular Cal Graot' A’awards

was also Bvident among ' regular Cal Grant, A& applicants-and rechp:ents.' For
instance, in 1980-81, 70.2 percent of new reserve wipners 'were high school”
proportxon of freshnan winners ros '19.5 to 33.9 percent, and that of
sophomore winners more than doubled’

. sepiors, compared to only¥45.2 perc!! by 1983~84. At the. same time, the =

.,.two groups of reserve. recxplents were already enrolled at a Communxty College

An examxnstzon of the famxly-lncome dlstrxbutlon of dependent reserve wznners

Cat the time they applxed n e

Other ChareeterigﬁCs of: ReServe winners
A ' . ¢ * .

How do Connunzty College reserve winners who meet the same hxgh academlc
standards as regular winners d;ffer from the ‘regular winners? Do economic
c1rcumstances alone pronpt them to attend & Conmpaaty Gollege f1rst°' '

shows that' it was not markedly different from that of regylar recipients.
_ For the three msgor ‘segments, as Table 23 shows, the. percentage of regnge

. apply to the Community College reserve portion of. the program, 1nclud1ng o
o unit limits, the income cexlxng, and ‘need réquirements. As expected, the
 largest. percentage of reserve winners are either prefreshmen orx freshwen at &

“the tine they apply. Moreover, increasing numbers of new, reserve ‘recipients ~
)" were already enrolled in college at the time théy applxed ~= a trend that

9.0 to 18.5 percent, These latter

\ fABLE 22 <New Com
\ +1980-81 to 1983-84., R | »
B e > 10818 1082-83 - ,”-&"‘1983‘84. T
‘Segment'-"‘ Number § ‘_j ‘Number ~ % - Number % Number . %2
»State . : ' . ‘ . - ‘ o
Unlversxty 956 4T0% 1, 22& 50.9% . 1,402 53.2% - 1,713 58.'3%
' University 511 251 678 28.2 . 754 28.6 - 775 26.4.
| IJaependenc T osa6 262 AT 19.7 48 17.0. 399 13.6]
o Propr;etary FER 33 1. 6 ‘;.‘ 28 1 2 ~e 2 1.2 ‘.‘ﬁ_sz-;lfs
[ o Source csac Applzcantheciplent Data Tapes | . SR g
I T A _ T
o . t d ) n ';:’;( .‘
| _A .  ~ 'l ~ ._..
e .AcedemiE_Level‘o'f 'nReserve\Winners;, L ; . -

&
' o

b
QNI

and‘regular wiane jhfkom families thh Aingomes “under $12 000 vere™ quite
close and. changed ly slightly over the past four years. ‘Moreover, - the
proportmon of regul&p winners from fam;lzes with,‘incomes undey. $24, 000 in

f the Staté University and Unxvers;ty was somewhat greater than that of reserve

s winners and xgpxndependent xg:titutions the fxgures fcr the two groups were .

identical. | - IR R

e

594



'fTAELE-ES” Percentage of - Communzty College Reserve and Regular'
. - Cal Grafdt A Recipients with Family Incomes Beldw v

S eszz 000, 1980-81 to 1983-8¢ . . ] RO

i '\i
_1980-81  _ 1981-82 . 1982-83  _ 1983-84
o Regu~ CCC. ' Regu- CCC ~  Regu- -CCC ~ Regu~ €CC
Segment L v_lgr gggerverv* ‘lar Reserve  lar Reserve _Iar Reserve
"State B
Unxve;sity. L 20% - 18% g f16%‘:.1§%{; ’ 142: ‘171_.' '15%',f;9% -

'Uﬁiversity. ‘.,17 S 1517 - 16t 16 15 1T o
Independent 18 ‘13 .- G'J iSif._ISL ,-‘13'.«_12' - 13 - 13

- . o~

“ - b - - .. e R ,.‘7:

Source. CSAC Appllcant/Rec1p1ent Data Tapes

P | If the faally-xncume dxstrxbutxon of dependent Communxty College reserVe

- . ' . - . . A ’ ¢ . — - -
. ~ . - . . . . . . N . : . .
. . . . . . .. ~ . - v .
) . . . ; P N Lo R h . . .
- . . . . : - - ' . - oo s
- . . ~ - - Y . " .
. . . . . . . o B . - . . . [T

~ winners was not different from that of regular new Cal Grant A recxplents,‘ef

N " tage of self-suppnrtlng reserve recipients in all three segments exceeded,
| ' the percentage among egular winpers in 1980-81. TFurther, the proportlon of
fznanczally 1ndepende t reserve wingers increased in all segments -- espec’

cially at..the’ UnAVer§1ty, where -it more than doubled, and .at the State \

. Unxvers;ti?“where it more than tripled. By 1983-84, nearly three times as
;s .. ~large a proportion of Community College reserve. rec1pients as new. Cal Grant
S A recipients.planning to attend the University were self 'supporting. In't
State . Unxversxty, the proportion of. 1ndependent rec1p1ents increased in. both’

. wxnnersxby 50 ‘percent. |

‘.

TABLE 24 Percentage of Self SUpportzng COmmunztg College Reserve
' ' winners Compared to Regular Cal Graat A Reczpzent3>~"'
1980v81 to 1983-84 \ ‘ | s

... 1080-81 - 198182 * 1982-83  1983-84
‘ R ‘Regu~ CCC - Regu~  CCC '““Regur cee Regu- ¢cccC
Segmenp“c- : "}arT_Reserve " lar  Reserve ° Tar Reserve lar Reserve

“."" "*"‘\-q-p

Tsfﬁiff:rsuv TVUIS% R ~'. -"'1‘6_%““'_"2'3§“*. .1~~—~;‘_v'2%- 2(,% e T g -
o Un;;ersxty. .‘ 11 t;}S ‘._l - 11. ‘1§r;~~_.;4~;‘ 26“' f. ~~!1 31«.'

. g*"I“dePeﬂdént ,‘.‘:,..3}, “-"'9 S RO 9 16 - BRCIERT :
' '/4. . Source CSAC Appl1cant/Rec1p1ent Data Tapg\. | - k;‘ -
Q L . f ' , : . j{f{) §- S

-, . . -groups, but the percentage anong reserve wznne:s excecded that amnng regular _

. the -proportion who were" ielf supporting was. As Table 24° shows, the percen-~“
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 an incentive to transfer and the promise of easxng the flnanc1al‘

$

L. . .- . - L. . g . - . .
Rl ’ P ‘] ’ " o ' . . o ~

- wingers.

: Rene‘wal'j_ Pa'ttef‘gs fof Commumty ,Colle‘ge Reserve Winners .

S

Mote work remains to. be done on the sxmxlarx jes and dxfferences betweeu“s”
' reserve and regular. ‘Cal Grant A winners. Unt then, the large and rising

. proportion of Community College reserve recxpxeuts who arée 1ndependent may -
-be an important factor in their decxsxon to fixst attend a Communlty College,
but the vast majority of reserve winners were still dependent students from
families yhose zn¢omes were quxte s;mllar to those af regular Cal Grant A

A

W Te
-

;g**”‘

- “ VL ; !

The 1dea of guaranteelng a grant to fxnancxslly needy hxgh-abxlxty Communxty

f ey

Qpllege students so they can transfer to four-year instdtutions is very. r .

apyeallng By promising to help cover a portion of tuition an required fee
‘costs after transfer, the reserve portion of the Cal Grant A proxram provxdes

from Communxty Colleges to four~year xnstltutxons. o

. "»J

How' well does 1t wcrk? The publlshed 1Qformat1on on- thefComuunzty

- program renewal rates’ 1s useful in answeying this question, but. not en 1rely '
'satlsfactory for three reasons. First, \itr includes both new and renewal

recipients and thus constitutes an ave:age of conceivably very dlffere t

renewal patterns: Second, it covers the whole program and does not delineate

possible dxfferences in the renewal and transfer patterns among recipients

- planning to trapsfer to different segments.  Third, there’'is a regular and-j“

apparently-sizable two-way £flow between the reserve and regular portions of
~the Cal Grant A program that.$omplxcates the computation of persistence and
transfer rates. For example, over the last three yéars, about 400 to 500“
- Community College reserve recipients left the reserve program for the four-

_year regular program during each academic year, while 650 to 700 Cal Grant A
‘ recxplents shifted from. regular to resexve statua durzns the year. E he

To explore the questxon of renewal and transfer rates. Wlthln the reserve‘.

- program, Commission staff tracked new Cammunxty College’ reserve winners in’

1980~81 aver the next three years to see how many renewed their awards, how

many transferred to four-year institutions ‘and convertad their reserve to a

regular award, ‘and-how many did not rened o left the program for one reason.
or another. The patterns ef pre~freshman and freshman winners were examzned

separately, and thezr renewal and transfer rates caupared . .

h 4 N
Overall there were 1, 632 new pre-freshuan Communlty College reserve winners
in*1980-81. By the following year, 639 or 44.6 percent of them failed to
renew their awards or, withdrew; 81 or' 3. 6 percent were no: longer able- to ‘
demonstrate financial need; 525 or 36.7 percent renewed their reserve awards;

"and 187 or 13 percent transierred to a four-year institution and became.

ransition ',‘[

“Fégular Cal Grant "A renewal “winners:~In-other-words;- slightly -less- than-

half. of ‘the new. pre-freghman reserve recxpxents 1n 1980 81 we;g;stxll in the"'

program.gust one year later o ,, : _., L

0f tﬁe 712 resetve or reguler renewal rec;plents left 1n 1981~ 82 130 renewed 
their xeserxe awards again in’ 1982-83 387 transferred ‘to four«year 1nst1tuf

B
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<tlons, and the ‘other 195 elther dxd not renew’ (107) or were no . longer able

vAmong the 1, 296 freshmen who were Commun;ty College res

244 or 18 8 percent were renewal - recxpleqxs, 540 or 41.7 percent were trans-
~+ fer recipients, 56 were no longer flnancially needy, and 456 or 35.2 percent

had nogirenewed thexr awards In this year, over 60 percent of the freshman

réserv wingers were still in the program one year later, coupared to the

" less ‘than half of the pre-~freshman. winners. The greater percentage of.

freshman reserve winners who renewed or transferred with their award the

. second year was partly the’ regnlt of the la:ge percentage of renenal Wi&fié&

. ) ¢ A .
. - ; .
oot N . o : p
i . .. , ) .

wthusmup- g T

' T The Conuxsslon also carrxed out” its analysxs'bf the 1980-81 pre*freshnan
“ance rates for each of.the segments: The net changes in these rates from
- year to year varxed conszderably thh‘reserve recipients planning to transfer

‘to State University Campuses "more 11ke1y to renew their reserve awards and
transfer within the next two ‘years than those planning to transfer to the

\ 'f percent of ‘its pre-freshman Conmunzty College reserve winners in 1980-81

were still 'in the program one year later, and 43.4 percent were participating

in 1982-83. 1In the Upiversity, the f1gures wgre: 50.6 percent the second .
year and 36.3 percent the third: Among new reserve winners plannlng to
transfer to independent 1nst1tut10ns, however, these percentages were only
39.9 and 22.1 percent. One factor behind tpe State University's hzgher
‘ " renewal and transfer rates of reserve wznners, of course, is its lower price’
v of attendance compared to other unxversatxes and its hxstorzcal rqle as the
o prxnary dest;nstxon for- Connun;ty Callege transfer students o

. - , - : S

SO i.; Llnkzng “the . records of the new reserve wznners 1n 1980~ 81 w1th subseqnent

year's filés shows that s reserve wianners. changed their minds :about where

L - they . glanned to transfer. Some' selected Qpre expensxve 1nst1tutzons, but

, - the magorxty of those who chagged theiz minds switched to less expensive

i transier ‘instithutions. Sometil es, howeVer, these reserve winners lest
el;gzbilzty'beﬁause they could longer 'demonstrate fznanczal need at their

' new. institution. .Each year, about 2.5 to” 3 0 pe:eent ‘of the grants of -
4reserve winners who transfer are not renewed on the* grounds of - lnsufflclent
financial peed and so are 2 to 3 percent of tﬂose who remain at a Community
College.a second year and.t:y to renew their reserve award; Thls ‘loss of

e 5

‘eligibility wccurs more often.in a swztch from. 1ndependent to State Unxver-- i;

‘ ‘\Q szty campuses ;Jthough'zt can occur in other instances as vell.
The overall perceniage of Communzty Colleg;\keserve wxnners who renew thezr\
" ~awatds” and eventually tnansftr with i award “i§ quite - “Tow " consxderxng “the

hxgh level of prioxr academlc achievement among reserve. wxnners. ~less than \

. - 30 percent'conpared to over 77 percent for pre-freshman’ regular €al Graat A
BN recxpxents in 1281*82 Further analysxs of phis topic:is: needed ‘befoge a
- fuyll explanatxon posszhle. Perhaps the time. lag between Selectlcn and

v" ! . e . - 3 . h . - .- e P
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* to demonstrate need {(88).. The 517 _remaining ‘in the program werg further =
. ‘reduced by '1983-84. Only 14 remazned as Communzty College reserve’ :enewals,,'* =

eand 382iwere transfer renewal reclplents.. SR \\\r. T B
rve Yecipieats in

- Community College reserve winners and their ﬂ;ﬁgaal transfer, and. dlsappear-‘

Unxversxty or to independent 1nst1tut1ons.' in the State Unrversxty, 54.4 ).

-

1980~ 81, 397 were new winners and 899 were reneval recipients. By 1981-82, ":

e e e

.’\:\..

T
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actual tgansfer and ‘use of the. reserve award is .a factor 1n the. dlrference,
perhaps the larse number of ‘seif-supporting students in the’ Communrty
College reserve ‘program face particular probfems in financ¢ing their educa~-
“tions. that have not been adequately recognized or dealt with. For. 1nstance,_
‘the failure to fully fund State University Cal Grant A awards in. 1983-84 so
that only $257 of the $692 required fees were covered, may have made’ the -

" size of these awards unattractive compared to the potential earnings from a v -

full~ or partvtlme ‘job, ‘even . if employment led to enrolllng part Lime 1nstead
of'full txwe as expected by the Cal Grant A program. L LAy -

-

Whatever the full explanatlon, 6. 5 to 7 5 percent of all Commu 1ty College' |

resexve winners 'in recent years bave ‘dropped out of the program\during theig
first year in college, an additional 4 to 5 percent have withdrawn from the
program after starting the renewal process, and between. 30 and 35 percent

sxnply have aot rea plzed the second year._ - s v A

R

i At least 2 5 percent of reserve w;nners transferred each year but could not’

show financial need. afterward so. it is copceivable that other talented
Communlty CoI&ege reserve w1nners transfer eventually without assistadce

“from thls program. That leaves about - 1, 100 to 1,200, or 28 to 35.percent, of, %

/’ the reserve winners who renew their awards each year and another 28 to 30 .

/‘5'

percent who transfer to a participating institution wrth a Community CoTllege

©oresernve ‘grant. Yet, in each of ‘the last, three years, mOre -reserve winners

« transfer. students is lost even though Community College reserve winaoers: are"f

v
“

po1nts seen,clear. AT

'did not reapply for ‘their~award than actually renewed them, and as many

falled Lo reapply as transferred wrth assxstance fron one of these awards L

k] .
Such results are dxsa’porntlng, espec1ally 51nce the. 1osses 1nvolve a small
but academxcally talented portion of the Community Colleges enrollment,
students who have clear transfer obJect1Ves ang the capab111ty to succeed.
In its fingl report in this series, the Comnxssﬁon will examine further. the

o causes for-this. low renewal and transfer rate /and explore possible’ solutrons o
o0 te 1t but. sevetal steps could be taken Lnnedzgtely to 1mprove the srtuatxon.

The greatest attr1t10n in the Communxty College reserve program occurs among

pre~freshnsn/rec1p1ents in therr first year in college,‘as it typlcally does -

among all f;rst-year ‘college stuydents. Those who re-emroll the1r second
year, or in thxss1nstance renew their Commuﬁrty College reserve awards,
persist in greater numbers. in subsequent years. Coasequently, if the number
‘of these awards were ‘limited by statute, the substantial first-year. attrition
rate would sugsest delaylng 1dent1f1catlon of recrp;ents uotil the sophomore
year or on the eve’ of transfer ~ The number of new awards are not restrrcted

_ however, and depend only on the, number of . qualrfred applxcants who meet the o

grade-poxnt cutoff of the regular program 'jy_,- L ,t,:

Ir seems ‘that the advantage of early zdentzfxcatxon of these potentral

de,-known - to- both - the Comsunity -Colleges they -attend. dnitially. .and..the .

2

.
N .

.

L

1n§t1tuttons to which they want to transfer.. Prlvaéy Iaws or other factors
do not appear'to discourage’ ‘the 1dent1f1cat1on of these students, but so far
the process used of rdentrfxoatzon has proved 1neffect1ve,‘ At 1east two



fﬁ;f year 1n§£1tut;ons

_ 'steps outl;nei‘hcre could help and wpnld be relatxvely easy to 1nplement.

g

".o The current process of prDV1d1ng Conuunlty Collcge presxdents Wlth a 1xstf
- of. reserve. wigners. attendlng their, 1nsi1tutxon and deszgnatxng Community.

College reserve winners with asterisks on the list of new recipients sent’

te the financial aid of{xces at four-year 1ust1tutlons has clearly not

; worked -For some reason the 'lists are not being used effectxvely because‘zb

the information is not reachxng those who might better inform these_;
‘potential transfes tudents about the’transfer process and their chosen
four-year institutifps' acadsic’ expectatlons, costs of -attendance,
,g fxnancxal axd ptogra-;, and other pertlnent 1nformat10n.

. e W

e If the Coﬁ-unxty Collese reserve appllcatxon form had a s;mple walver B

- that the students could sxgn giving the Student Aid Commission. autharxty;‘
“to inform the recipients' Community Colleges’ that they were reserve.
§Hinn=rs and inform the institutions that these stidents identified as
“their transfer choices, ‘the, needed academic and fipancial founseling for .
these promising-students could -be. made available at\both the Community -
Collega level and through persanal outreach\igforts by the chosen four-

-

To the extent that the probleps preventzng the Communlty College reserve
program from fully realizing its potential stem from inadeffiite - 1nformatxon
- on academic and financial aid questions or the lack of adequate links between
- these prospective transfbr ‘students ;nd the» four-year 1nst1tut10ns, the

1
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:“life apd career goals.
-dlfferent colleges and ‘universities but requires’ that 51 percent of ‘all new

"The program has expanded over the years from 4 761 total awards in - 1973 74 |
, “total number of authorized |
“new awards peaked in 1980-81 at 6,995 ‘and i
Funding for the program - also peaked in . 1980-81 ,at $30 6

N APPIJCAT'ION»;?ATTER&S‘_ | ANb"tHARACTEBISTICSQP " P,PLJICAN‘I‘S e

.ﬂNQL all_apglhcaqt§,to the Cal Gramt. B prOg;am §ogpleted :heir applxcatlons

THREE

S A GRANT B APPLICANTS AND RECIPIENTS

5§

Lk - . L 4

-

The Cal Grant B Program,*establlshed as the Callfornla Opportunxty Grant

~ _program in 1968-69, assxsts\low-xncome ‘disadvantaged students by providing
' wgrants to help cover subsistence. costs immediately and- thea tuition and -
‘required fee,; costs after the first year.
 groups who have been' underrepresented historically in higher educatxon to.
. dttain 2 baccalaureats) degree, the Cal Grant B program selects- recipients
. u51ng a complex scoring system that considers not only high school .or college,
' grade- ‘point averages,.but family 1ncone,

family size, and a series of responses. to questxons about the ‘spplicant's
.The program provides some degree of choice among.

recxpxents 1n1t1a}ly attend a Conmuqmty College I RN o

to 20,070 in 1979-80 and then leveled off. Ty
en was reduced to 6,825 in
subsequent years.
mxllzon, and then declxned steadlly to- $28 0 mllllon Ln 1983~84

e L LR STy
- . -

. . " .
. . : .

<

The total nunber of applxcants for fzrst-tlme Cal Grant B awards 1ncreasedl

fdramatxcally between - 1978~79 and 1983-84, but this increase was upeven, as
it was in the Cal Grant A program. From 34, 951 applxcants in 1978~79, the
. number: rose to.35,806 in 1979-80, increased to 41,637 in 1980-81,
58,065 in 1981- 82 dropped to 56,029 in 1982-83, and then rose sllghtly tox
56,082 in 1983~ 8&
71981-82 followed by relative stability-since then.
and timing pattern exhibited by applicants to the Cal Gramt ‘A program as
. owell, suggesting -that the surge in appllcatlons in 1981-82 stemmed from the
¥ 'same- general forces -~ fears of sharp cutbacks in ‘federal financial aid .
" along with the first of a series, of marked ‘fee increases at public’ four-year,
1nst1tutions and contxnned tu;txan increases at- 1ndependent 1nst1tut10ns inl

Junped to

‘The most.striking change was the ‘sharp increase in -

the State. & @?' |
L, o : _ L.

‘*‘

'This was true of the Cal Grant. A program as well, but in ‘the Cal Grant B
. . program the problem was more serious.
‘,‘percent,‘of the 41,437 who started the applzcatxon process actuslly completed L
;he required forms, in 1981-82 only 29,934, or 51.6 percént, did so, and by

~In 1980-81, only 25*011, or 60.3

- 1983-84, 33,346, or:59.4 percent of.
‘The cozresponding flgures for the c 1

e 56, 082 cumpleted their. applzcatxons
rant A progran were ?2 5 70 7, and

1?

: x —_— e, .
- e T . :

Designed to enable- ‘students fron K

level of parental education, -

" This is the same’ trend;,"

'”' .

DY S

Pkt -
S .
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"§f' 73 & percent, resyectxvely Thls comparlson suggests that hxgh acher1ng
“studeats froéh:either low-income or more advantaged backgrounds ‘have less:
N _ dlffxculty than do: disadvantaged ‘students . completlng all the forms and -
" "-paperwork required to apply for financial aid.’ Althouéﬁ\numerous efforts -
SR have been made in- recent years to sxmpley the appllcatlon process, these
" data susgest that there is stlll room for conszderable merovEment
.In the sections: that follow, only those who' completed thexr appllcatlons and o | ®.
S fnr whon cemplete-xnfornatxon ex1§ts are analyzed.<“ Y . o . \__»~~Q;x‘ o
0P Apphcants Chmce of Insxtunon N : !;“" T e

o .‘\_The overall growth‘of more than 33 peg;ent in the number of elxglble flrst-- o
S ‘{tzme applicants between 1980-81 and 198384 was not distributed evenly among " ° -
" . ., the Community Colleges and “the four-year segmeants,’ 'as Table 25 shows: Among . .~ T~

' ...  the major participants in the program, the Community Colleges:.experienced. =
the greatest relative and absolute increase in applicants: 3, 956 addltxoual

. jappl1cants for an. ;ncrease nf more than #4 percent. Nearly half of thls YL,

mxncrease occurred 1n 1981 82 ‘ : _ L . - ’
- ' e | N ’ oo ‘

- : ;pb\“-Slmxlar, bnt less dranatxc, increases occurred at the. ‘State Unlversxty and fZLX R
‘< the University -- _an increase of 1,720 applxcants or. 25.4 percent at- the » ..'\ =
R . ‘State “University, and 1,397 or36, 5 percent at the Unzversxty. Agaxn, the ff'\

'sreatesg part of these 1ncreases occurred in 1981- 82.- coR o

'»Independent 1nst1tutxons, however, 1ncreased the size of &hexr appl1cant ‘

" pool at a much.nOre modest rate - Thelr nuuber of new le Grant.B appllcants oo
- 4 ’ . L S 1\'““ ) ‘,;,{,‘_ t

- :
N

"“; 21.!’_.‘ __ J:? ’? “  F? ‘  ;,“] ‘ R :: "f‘l,?{ﬁfj,j :r';‘ e T
TABLE 25 Number of Cal Grant B Applzcants .by Segment, . _-‘.rv.(-_-':;

. 1980-81 to 1983-84 . . LY A

T . 1980-81 1981-82 ‘1982 & ‘1‘9’83 84' | 1980-81 to- 1983- 84_ |
-7 .. Segment . °Number. § Number 2. Nmber, % - Number - § quber\..;Percent “;:,\',-:‘,
Celleges | 8;895ﬂ\35,6%?10,750, 35.91;11,693‘ 37 1% 12 851 38 53 +3 955[ +&4 5%

?Jzifr:rsity 6 759‘ 27 7 829 26-2 ?8 308;'“2& 4 s 47§ 25 1. - 41 720-'-'}25 4 |
 University 3 829 15.3 4 809‘ 16.1 5, 070 \,16.1 ‘-5,225 15.7 41,397 +36.5 g

: Indepeadent’ 4,883 19.5 5, 631 18.8 s, 367”1" 17.0 5 'sio 6.5 + o627 +12.8 -
e Proprletary o ‘ L L ﬂ‘_ ,‘;'.\f>;f,:f
"and Other sas T2 913 -3, o r xm -3, f; *'1,*196’-" 3 6\-~ +55F -8 h g

Al - : | ‘
Segments - 25 911 100 01 29 934 100’0% 31 509 100 0% 33 346 100 0% +8 335’j+§3i3%‘f”

‘-Sou:ce' E?AC AppllcantiReelpxent Data Tapes

o — 66 ;-
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. M',\_v‘,.ew. T C e e R et TR
. e 1ncreased by ?&8 1n 1981“82, but then dropped by more . than 100 oV, r the next R .
e -;;: two. years: Overall ‘the 1ndependeut 1nst1tut1ons pool lncrease by only ‘,_: o
e\;'evf_: v 62? or 12 8> ercent, over thxs four-year perlad g_ ‘ ,5} “{: S :;“-“‘: '
,} ,i Proptletary and other prxvate 1nst1tutxons enrolled no more than 3 6 percen; e
: of applicants over these yeaks, but they increased thexr oumber of applzcantsu;;ghj:
) - . by almost as much as the inde endent 1nst1tut10ns‘~- 551 compared ta 527 -
- and by 85.4 percent : c : : . :
‘{' : ' K . . - . ".‘ . i‘.‘. u ~
R As 3 result of these w1de1y var'ed growth rates, the segmental .stribution .
A changed in 1uportant ways, but the shifts in the Cal Grant B p ogram were. S

,‘f;iﬁg“; not nearly as dramatic as they were ig the Cal Grant A program. Commumity,.
College applxcants accounted for 33.6: percent of all ellslﬁle applxcants in.
-1980-81 and for 38.5 percent in“WYB3-84. . At no time, however, did the . o
proportlon of . applxcants from these snsﬁxtutxons apprcach 51 percent of the S O
e _total -~ the proportion of new awards \that program re uljtions require . - . e
ST ﬂ Community College students recexve.‘;In ontrast to the subStantial increases . B
. %7+, in the absolute and relatxve share of Cal Grant A applxcants at the State  ‘§,
e T University, the number of Cal*Grant B applicants increased by 1,720 but its SRR
'Y . " . 'share actually declined from 27.0 percent\to 25.4 percent. The UnlvenSLty s
‘ . _-.share increased slightly as. ‘did that of" p opriet and. other private ipsti-. . . . -
o ~ tutions, wh11e ‘independent institutions® .applican s decllned from 19 5 to !
) 16 5 percent of the totxl --a drpp of’aore than 15 ercent s

~ . “ . - B

v;'

BT, The Dependency Status of Apphcants B
There was a- slzght 1ncrease in the ratio of flnanC1ally degendent to zndependent
- applicants during these foursyears, although the number of finspeially
~ independent. applicants 1ncreased at a substathally fast {ate -~ 102.9 to
_ - 28.6 percent -~ as Table 26° shows, ‘QOverall, the’ perten age\vf 1ndependent
RS ,”ﬁ,ﬁﬂ students applylng to thls prograa has been only\about hal¥ . as Warge as among.
Ve L . .Cal Grant A appllcants, in part” beceuse eligibility for cAl G‘iat B awards .
el is<1xmlﬁed €o, high school seniors ar students who have . co.ple‘v- less”thanv" B
Lol “_ 16 uaxts af callege 1evel work B ;ﬁr ';., . B o

AT Ln the CphnunxtgLColleggs, the nunber of 1ndependent or: self fupportlng .;- oot
RRETE S applxcants more tham- doubled, increasing by i, 321 over 1980-81 1{yels and by G
e moxe ‘than, all other segments “combined.” At\proprietary and othel§\ private BRI
‘ Lnstitutlons, ‘the’ rate of’ancrease was-also substantial, although “-e nuubers R
SR ”\;nvolved vere lower. . The percentage of ‘independent applicants 1n‘; R
- e segments greatly exceeded those in the four-year-institutions and !
" from 10.4 to 17.5 percent and. fron 9.0 to 12.0 percent of all’ Co»Qunlty
‘ \\;;ﬂ_ o Callege and prgprzetary xnstxtution applxcants respectxvely \, .

e ‘In the State Unlver31ty, the number of 1ndependeﬁt appllcants xncreasedlat a ;
o faster rate than dependent applicants, but self-supporting applicants stxll
accounted for no more than 6.0 percent of total State Univepsity applicants.” e
“At both thé University~ and 1ndepéndent xnstxtutlon selfeqtpportxng applz~‘”“"‘-w§f7-\ﬁ
' °  cants dncreased by only 8 and 22, respectively. iﬁ;eover,self-supportzng ';*~‘ff55;
-, applicants declined from 3.9 to 3.0 percent of all applicants at the Unxver-*“' ' -
,§1ty and remaxned at Just 3 ﬁ.percent at 1ndependent lnstltutlons. g
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.- . TABLE 26 Dependeng ‘Status. of Cal Graat B Applicants by Segment, -
S 1980=81j\;;2983f8$:[,-'( G T

~. . ‘Segment 1980481 1981-82 1 1982-83  1983-84 ~to 1983-84. -
+ - and Status - . ;@5mberﬁ' “Number "Number';L Number = Number Percent .

,i )

~ .

7 Comﬁuﬁity,Célleges'*f/ ST T e
. " Dependent .. 7,972 9,375 9,986 ' 10,605 +2,633 '+ 33.0%
- Independent 823 1,335 1,707 2,244  +1,321 +143.1
N St.a.te Un.iveréity' B | R LT T o _
" Dependent - . 6,456 7,485 = 7,879 -~ 7,968 +1,512 + 23.
o7 Independest . 303 - 3k—\(29 . . 511 + 208 + 68.
cw Univérsity*'gf”a,»: T RN A |
.+ . Dependent . 3,669 - 4,682 ).
.- ...  Independent - 150 2% 1
'-;;-_‘QQE’~ independed;‘ o - C - o
"~ - Dependent ~ .- = 4,719 5,431

o

N 5,068 +1,399 +38.1
\ . 158 .+ 8.+ 5.3

¥

Y- T

s B, 31. 5 o . ;32A"j+31605 + 12,
- Independent ¥ 166 . 2007 171 186 &7 22 -+ 13.

. Proprietary and = . S e N R
" Other Private . - .U
., Dependent 587 772 7936 7 1,136 4 549 4+ 935 ..

%" " Independent . . 58 143 ° 137 16+ 86 +148.3

. .Y Dependent g 23,413 . 27,745 28,931 - 30,103 +6,690 '+ 28.6 .. . .
“* . Independémt . .. - | 1,598 2,189 12,578 3,243 41,645 +102.9 - T
- Source: - CSAC Applicant/Recipient Data Tapes

L . : R S A . S e

‘ , j"- ‘_ L S L TR L S R 'pﬂ fi’;“ A
o Family Income of Dependent Applicants ' _ . . I

" As noted above, more than 80 percent of all Cal Grant B applicants in.each -
segment_depegd‘qq_their_parents_igrxfinancial-support, and in the public and . -~
' _independent ' four-year institutions this percentage exceeds 94 perxcent. . = "
. Table 27 ghows How the iamily*incnn¢ distribupion,of;thgsg’applicants«has "_"
. clanged over the past four years. . . - = Ul s e e
While segmental differences™id®the family-income distribution of these
applicants reflect;differgnces.in’thgﬁiamilyfidcome‘distgibution of 'all . .
;thﬁirbugdergraduatcs.aﬁd‘thc'substan,‘“:differenCesfingtheir-eost-of attendsnce, = *
- y-§150_réflac;‘theﬂstrohg;f0cus'0f,tﬁéfCalﬂGranL;B,program om applicants . = . 7

~§}e~;~1~3Jr—-4Wi;h;ycxyﬁIQE inghﬁgi_ﬁ??§”§§§§9Y§EE§SEd'??S?&??E?Qﬁﬁ“§95'examPlev‘°Ve:.90" N 7";‘J 
o T ,»'p¢:centvef;tgeseﬁayplfcantsAinathefCommuni;y]Colleges‘caﬁé*f%ﬁﬁ”faﬁiiié§ T
. with incomes of less than $24,000 in 1980~81, as did nearly 84 percent in -

©1983-84. The Community CollégeSjaISO'had‘the“highes:Qpercentage‘offthqsq-Af‘.’ 

'\7‘5 :;:”’10wéinpome‘applicants with family incodds below Siz%gﬂoa";A::thejmq:e'expenf;zﬂ‘f’

-~

. sive, but -still low-priced State -University, 83.3 percent of its dependent ;
. applicants came from families with incomes below $24,000 in 1980-81, as did i
O e R

N ST o Sl a0 - e
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: ‘»TABZE 27 Famzly Income sttrxbutzon of anancxally Dependent

.* _Segment and '>; e . _L ' o
~ Income in’ . 1980-81° “”1981#82"-.‘1982~83
Thcuéands'- .ft" X ¥ 2 ¥ Z

.....

:$0~11.9924‘%,767.;59 7% 4,822 51.5% 4,980, 49.8% 5,479
12-17.999 1,684 21.1 1,969 21.0 2,136 21.4 2,122

°18-23.999 827, 10.4 1.250 .13.3. 1,282 12.8

. 24-35.999 588

8 7.4 1,042 11.1/1 167'!11;6;‘
36-41.999 76 1.0 © 143 1.5 . 202 © 2.0 °
- 42 and Up © 30 0.3 149 - 1.6 219 2.2
) State Unlversxty SRR | S
 §0-11.999 2,802 43.4 2,834 32.6 2,846 36.1°
© - 12-17.999° 1,543 23.9 1,670 22.3 1,735 22.0
- 18-23.999 1,030  16.0 1,187 15.8 1,225 15.5
- '24-35.999° 864 '13.4 1,355, 18.1 1,413 17.9
©+36-41.999 . 136 2.1 . 242 3.2 307 3.9
42 and Up ' 81 1.2 197 2.6 - 353. 4.5
;"Un;verSIty .Qf._ 5  ‘~' : | ) ﬁ. o
§0-11.999 '1,255 34.2 1,315 28.1, 1,239 25.1
. 12-17.999 - 840 22.9 1,031 22.0. - 976 19.8
18-23.999 - 662 18.0 783 16.7 838 17.0
.,24#35.999“. 679 18.5 . 947 .20.3' 1 ,073 21,7
36-41.999 152 ‘4.1 287 1 6.1 ' 333 6.7 °
42 and- Up 91 2% 319 6.8 477 9.7
- Independent & L T
- in epen E% - T '*"~gN} { B
’50-11.999._1,399-‘29;7 1,380 25.4°Y1,152 22.2 .
. 12-17.999 1,078 22.8 1,126 -20.7° 1,013 19.5
'18-23.999 841 17.8 903 16.6 -_;q;g 17.3°
26-35.999 999 21.1. 1,271 23.4 1,241 23.9
- 36-61.999 213 4.5 340 6.3, 341 6.6
42 and-Up 189 4.0 411 7.6 550 10.6
| R
| Proprletary and Other Prxvate ;_“','fj ERERRE
_____ 4 f B

$0-11.999 223 38.0 -~ 298 38.6 301 32.2

_mlz-zr.sgsmm._lal.Azg*a“,, 1437.18.5. . 168 _ 18,0

©18-23.999 - 93 15.8 . 109 14.1.° 148 15.8 -
24-35.999. 92 15.7 - 152 19.6 204 21.9"

36-41.999 - 25 4.2 42 5.4 48 5.1
42 and Up : 13 2. 2 ' 3 6 . ‘65‘,-7;O;u
‘ Sourée ' CSAC Appllcant/Reczpient Data Tapes (

‘Cal Grant B Applzcants by Segment,

- “1983-84"“
. ‘ N E;

J.‘ i -253;”~;§%l

1980-51 to 1983-8¢ ..
198081 to

. 1983-84
£
AT12 ¢ 14,
1438 # 26.
- #427 + 51
- #652  +110,
. +150 +197..
o +25(‘ —
+ 50 + 1.
+ 89 + ., 5.
T 4268 + 26,
4554 + 64
4190 +139.
+361 -
+:81 + 7.
4122+ 14,
© 4166 '+ 25,
B +3845 ~ »55.
. +168 "+110.

AN py

4458 -

<

- 14 - 1.

248 + 24,
4194 +°91.1
#517 ==

y " '
LA

+152 + 68.2°

_+ 72+ 51,1

"+ 81+ 87.1-

o ¥118 f128i3

441 41640
+ 8BS L e

.
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' number of applicants in the $24,000 to $35,999 range dropped by 939. The
relative size of this group was only 50 to 58 percent as large as it -had

v

- entire increase in the dependent appficant pool at independept imstitutions
. occurred among students whose families had incomes that exceeded. ‘the Cal

_well

relative siz of thls group, ncreased most rap1dly in the Communzty Colleges.r . L : f

Viv”f‘ .

. . Y .
. . ~

72 5 percent in 1983 -84, At both the hxgher prxced Unxversxty and 1ndependent
~institutions., nearly. 70 percent came from families with incomes below this

Jevel at the 'start of the period, but by 1983-8& the perccntages declzned to
61. 8 and 55 6 percent respectlvely o 4 ‘ e _

The numb;r of applxcants from famxlles with incomes belnw $12 000 or between o
$12,000 "and $18,000 increased-very slowly or modestly at the State University
‘and University, but the mast striking changes occurred in the family-income
distribution of. dependept  applicants at independent instjitutions. The
‘number from famllxes with incomes below §24,000 decliuned by 354« Losses in S
“the "Under "$12,000 category .exceeded 18 percent, and those in the "$12, 000— .
. $17,999" category were: over 8 ‘percent. - The only increases ‘were .in the . S
family-incomé categories above §24,000, thh those in the "$36,000 to $41,998"

~and "$42,000 "and Up" categories more than doubling. 'In other wordsg the

--Grant B program f income levels for elxgxbllxty, often by a substantlal y
margin. -A-similax trené\jzﬁf;red anong thexr‘Cal Grant A appllcant pool as N

-,

- - : S

Agazn, the decline in the percentage of dependent appllcants from famllzes ST
with 4ncomes- below $24,000 and ‘the marked increase in the percentage of - \
applxcants from families with incomes above §36, 000 stenned in part from the

jmpact of inflation, ;during this period. Table 28 shows the income distribu- :
tion .in both 1980- 81 and 1983-84 in terms of 1580 dollars and. xncludes an. T,
1ndex.bssed on the :ela:xve sng of each lncane group o oy

,"
..

These income . patterns appear qulue dlfferent from those 1n Table 27 0f

partzcular note is the marked increase in. the proportxon of applicants at
“both ends of the income spectrum and the relatzve and absolute declipe in
the size of the ldw£:~n1dd1e ‘and middle-income groups, - especially those with.

' 1980-e§u1valent 1ncoaes between $24 000 -and §35,999. Thxs trend is evident

in every segmeat, although at Communxty Colleges the relatlve size ‘of the

lowest income category did not increase as rapxdly as it did in the four-_<

year ‘institutions because a larger’ number and proportion of lowrincome: :
‘students attended the two-year colleges fram the verny begznnxng . The overall « e

been four years earlier, although all applicants in' this and higher income
categories were above the program's permitted income levels at both the .
staigrand end of the period. At the upper-income levels, a marked increase © = *
occudged in applicants from families with 1980~equivalent incomes of $36, 000 T
and above in 1983-84. More applxcauts from such families wanted to attend
four-year institutions .at both-the start and end’ of this peried, but the

The most sxgnxfzcant fact about the. famxly~1ncome dxstrxbut;on of Cal Grant = . °

. -B. appg’hcants is .not_apparent :from Table 27 or Table 28. Stated simply,. "
conszderably more low~income applicants at four-year 1nstxtutlons appay for '
Cal Grant A awards than for Cal Grant’B awards. .For example, 5,433 State T \\
University dependent applicants from families with incomes below $12 000 inm . 7

1980 81 applled fo: Cal Graaot A awards, bug1only 2, 802 applxcants from ‘

" I S

.

- : , . ‘_62~ " [y o o
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TABEE 28 Famzlg Income azstrzbutzon.of ananczally Dependent

- cal Grant B Applicaants by Segment,
'",zn Constant 1980 .Dollars -

.
ey

1980 81 and 2983 84¢f_ ‘\

: y _, 1980-81 1983-84 SRR S
u‘Segment“and‘Income " Number - Perc!i: Number . Percent Change  Index.
‘_ Comnunxty Culleges . ; | f[‘_;‘ »\ ‘ R
o §0%11,999 4,767 59.7 6,646, 62.7  +1,878 105
. $12,000-17,999 1,684 - 21.1° 1,988 - 18.8 + 305 89
. $18,000-23,999 . .827  -10.4 1,085 10.2° .+ 258 98
$24,000~35,999 - 588 7.6 0 - 459 4.3 - 129 58 -
 $36,000-41,999 - 16 0 L1000 0 239 - T2.20 0+ 163 225
'+, -$42,000 and Up © 30 .. 0.3 18 . 1.8 o+ 156 584 -
. $0-11,000 , ?f2,802 "43.4 % 3,750 47.1 4 %998 . 108
$12,000-17,999 1,543 23.9° © 1,805 22,6 + .262° 95
$18,000-23,999° 1,030  16.0 1,159 145 +_128 91
1 $24,000-35,999 864 - 13.4 . 608 7.6 - 256 57, .
- -$36,000~41,999 . 136 - 2.1 353 b.& 4+ 217 211
$42,000 and‘ﬁp_' v 81 1.2 292 3.7 + 211 & 305
Unlverszty _ . | . 5 ‘ ’mf ‘ | ; . o
$0-1T,999 - © 1,255-  34.2 1,875 37.0 + 620 108
$12,000~17,999 840 . 22.9 1,116 22,0 +-276 . 96
$18,000-23,999- - - 662 - 18.0 821 16.2 '+ 159 - 88"
. $24,000- 35;999jv; 679 18.5 507 . .10.0 -~ 172 54
$36,000-41,999 152" Al 348 Y 6.9 + 196 - 167 .
. $42,000 and;upx‘\ 91 2.5 401 - 7.9 ,+A:3£0. - 316
L PR | e | ‘ et IR
' "Indegendgn;._ o o o ‘ ;"¥' ;
 $0-11,999- 1,399 29.7 11,691 31.8 + 292 ) 155 B
 $12,000-17,999° 1,078 . 22.8 1,128 "21.2 + 50 93
. $18,000~23,999 CO841 . 1748 936 17.6 95 99
1$24,000+35,999 999 21,1 619 ©11.86 * 380, 55
$36,000-641,999 213~ 4.5 451 8.5 .+ 238% 188
$42,000 and Up- 189 | 4.0 509 9.6 .+ 320 239
Proprzetary and_Other Rrxvate : C ool {5§;f;sa%-4v
‘ ‘ ) L ‘ }‘\,‘-.IA-’
$§0-11,999 .. 223 38.0 - 4927 43.3 4 260 11400
.$12,000-17,999 141 240 239 21.0 -+ 88 .88, '
. $18,000-23,999 93 - 15.8 175 . 15,4 0+ 82 -+ 97 -
§24,000-35,999 . 92 15.7 -9 7.9 - 2,~’ 50
~~—-‘$36 000=41,999 - '“**f‘fgsmi“‘fﬂ4y2"“““;“***77-“**-“ 5:8- 52— BT
$42,000 and Upr o0 130 zqz‘v' 62 3 5.4.. + 49 268 .-
: R o R TR |
“Source CSAC Appl;cant/Recszent Data Tapes B .
, ) e ‘...§ ;', g y
. . B . : ,‘ ' , > N ) A IR
' -63- o B n |
Y ' -
S g_ .. ¢ e
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~@§<f§ evel occurred in the Community Cclleges.

-’ and -all subsequent years. The originil program designers were aware of. ., —
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sxmllar fanllles applled for ‘B awards."In 1983 84 ‘the margin was even’
~greater,,thh 6,757 low-income Cal-Grant A appllcants in-the State Unxversxty,
.,coupared to 2, 852 Cal Grant B applicants in the lowsst income range. In the.
'other four-year segments, a similar pattern prevailied throughout these four A
years -- less than half as many low-income. ‘dependent students. applled for S A
Cal Grant B awsrds in each segment as applxed for Cal Grant A SHSrdb ' S

The elxgxblllty of students ‘already enrolled in college to apply for Cal
- Grant A awards does not explain this- substantxal discrepancy 1n~numbers _
- Instead, it appears that the absence of tultxon and fee coverage for new Cal e
‘' Grant B recipients during the first year xcreates a substantlal dlsanantxve
for those seeking to attend four-year 1nst1tut10ns -- despite the. prov;sxon ‘
between 1980-81 and 1983-84 of §1, 100~ grants for. living costs in.the first .

: this,~ ‘but. incorporated the no-fee provision for the first year te _encourage

" .at least-half of the Cal Grant B recxpxcnts to ‘attend Community Colleges

"initially. . However, soon after the program's znceptlon a legal ruling .

«eliminated the need to continue the, no-fee” prov1s1on when it concluded that o

- 51 percent of all new awards must be made to Community College students. As’ ™
ity now stands, only ‘a minority of the lowest~income applicants for State

grant aid apply for asgistance from the program desxgned ¢xpr:ssly to serve B

- them -~ the Cal Grant B program 3 g L : R o oo

- . -

“

Income Distnbut.jon of Financxally Independent Apphcants Co
,.. 1 . P ‘W‘.
The income of flnanCLally 1ndependenn‘ar self~support:ug appllcahts 1ncludes o
“both taxable and non-taxable earnings of ‘the applicants. themselves and’ Ln
the case of marrxed applicants, the earnings of their spouses. Tqble 29 on’
) page 65 shows the 1ncd-e dzstrlbutxon of: these applxcants for eaqh segmeut.- it
The Communxty Colleges had the 1argest number of self supporthg applxcants RS ‘
and experaenced .a greater increase in these applxcantssthan a}l other seg~. - ;' : .
ments Qplblned The State University experienced the next most substantial*., ~ -
1ncrease,w1th @ir number more tham doubling. The number of: self~suppor- e o
ing applicauts fr proprletary institutions alsc more than doubled, but. ~ '~ .-
1hé overall number Xrom these institutidns remained quite small. On the - . =
other hand, the number of se1f~support1ng applxcants at chc Unmver51ty and BT S ..
‘ 1udependent xnstxtutxons barely 1ncreased at all., = s SN Lol
‘ ’ . Lk

: *Overall the greatelt increase in the number of self-supportlng appllcants‘ e

occurreq apong those with incomes of’ less than §$3,000 per year. The only
. significant groyth in self-supporting sppllcants thh ineomes above that

- . .A",
R

ngh School Grade»?omt sttrxbutmn of Apphcants ;.~i o

i D e T PR L

ngk school grade~p01nt averages are only one of the crxterla used 1n’£he N,
_complex Cal, Grant ‘B scoring, system to allocate new awards., Nevertheless,-‘ 3
‘they remain an important. crzter;on for:selection to the program. As Table =~ . -
3q\on page 66 nhows, sizable dxffe:ences exlst in the gr Jpoxnt distribution

of appllcants auong tpc segnents. o :

N L. . . «
. & Y . . e . A . R . C
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TAELE 29 Studept and Spouse Income of F.manc.zallg Independent -
| Cal Grant B Applrcants bg Segmeni, 1980~81 to 1983~84 ¥

'V.Segment and - §g’ L | L ~ ' Change -
-Income in. ~ 1980-81 ‘¢1981~82"- -1982~83 7 4983-84 ?980 8] to 1983~84
- Thousands . # {‘;z»__ * —x - ¥ % is ® §§ % |

* Community Colleges - 1 L S ‘

56.1% 762 56.0% 1,023 59.9% 1,417 63.1% +918 +184.0% . .
3-5.999 320 34.7 . 399 29.0 343 20.1 461 20.5  +141 + 44.1. - . Y

.$0-2.999 ‘. 499 54
4.7 . ‘

- .6~8.999 . 77 8.3 167 12.1 239 "14.0 267 11.9° +190 +246.8
1.8 | | 4 |
1.1

© o 9-11.999 © 12 1. 49 3.6 * 67 3.9 . 72 ..3.2 -+ 55 +323.5

12 and Up -10,~ 1. 18" 1.3 3% 2.0 - 27 1.2 + 17 +170.0

‘-'State Unxverszty :. : :~.'$ - _.A‘ I L  7L; |

 §0-2.999 204 67.3 229 66.6 338 78.8 391 76.5 <+187 + 91.7 '

.~ 3-5.999 -84 27.7 76 22.1 59 13.8 88 17.2 '+ 4 + 4.8
6-8.999 . 13 4.3 . 23 6.7 21 4.9 21 4.1 + 8 + 61.5

8-11.999 0 0.0 10. 2.9 8 1.9 4 d8 s 47

 12andUp 2 0.7 .6 1.7 3 0.7 . 7. 1.4 +.5 +250.0 N

N University P B .'-g'° . | L SN | )

. §0-2.999 101 67.3 84 66.1 . 109 81.3 123 77.8 + 22 + 2L.8/
'3-5.999 38 25.3 37 29.1 18 13.4 28 17.7 - 10 - 26.3% '
6-8.999 . . 7. 4.7 4 3.1 6 . 4.5 5 3.2 - 2 -28.6.

9-11.999., . 4 2.7 0. 0.0 1 0.7 106 - 3 =175.0

“12‘and‘Up‘-“ 0 0.0 2. 1.6 0 0.0 1 0.6, + 17 =
SRR . , ' T Cow e

Independent o T L * ' -

T §0-2.999 106 64.6 121 60.5 106 60.8 114 61.3 +. 8 + 7.5 o
3-5.999 - 43¥%.26.2 56 28.0 - 36 21.0 ‘_;Gh '23.6 T+ 1 + 2.3 . e
6-8.999° » . 11 6.7 14 7.0 . 18 -10.5 17 9.1 + 6 +54.5 5

-~ 9-11.99¢ . 2 1.2 . 4 2.0 5 2.9 5 12,7+ 3 +150.0° AR

12 and Up 2. 1.2 5 2.5 8 &7 6 3.2 + 4. f200.0' -
Prcpo:xetary and Other Pr:vate ‘ -“. ' " ‘  fv o o - | e

$0-2.999 * 25 43.1 55 38,5 56 60.9: 58 40.3 .+ 33 +132.0

- 3-5.999 22 37.9 _49“3&13 ©29 21,227 47 32,6 +25 +113.6 -

6-8.999° 5 8.6. 20 14.0 - 30 21.9 19 13,2+ 14 +280.0

9-11.999 - 5 8.6 7 4.9 16. 10,2 ..13. 9.0, + 8 +160.0

12 and Up 1 1. 7 12.1“8.4 8 5.8 4 7 4.9 + 6 +600.0 f;ﬁ
Source CSAC Applxcant/Recipxent Data Tapes | |
- I e S e _L TR S e e i
In part, ‘these dxfferences are’'a clear reflection of the academlc selectavxty

of ‘each segment. The open-door admissions policy of the Community- Colleges

" is evident.in. the large percentage of its Cal Grant B appllcants with grade-.,
oint averages below 2.5. Nearly%half ofMts applicant's high school grades
611 below this level in 1980-81; and while the - rela;;vk size of this g:oup

declined slzghtly, thelx number xncreased by 1,860 to 6, 199 by 1983 ~84.
‘ - “.;" ' o "65" , |

‘#‘L“[ o I o f“ o !,f - | I  ?‘ S : _—
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LT TABLE 30 Gr‘ade~Poznt Dzstrzbutzon of Cal Grant B Appl.zcants by
o Segmeat, 1980781 ta 1983~ -84 - Sy T |
o T R - X Change o IR
.'Segmént;and---1980+81_h e 1981~82 ¢ -1982- 83 - 1983 84 1580-81.to 1983-84
Grade Point+.¥ - % . ¥ -~ & ¥ % F = & &
| . ' Coniﬁuhity Cblleges o o ,, 1"; . "
| Under 2.5 4,339 48.8% 5,301 49.3% 5,805 49. sx 6,199 48.2% +1,860 ~ 42.9%
- 2.5-2,79 1,505 16.9° 1,753 -16.3 .1,906 16.3 2,125 '16.5 + 620  %1.2. S
.. 2.8-2.99 834 9.4 968 9.0 Hx,ool 8.6 1,236 9.6 + 453 - 48.2 CT
©73.0-3.39 1,408 15.9 1,682 15.6 1,819 15.6 1,912 14.9\ + 504 . 35.8 N
. . 34andUp 809 9.1 1,043 9.7 1,162 0.0 1,299 10.1 + -490 60.6 SR
‘St.ate Um.vcrs:.ty - o - A o o SR ST ' ,‘\
Under 2.5 1,802 26.7 1,986 25.4 2,060 24.6 2,100 24.8.+ 298 165 .
- 2.5-2.79. 1,255 18.6 1,376 17.6 1,485 17.9 1,436 16.9 + 181 14.4
- 72.8-2.99 812 . 12.0 976 12.5 1,021 12,3 1,032 12.2 + 220  27.1
. 3.0-3.39 1,664 264.6 1,997 25.5 2,090 25.2 2,179 25.7 + 515 30.9°
c, 7. 34 .and Up 1,226 ‘18;1=\},495u 19.1 1,672 20.1 1,732 "20.4 + 506 41.3
: U N S :
' o Baiversity (- 0o )
¥ . Under'2.5 261 .3 283 5.9 258, 5.1 330 6.3 + 89 36.9° A
©o o 2.5-2.79 218 5.7 318 646,‘—-304~?'6;0 313 6.0 + 95 *43.6 »
2.8-2.99 284 7.4 339 7.0 31 6.7 7364 7.0 + -8 282 °
Y '3,0-3.39 . 1,710 29.0. 1,421 29.5 1,487 293 1,457 27.9 + 347 - 31.3-
- 36 and Up 1,976 586 2,648 50.9 2,680 52.8 2,762° 52.8 + 786 39.8
Independent g - o T
) o i \ ) R . - . . i ) t S »
2.5 and Up 713 14.6 933 16.6 937 17.4 . 997 18.1 284 39.8. -
.. 2.5-2.79 575 11.8- 740 13.1 670 ~12.5 ° 680 12.3 + 105 is.gﬁ )
. . 2.8-2.99 472 9.7 525 ;2.3 523 9.7 553, 10.0 + 81 17.2
- 3.0-3.39 . 1,251 25.6 1,371 24.3 1,326 24.7 1,309 23.7 + 58 4.6
| 3.4 and Up 1,882 38.5 2,062 36.6 1,915 35.7. 1,971 35.8 + 89° 4.7 .
| Propnetary and Other Pr‘ivate o S o e
‘Under 2.5 264 40.9 435 47.5 519 48.4 671 56.1 + 407 154.2(- -
2.5-2.79 126 '19.5 165 '18.0 = 190 17.7 198 16.6 + 72 57.1 °
2.8-2.99 © 78 121 95 10.4 . 99 9.2 119 9.9 + 41 - 52.6.
3.0-3.39 113 1755 141 15.4 178 16.6 217 -18.1 + 104 92.0 .
3.4 and Up 64" 9.9 79 8.6 8 7.9 75 6.3 + 11 17,2
‘Soukrcé'i CSAC Apphcant/Reuplent Data F1Ies ; | ' A %
. . } ...j . - ‘.
e W_“ﬂm"'-ﬂwgé;u-;m;n_;‘_wmm_ ;“;;;MQ,QWW.WMA,_A_WHAH; N '
- s | G ‘ I S R
'They experzenced even more rapxd increases in Cal Grant B apphc‘ants with ! -

grade point averages of 3.0 or moxe, but by 1983~ 84 these . applicants still

| 7 accounted for one-f,ourth "of the Commumty Goll/eges tot.al apphcants L
o M - |
) . -66- . -
\ . - S A ‘
1 \, , - ' : 74 _
s o S



‘applxcants than the State Unxverszty with averages below 2.5 and substantxally»

' more substantially -- up 1,528
- and, 1,882 for those with averag

fﬂ 3pp11cants were able to score high on the’ indicies of dxsadvanﬁagement
-however, and many others were from fpmx*xes wmth incomes too h1gp to qualeyl
'regardless of thexr famxly sxze. ‘ 2

L . ; . )
to ’ L . - . R . ) - e . L
R . - . . . o . . o T .
. B . . . . .

to that of the Community Colleges w:th large numbers of applicants at the

;vlower end. of the grade~poxnt pectrum. Unlike the Communxty Colleges whxch

experlenced 1ncrcasis in applxcants at both eands of the spectrum, two-thxrds

. of the increase in proprxeta:y school appllcants came from prospegtlve,
‘ .studencs w1th grades’below 2. S - . - :

':The State Unxver51ty had approxlmately one-fourth of 1ts Cal Graut B app11~

cants with grades at’ the bottom of the grade- peint sPectrum and "about one in

. five at the top, but jts: greatest growth occurred among appllcants who had

at least a 3.0 average,

1ndependent xhstxtutzons had a con31derab1y smaller proportxén of thelr

more with at least. a 3.4 average, but between 1980-81 and 1983-84 most of -

.lfxnally, Just 3 percent of the Uﬂ;vers;ty s Cal Grant B appll ts had o

grades below 2.5)N ,More than. 80 percent had grade-p01n; averages of 3.0 or

5 L
.H

OVerall a sub‘ta 'al part of the increase in Cal Grant B appllcants occur-:
red at the lower end of the grade-poxnt spectrim. There were 2,900 more

period, but increased competition for the lxmxted number of new grants made

these thlzcants Yess competitive than before. Moreover, theix geavy concen~

tration® in the Community Colleges had 1mportant implications for thgxr“
future eligibility to transfer eventually to four-year 1nst1tut10us to -
canplete their baccalaunpate.‘ e

»
~

. T . . o . oL P
. . . . *

o Proprxetary schqol appllcants ad a gnade-poxnt dxstrlbutlon that was szmllarJ o

f'x;7 

‘their modesgt growth in Applicants q;curred among those thh low rade~poxnt |
averages., _ o | _ t;. B

. above and more than half had averages of 3.4 or higher. The small, number of
‘ appllcants with- low grades is understandable at the. Unxve:51ty wzbh its bxgh ‘
- admissions st dards since such applicants could. enroll anly if granded

.specxal adnzssxo status. =~ 0w o. %

_applicants with grade-point . averages below 2.5 by 1983~84 than in "1980- 81,2,‘ "'
" Applicants with such averages secured Cal Grant B awards throughout thls .

The number of appllcants thh gr e-p01nt averages above 3 0 1néreased even b

of 3.4 of above. By 1983-84, over 14,900
appllcants thh averages of 3.0 r better, including 7, ,839 Wlth ‘averages of
3.4 or more, were competing ‘for only 6, 825 new awards - Not. all of these

s

The number of appl;cants at publ:c 1n#£1tut10ns thh averages of 3 0 or -
better increased by 3,148, while the number of such applicants at 1ndependent
1nst1tut10ns grew by only 147. Further, a larée proportion of lndepeddeut

institptions' appllcants thh _high averages came from famxlzes w1th,1n¢omes

too high to quallfy, and an ipcreasing number, of those who rema:ned had
gradcbpoznt ayerages that made’ tham less competxtlv%

i o . v _' : , P

(N

or those with grade averages of 3.0 to 3.39, -

~a

g s
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* . PROGRAM 'PROVISIONS AFFECTING L S e
! THE DISTRIBUTION OF NEW CAL GRANT B AWARDS
- S T T e

. " Changes in the Cal Grant B applicant pool had an impact on the digtribution

Y  of new awards among students and segments. - Yet at least four program provi= '

o sions-and features had an even more dramatic impact on this distribution: -
(1) the assistance only for subsistence costs the first year, (2) the require- ,

' ‘ment that 51 percent of all new awards must go to Community College students, '
R -+ 7 (3) statutory limits on the number of new awards, and (4) the elements in o B
L, “ e the Cal“Grant B scoring system fof ¥llocating awards. The following para=- - .. = i
-7 graphs examine each of these provisio%?fin‘;ugn-and evaluate its impact. B

. . Assistance Only Toward Subsistence Casts the First Year. -

-~ _Since its iﬁceptibn;‘ihe Cal Granot B programfs‘granté.fo; firsﬁ-yegr recipients
R - have helped cover only subsistence costs. As noted earlier, the origigal. o

., puxpose of this provision was to encourage at least half of all Cal Grant B . -~ °
. ' .rec¢ipients to attend Comdunity ‘Colleges initially, but it is no longer S
S - required for that purpose. Its major impact now seems to be to discourage . .-
e 7. . ‘applications from low-income applicants who want to use these awards attend .- o
- R -~ .four-year institutions and to incresse significsatly the level ofguhmet need -
"« . . of new low-income grant' recipients. The impact of this provision em reci- -

R piipés"unmetfneed levels will be ¢Xanined‘more‘fuliy'later_in-&his chapter:’
+.  and its possible effect on renewal rates assessed. - B m';‘ ,§;§?~ ;5

 Allocating 51 Percent of New Awards 10 Community College Sthdents = . . *

A ‘"This program provisiqu was implied in the original legislation ‘treating the.

" Cal Grant B program and made €xpligcit in a subsequent legal ruljng. While * ,
" the Community Colleges had more applicants than any other segmeat .and expe -
' enced the largest increase in applicants by 1983-84, they at no. time had- -~ - .7

K : g&ﬂ"’;’ .

e more than 38.5 percent ‘of all Cal. Grant B applicants. Yet, these ‘colleges o

B have always served large numbers of low-income disadvantaged ‘students, . . -

. including many from ethnic minorities, and in 1983-84 they had 69.2 percent SR

.- of all self-supporting applicants and 48.9 percent of all dependent applicants '~ RN

S from families with incomes' below $12,000. ' While the 51 percent provisiom . . -

~+ . has guaranteed these institutions at least ha}i of,all new Cal Grant B

' récipients, no evidence was uncoveresd during this€study to ‘suggest that they -

received a disproportionate shaxe of these grants, considering the size and , .

©.+ . characteristics of their applicant pool. . . S Z
- _ At the same time, one of the major purposes of the Cal Grant B program has B

N been to provide‘neededﬂfinancial;aid to, disadvantaged students so thgy could ERR

____.;,amemi,_.ﬂc.ax;gggfnd‘ successfully. complete -at ledst a baccalaureate degree, .

~« -~ The major remaining question about the 51 percent provision is what its

. - impact has been on fulfilling this important program goal. .In dther words, .

hawxeffective‘have the Cpmmunit§ Colleges been in preparing their Cal Grant
B recipients and other dis;dvantaged-studentsgfc:‘evegtual transfer to four- . L
year institutions? - .7 s S ‘-.::¢4li_
, \& . . L . . N E «‘ ‘,“, ‘ . . | S | ) -.~ ’ .v c
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- < groups or the exclusion of once eligible groups results in some appllcantse«

Statutory Lmuts on the

KS ~

Number of New Awards
As im the Cal Grant A nogram, the number of flrst-tlme.awards 15 fxxed byf?ﬁ o L
statute In 1980~ 81 a -special adgusggent permitted the distribution-of

6,995 awards ‘that | year, but in subsequent years the . number of ‘new awartds S
returned to' the 6,828 permztted in. statute. This represents’ slightly more et

than half the number of néw’ grants provxded by the Cal Grant A program. *L *_“g::“;

T
.,

Agaln, no dxscussxon of the 1mp11cat10ns of changmng any of the cther magor

. program provisions ‘would be complete without reference to this limitation on
the number of new. ‘awards. The cunstant number of awards makes the competl-fg
‘tion for. -new awards -a "zero-sum game,” since the inclusion of newly eligible’

who used,to receive awards loszng out to cther newly el;gzble appllcants.‘

_ The most ‘serious. problem uxth the fxxed number aof new awards however, 1s |
- that - it has forced the program to tura down 1ncreaszngly 1arge numbers of 'f”f
low-lncome -applicants with consxderable flnanc;al néed. Further, most' of o,
-the needy. eligibles in -the Cal. Grant- B program: ‘are desperately needy, audx ,f‘/ «‘.ﬁ
the failure to provide suffxczent nupbers of néw awards almost certainly 7/ S
‘means “that many of these applzcant% will not be able to afford to attend - ./ . .-
college at all. Because of thxs gyeat effect on. opportunxty and’ access, the "
. heed tg increase new awards in the Cal Grant B prcgram deserves the hxghest . e
prlorlty. S m e e T T : o F

‘r K . ‘ o ‘,_ ' ‘-- ) ‘ PR - r‘i -
. . c -

'I‘he Blements in, the Cal’Grant B SCQrmg System

~ '(

There are fxve parts to the complex Cal Grant B scorlngqsystem used to N
allocate new  grants. ™ .While® all five. parts are important inm determlnlng - ..*Tj"‘
applxcants “final scores and their. eligibility for a granp, each is- 3591gnedg_; T
‘a different we%ght,‘wzth the last thfee parts~worth 85 of the 100 P?iiiB}EA ‘V/ u- ’
total poxnts.- o ‘5 SR AT e, e _ ST R S

.‘ '{‘

The fxrst of the fxre elements ;pvolves the level of education attaxned by

- each applzcant s ‘parents. The maximum score of .10 is assggned to those
,\ whose parents have virtuaily no formal edncatxon,‘and a score of zero is:

\ received if the applxcants parents have both completed hlﬁh schooi or
attended collsge. _;;' f%," o ‘“ B i _ ,.,e A

.

The second element assxgns from zero to fxve lentS, dependxng on whether or U S
not the appl;cant comes fron a single*parent home . - e
o RN o B e S
The thlrd element, worth a maxxmum af 30 polnts, cansxsts of two sets of 19 e
statements about the appllcant § 11fe and goals. The flrst eight consist of k
responseg,to the phrase, "I want' to attend college in order:" with such = -+
.options. as "To. fgllgg th:ough_w;th Ry godls and gain a better perspectxve gng'“;___;“_.
“life," "To make my comunity a better place in ‘which to live," and "To get’ "“-, RS
Lmore educatxon so " that I may. earn’ more money-~to help my famzl? * The second sy
set focuses on how the appllcant describes h;mself»or herself, and the N
. eleven ,possible responses include’ such statements as "I éome from a famlly“
of migratory farm workers," ‘My famxly gets. help from welfare or social-
securlty," "1 do*not speak‘Englzsh at home ". "I do well in- most classes,

.. . e " S
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:\ 4 and "I ¢andbt -attend college without financial help." The applicant's score = .

.~ . - fer this element depends on- how. many responses are circled. While the:
R ... obviouns-purpoese of the statements is to try go!det:rmiﬁg'thg level of disad-™
8. "+ vantage ‘of each applicant.and something about ‘his or her-aspivations, the
S, . sta ats are npaturally subjective and somewhat redundant. "Unfortunately,
th more‘prgciseﬂapplicants:arefin descr;bing‘théir'situationﬂ,the‘fé%er‘ ..
" . responses they will check and the lower their scqre will be. The subjec-. .. '
N, " tiveness ofﬁthese_questions'andlpbssib%}_miSuhdeks;gpdiggs'by applicants
©_ ‘suggests that this important part of the’scoring system should be carefully.
\\;Hxékiéwidnto'determine)i;s‘app:bpni teness in meastring disadvantagement and W
;f{jits:inﬁluénce on the distribution of awards. = PR SR N
R N e A o e e R R
S #fhg*fqnttQ;paﬁt‘éf the scoring syst;n §ssigqs 20;£b'35”p§$si51egpd§gts‘to‘ A
- - applicants depending on their. high school graderpoint average. The.minimum -~
- score of .20 points is’ awarded if the applicant’s grades ‘are unreported or
. . .below 2.0, while increasing points are ~assigned for highef grades up 'to.a . _
S0 maximum of 35 points. Unlike the Cal Grant A' program, where gradespoint ..
v - .cutoffs are used to determine mew grant.recipients; Cal Grant B applicants - =
r with grades from below 2.0 up to 4.0 receive points din this part of the .’
’}_§scofing~sy5tem and can still receive wards if their scéres in otber sections

) L

‘are high epough. The fixed number of new awards, and the marked:increase in Lo
eligible applicants during recent years, have made the;gfad;~~point';veragésf;i;(!T~’\
‘of applicants from otherwise similar low;inccne,_diéadvaniazed“fdmilieSjg~'5« T
U relatiyely more important. = S T ﬁi.:§¢f;;.kga\ R

L o . e e |
‘- . The final part of the scoring system is a income-family 'size matrix ghat . .-

assigns. between zgﬁo‘and‘ZOigoints[td?applicants”depgnding upon whsseftheyg§J4f5+ "

, j ;\ff]\fall:within thc,matfi;.g Anyone scoring below four’ points in this part,; : o -
-\ however, is-comsidered ineligible to receive an award nai matter- what they. -~
“. "\ score on the other four parts, In that sense, it-operates iuw a nfander that *

v h

“the income-f

ilY}siﬁe‘mat;ix-does;nq;féstablish:aAsing;é‘cutéfﬁgﬁoint?ﬁ' | |
T FE P L BN VAR S o
- v;~A,@loser,exaniuatxpngbf‘the,lncqmesfgnxly-smzeimatt1Xy;ugg§sts:that;1ggﬂ;d,,f
S#+ % 7 places too great an emphasis on income in its scoring and.not enough weight' -~ -~

it

o+ ds somewhat similax to the income ceiling in the Cal Grant Aﬂp;pg;am;)aLpﬁbu§h.ff ;g'{ ﬁ‘:J 

"o v+ T‘onfamily -size. For inmstance, a single self-supperting student with ag ' .- v

o~ 07 dincome under §5,000 from a household of one receives 18 out ‘of a possible 20 . . .

- points -~ the same score as a dependent student ‘from a family of 14 with an -~ %
pee e from.a family of three with an income of $10,000 to.$10,999 receives 9 out . .
I . of 20, pogsible points -~ the same score as one from a familYEbi'14~Vi.h”5§?”ff7{ji

‘TH\ljﬁ\\\ - incomé of~$13,500 to $14,999. F;nally,Aapplicants'frbm{a;family of six with' ¢ .
» 7N an income of just $20,500 would score less. than the minimum.required- four 7 .

i\ A

.0 " income of $7,000 t¢ $7,999. Likewise, a dependent or iﬁdep?ndent”s;uﬁgnﬁ4ﬂﬁ3 yJ-’*~‘

' exceed $22,500. These tomparisbns‘are not,m$d¢ftq[suggestfthgtfaﬁ§3né45\

A A ] | | ar - g
/7. -currently receivipng a Cal Grant B. award cannot  demonstrate significant Sl

R T T points and so do applicants from families of 117 6¥ Wore when their incomes-
RV : :
b .
if,.;?ﬁ.f . ' financial heed as well as other evidence of disadvantagement or that any ..
‘o Liwe . grants. are:gojng to applicants who do not desperately need them if they are -
U B , to_attend college. qufurgviewVOfuthg.income-fa&ily'Sizg matrix, bowever,
i . does suggest. that 'sizable uumbgrs!of_similarlyqagedy,1disadv§ntaged applicants
- - are being turpedfdpwp7beCausgvtheir‘;dqomes‘excgbd an arbitrary level omn a - -
- matrix that does not adequately reflect. the financial circumstances of - .
Lo sl ', - . TR "!”

B »" iapplican;s~fxan large families. . =~ X
N R B L A o y
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_“proprietary institutions. Beginning in 1981-82, however, the number of new - .
© awards was reduced-from 6,995 to its traditional 6, 825 and remained at that.
.- level for the next two years. Between 1980-81 and 1983-84, the number of-
.- new rec1p1ents at. Community Colleges 1dcreased by 92 to 3, 671; the number at

the State University declined E%EQS to [1,745; those at the Unlver31ty and at

~1d1str1but10n and characterzstzcs ‘of new. recxpxents

N Table 31: oﬂ‘ﬁpge T2 summarizes. the shlfts that have occutred in the segmental ;5.;,;"75
‘distribution of new award winpers since 1980-81. In that year, 3,579 rec1p1ents Lo

e

,- Emsmcs OF NEW CAL GRANT B RECIPIENTS R
e aF S R

» o & ! o ‘ : : : : Y

~.

" Asa result of the fxxed number Qf flrst-tlme Cal Grant B awards and the L

increased competltlon for theﬁ, there have been some xmportant shlfts 1n the -

‘ Y ﬁ S
-Number Qf New Recxpxents L S

i

\ N i
i

attended Community Colleges, 1, 790 got tered the State University, 927 went to
‘the University, 627 enrolled at independent institutions, and 77 attended .

kiproprletary institutions increased very lxghtly, and the numbér at independeat-

institutions dropped by 160, or by nearly 26 percent to 367. The 51-percent - o Y

provzslon that guarantees Community Colleges more ‘than- half of all new

- awards left them largly unaffected by changes in the number of, Cal Graat B ;‘ ST

- applicants or the program's other provisioms. The four-year institutionsf = .«

“affected o

o .greater success of 1ndependent or\ﬁelf~support1ng appilcants apparently

“and the large number with extremely low personel incomes. As poted earlier, |

were not so fortunate, and Lndependent xnitltutlons were the most adverse

g A
!
e
4

The Dependency Status of New Remplentg

L -
. .

,TﬁTable 32 on page 72 shows the marked shzft that has occurred in the number ‘ ‘
o . ~of financially 1nd¢pendent or self-supportxng students receiving new Cal .
L

~ Grant B awards. -The 'increase in independent recipients is similar to, but u?p'j
. more substantlal than, the increase in such applicants. A sxmxlar trend was
‘evident in the (al Grant A program, but in the Cal Grant B program the

stemmed from featires of the family incoge-family size matrix scoring system\
that matrix weights income much more heavily‘than famlly size, SO 1ndependent‘gF

students- are treated generously by. the scoring system -Overall, there was a:}‘
decrease of 803 dependent recipients "and an znerease of 626 1nqependent or" "

o

»-uTable 33 OB page 74 shows that-ma;orﬁshz£ts have scturred. 1n~thee4n£nme

L

‘WNEmgn;fzcant was a decline of 844 :eexpxenis from famzlxes with incomes below .

| self~suppoeg;ng recxpxents | these four years.

.

Cte g . ' N . \
. ’ - . : - . T B

Income Level of New Recszents N .

‘distribution of dependent ‘Cal Grant B recipients since 1980~81. The most

$12, 005*“»lezke the Cal Grant A . program,. where the drop in low-income . BPTRE
._r&Clplents occueced only at 1ndepeqpept.1hst1tut10ne, th lOSSes amoﬂg R
. S ,i; 'T..,\. o . R . o Tl | ,

. RN T

IR, T
.




K

TABLE 31 Number*of New Caz Grant B Reczpzents bg Segment;

- Community v N S - o - IR ..

- Colleges -",-3i579 3,606 3,570 3,671+ 92 . .+ 25.7%" ';5  ‘
T'Unxveerty 1 790-‘-q 1,595 1,792 1,745 - 45 e 2.5 0 T

| y,Unxverszty Ul 927 . ;U<3.'87b  - - <832l 7 . _'l939 s ?12;“. ?f  51!3 | B
":‘Independent "627;:' 630 ‘v‘ﬁéélj, R 367 . = 160
3 Proprictary"“_““\~ U T I

ALl Segments‘ Qa,ggs, 6,825 6, 825 685 -170 0 - 24

:‘SOurce Enclosure I 1 CSAC Agenda, October 1983 R ~~5iilf L

| Segment - \1980-'81‘ 19&1‘-82- . 1982-83  1983-84 -
"~ and Status Number , - Number * Number - Number

e

K 1980—82 to 1983«84 \J ch
SR ange

yogp-81  1981-82 | 1982-83“- 1983 ‘84" 1980-81 to 1983-84

t

;'1 °589méﬁi . Number  ﬁ- Number - ' - Number.. ~ .Number =~ Number . Percent

,:.;f' 25.5

\.
N .

and Other 77 ¢ 126:]_‘  "1ibw‘ 7 103 + 26 |+ ségsf'}7‘ :

e e N ¥

TABLE 32 Number Qf Fzrst~?1me Cal G ant B Reczpzents bg “1-ﬁ§§ Co 5?
: | Segment and Depeadencg Sta us, 1980 ~-81 to 1983 84 T

%g:.,\\s S e \\< ST ””'.‘,

e

o
.

L .
. Univerxsity

| Dependent 3,040 U 2.863° . 2,728 2,663 - 406 - 133%

: Independenm 530 741 862 1,028 .+ 498 °  +94.0

State Unlve131ty TM";““f‘QMQ :“’- ‘ ‘+:. f Q;" o . a - . 5 7‘f._‘
 Dependent- 1 612 1,410 | 1,538 1,452 © - 160 -'9.9 .
Independent 178 . 185 25 293 ., #1115 . +646°

.

+.

P

Dependent - 842 806 sm 841 - 1 =01
Independént '~ - 85 o 66 - 82rw 98 o4 A3 153

) independedt — o I _.'  . R L o .

_ §ou:ce:,C§AC Applicant/Recipiédt'Data Tapés.

nependent se2  S&7 - 403 320 - 262 N\ -43.1 -
Indegeﬂdent ~w65aMim¢~m”5~$3ﬂnf,m.“.58”;,hwqm..ﬁYMJ,nzw e RT T

Proprletary and Other Prlvate . , R e e -
: Dependent 3ng"ﬂ 61 . 8¢ 83 . 5\69f o 8§ . +13.1
Independent v  L" 16, 4.. . .37 oo 2T 3.0+ 18 41125

B

[ - . ) . S
-72-

. . - ] ' .
" , . N - ~. . : Y . ' o °
E L . S ' :
b 3 - - o . : . e s
S N .
.
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dependent 1ow-1nco-e Cal Grant B recxplents occurred ln every segment and _
stemmed from more self~ supportxng applicants receiving new awards, not from

o an‘lncrease in dependgpt rec1p1en:s from hlgher income famxl;es,af o ‘r‘1f¢ j7

‘ , . c : o

- B - .
- N

- o The substantxal declxne in the number of dependen& low-income rec;pxents 1n' -
. . the Cal Grant B program and the shift toward more. 1ndependent or self-sup- ~ |

T purtxng recipients is a soy of ,cofcern. While everyone who receives a - X\\

‘ new grant under .this pro e unlikely to able to atténd iﬁlle 8

S o without fznanczal assistance, the increasing number. of low-income depende t: a

Yo ,f‘:_‘,\app11csnts who are be1n3 turned/away without grants  so dlrectly affects &

.~ access to postsecondary education and. educational- opgprtunlty in Calzfornla‘, o

e that,steps wxll need to be takep to remedy the s;tuatlon.‘ : S '

N

i . N
: “

D f'f_.'T_Gréde-PomtDistributibni df_ New R_ecipieht5~

. the grade-point averages jamong successful applicaats, but unlike the Cal ..
R . Grant A program there e no grade-p01nt cutoffs-in the B program, and
‘ ' because of the complex scoring. system the applicants wzth averages from. the
very lowest to:the highest can and do still receive new Cal Grant B awards.
‘ii Nevertheless, as Table 34 on page 75 shows, ‘there have’ been maJOr declines
_in the number of new recxplents wzthgluw grade—poxnt averages partzcularly‘,
. aﬁbng those with averages below 2.5. In the Community Colleges,. for example, '
466 fewer new. awards _went to applicants with grade-point.averages belcw 2. 5, o
. «¢7f ‘as. did 197 fewer 1n the State University, 18 in -the Unlverszty, 39 at T
+ 7. . independent 1nst1tutxons.. The greatest increases in new recipieats occ L
. among those with grade-p01nt ‘averages, of 3.0 and abOVe, except at indepen~
AR dent cqlleges where there were fewer new: recszents in. every . s;ngle gradew, P
B poxnacate ory by 1983—84 A TS S SR

The hezghtened cbmpetxz::Snfo: new Cal Grant B awards led to increases’ ln;g{':

:

e PR . A , . e EY

" Host of the SGediine in Black, Chicanoy and white :ecig}:ﬁgc\s?ain“che Community 0 . -
Colleges =~ and of Black and white recipients at the State University -- ‘!!5;

% . involved .those whose gtade—p01nt‘ave;ages ranked them near the bottom of the
R scale of prlorlhcademxc ‘achievement, but the use of gﬂbde-pnxnt averages 1n

~ the scoripg system was. not. the “only factor behind the ethaic shifts that’
occurred. The large number of new Cal Grant B recipients in the Communxty o
- Colleges. and State Unxversxtg with grade averages below 2.5 indicate that .. =~
*low ‘grades by themselves were insufficient to disgualzfy an otherwise elxgxble

1

o |
AT grade~p01nt distribution during these four years, and yet the’ _ its
Sl ' Asian’ and, Hispanic rec1p1ent§¢increased markedly, . whzle Black and white
C ’f--.\ rec1p1ents decliped. . . 0 LA AN
. < ; oY : . C o
) . ;, . : ’ N ‘ . “ w
- \ v v ‘X?‘\‘
. \\'\- - “‘, . ‘
‘ '73“\ L ki N -

‘applicant. - Moreover, there were very minox changesnxn the ivey itts



| TABLE 3.1 Income Dzstrzbutzom af Dependent Ca.Z Grant B Reczpzents R
L Y SR by Segment, 1980—-81 TO 1983-84 PR R LN
S e ‘ | : . e Change o lw e
oo Segment and 980-81 1981-82 1982- 83'" 1983 84 - 1980-81 to 1983-84 .

N Incomé Leve’t /" Number * Number ~ Number  Number — Number .. - Percent

Communlty Cnlleges , S L Lo
Under $12,000 2,806 = 2,614 2,426 . 2,309 - 407 . o~ 14.5% . .
T 7 $12;000-17,999 - 263 'y 235 - 279 . n220 0 -7 23 9.5 T
-7 = $18,000-23,999 . 0 714 23 -~ 022 04 22 T B
o  $24,000 and Up = 0. o . 0 ) 2-<3¥ R T I
.. Total Dependent . 3,049~ 2,863  ¥2,728 2,643 '~ 406 .- - 13.3 - 3
v Independent ‘ ‘_“~53oju1, ?&1 "t 862 1,028 .+ 498 +94.0 . A

1

% >7‘.‘7 L State‘UnlverSItY i R  °AAv ‘}i_"’ ‘f‘ iffﬁA ,: f | ‘f ‘f ‘ "r-J
| Under $12,000 ,1,434 1,236 - 1,328 1,234 -
$12,000-17, 999 ',4178s“ 166 204 | 196 ..+ 18 =
$18,000-23,999 0 84 6 | 21 .-+ 21_' e
- $24,000 and Up- SR B ST | 0 ED R e
- .Yotal Dependent 1,612~ = 1,416 1,538 - 1,452 - 160 ° -°13.9 _ -
'Independent SRS 72 S 185. .- . 254 . 293 + 115 St 646
_ Unxverszty ’ jf' ,  ‘ ‘7‘;;1 '1 Ll "”»,f‘ o ‘,~t";.‘f, {‘1;_ ‘
.. .’ Under $12, o00 712 - 662 665 N 687 - - 25 ‘o~ 3.
- 812,000-17,999 130 . . 148 . 141+ \11 1o+ 78,
 §18,000-23;999 7 . 0 . .o MY 16 13+ W3 . -
R L §24,000¢ and vp 0 . O T ST « S ¢ K L
e ,Total.Dependent 842 804 S , e | .
S ... Independent . ~;£\‘ :85,‘" N ‘6§; S 8 98 + 13 T +015. e T
- ?'i:: Lo Mdent IR R . . _ ) o X o S S
N\ Under $12,000 483 . 462 334 263 - 230 - - 45.5. .
a . . % $12,000-17,999 -« 79 ‘; ‘ 84;. o 67 49? - .30 . ~-380 . 7
U $18 000-23,999.- . 0 1" A .2 8 + 8 L R o
- 824, OOO\and Up- 0 ~‘ ‘ 6 .0 0 . 0.0 el
ceelgo s Total Dependent . 562 547‘» S 403 . 0 3200 - 242 - 4313
A  "Independent L 65 c 83 - 47 - 18‘ | ~.27,7‘g‘_, e

8§10 - 841 - -1 s

‘»

‘PrOprxetary and Othgr Przvstg ;

Under §12)000 . . 58 . ., & . 77 61 + 3
$12,000-17,999 -~ -3 . 4 5 . 8% o 5
- | 518,000-23,999 « 0 - .0 1% ., 0 0
s 524,000 and Up . - O 0 c v 0. o
x _Total Degendent 61 . 89 83 - . .69 + - &
Tpdependenc 16T T3 2moi o3 st

P  Source: CSAC Applzcant/Rec1p1ent Data Tapes o ';' o  ~ N
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o '. TAELE 34 Grade-Poxnt sttrzbiztzon cz" New Cal Grant B Reczpzents
S by Segment, 1980 81 “to 1983 84 . .
‘ ;::, A - Change
o Segment'and 1980~ 81 v¢1981~82 1982-83_ -1983#84 1980*81 to 1983~ 84
>~ s~ Grade Pm‘nt_, * Number - : Number -, Number - Number ~ Number o

. ) NS s . .
- . L . . Lo X . .
A : . ) -

Community Colleges ° :
- Under 2.57 ' 1,646 1,72 71,285 | ° 1,178 o
o _ \-fz‘so 2.79 ';" 661 . 5937 627 © 639
S 2.80-2.99 . 361 0. T396 T 366 429
' 8.00-3.39 606 T 707 790 - o821
3.40 and Up," . 328 ° 436 512 . 604

69 T
215 ‘
276

ov g

+ 4.+ 1

.State Univérsity AR N DR - .
. Under 2.50 409-. | ‘§3ao | 292 . 212 ,,197
2.50-2.79 . . 327 . 262 265  .261 . - 86

; 2.80-2.99 - 2297 206. 218 . 201 - 28

' 3.00-3.39 - 457 468 520 - 552 0 oatgs Lo o
3.40 and Up C36&y - 359, . 497 - C 539 0 4717 . .

[ 11‘Un1verszty r_“f~‘ T C T P
S unper 2.50 . 46 . f%} .23 28 =18 T
ST ., 2,50-2.79 . T84 &7 -45 42 =12V R
e 2:80-2,99 ° ..73 . 62 - 55 Toel 12
St . 3003039 . 265 261 . 276 271 0 ot ,
. ST 3;40 and Up . 489 . 462 .- 493 537 L+ 4B

]
g~

-+
o

I -;vIndePendent e e o o -
4 v o+ Under 2.50 '~ -8 - 8 - 69 - 50 C= 89
.,.‘faﬂ :_: 250~ 2.79 . 8§ ‘(* 83 . { 61 42 ‘ ’; f ‘43 . f' v_.-.Wx
T 2.80-2.99 . - 64 B 2 S v AT R 2 S =
7 3,00-3,39 7. 169 88 133 hos . - 61
'3 40 and Up | 220 : 204 o 154 - 1§g .= 96 -

T Proprletary and Other Prlvate | . D o
) fa UndeQ“E 50 .37 ~_ 583 P < D 1 o+ 12 L
 2.50-2.79 .. . - 16 - - 25 - 25 A T
o so2es® T 10 . e mo 13 w3
-  '3.00-3.39 .10 25 . 16 . 22 w12
B 3 40 and Up R S ‘14,"”:1‘ 15 . 5 0+ 1

';‘éfffv’  Source: CSAC Applzcaat/Recrplent Data Tapesf L
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“ ) - . - . « :
. . N . - . - o : L. . . .
o ) a R . I C :
o ) . . T g . ol B . i
oo . . ¢ . R . B . ] X .
e oAb oA den e M dgen md e n e e e e 8 g - C e ove B e el e et e o me argis A B - e—tana e : - . C
- . ; oo I - e e - e e e o e . L&
N : N o ' oo ‘ .
-
.
.

£ h B S
. o T
. R :

. .




. Ethnic Comp’osition of New Recipi‘ents e \
*;The pxlmary purpase of the Cal Grant B program is to ass1st low~income
. ' disadvadtaged- students attend the college or university of their choice.
. Throughout the program s h;story it hes provided grant assxstance to many
g ethnic ‘mimority students, .yet the ethnic compesition of new. Cal Grant B
"recxplents has shifted 51gnif1cantly in‘'recent years. As Table 35 shows,
. siantxal y fewer Black and white students and consxderably moxe Asian.
, ‘stud nts have received. gew Cal Grant B awards, partxcularly in the puhlxc
S two- anﬁ four-year 1nst1 txons. oo . Lo
3 The Unmversxty has always enrolled a- t:gher pbécentage of Asxan students .
. than any of the other segments. Even in 1980-81, it had more than twice as
" high a propoértion of them among its. Cal Grant B recipients as anyother
segment -- 26.7 percent, compared to 8.2 percent in the Commuglty Colleges,
13.0 percent at the State University, and 11. 2 yercen& at indep
tions.* By 1983-84, the percentage:of Asian recipients at the University
increased to 38.1 pegg;nt, -and theyfacccunted for 36.4 percent of all new’
- Cal Grant' B .recipients *in the Community Colleg:s and 34.2 percent in the
- State University. At independent institutions, however, the propcrtlon of
- AsPan recipients increased only slightly, .and ithey have.ngver cdhprxsed a-‘_

x'“"

The number of Black flrst-txme Cal Grant B recxplents ‘dropped. sharply in all

three publlc segments ~- plunglng ‘at. the Communzty Colleges from 1,154 in

: _ 1980-81 to 526 in -1983-84 and dropping by" 486 among the State Unlversmty,

- .“f.. ‘,the University, and. 1ndepen&ent institutions, At the -same time, their

SR percentage of new awards dropped substantlally -~ from 26.2 to 13.0 percent
SR . in the Community Colleges, from 30.4 to 13.7 percﬁnt in the State Unxvers;tg,
e L . from 21.5 to 14.0 percent xn the'Unlvers1ty, and fzom 27 6 to, 20 6 at ndepen~ E
' ‘ dent inspitutiogs. ot /', S el ) ' |

| v
p . : i . AN ‘,v:

N ~‘1 Low-lncome whxtes experlenced thefnext most sxzable &oss of new. awards in-
the, Cal Grant B program ‘In 198 —81, they accounted for between 16 and 24
" percent of all new recipiénts, it both their number and proportions dropped -

. . ‘over the mnext three years.“Thexr number declined .from 703 to:475 in the -
e, ' Comnunlty Colleges, from 330 to 213 #h the State University, from-214 to 136

L, - at th: Unxversxty, and from 182 to 97 in 1ndependent 1nstltut10ns

4 ‘ \ On the other hand, oth thc number and proport:on of new H;spanlc Cal Grant .
e B recipients remained fazrly steady in every segment except. in the Communxty,f
Colleges and 1ndependent institutions, where they decl;&\s from 1,825 to .

.1, 144 aqd from 199 to 97, respectzvely .

‘.W«'.? '

ndent institu- .

. sxzable pipportxon of,;hcxpxents at pfoprxctary 1nst1tut1nns.n o o ST

et W s The reasons formthls pronounced sh;ft in: thaLﬁthnlC cnmposxtan qﬁ/%gw Cal, —— ;;;}-;

 Grant B recipients can not be- fully analyzed at this time because of limitar
.  sions in the data =~ notably the large number -of new applzcants-whése ethnicity
is unknown. Nevertheless, several factors: appear to be partly responsxble
~F1rst - the zncreased competltxon for new awards stemming from ‘the increase
<+ in applxcants and the ‘drop in the number of new awards has made every elemen%
in the Cal Grant: B scor;ng system more 1mportant, 1ncludxng«the four indicies
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- TABLE 35 Number of Ne; Cal Grant B Reczpzents bg~5thn1c1$g and b
Segment 19&0 -81 and 1983 84 ~ : i

P

e | | R Change .
_ - Segment = 1980*81 SRR ‘1983*84 -+ 31980-81 to 1983-84 -
v +. - and Ethn1c1ty Number \Percent  Number  Percent . Number F

’ ' §l 'Cﬁmmunxty Colleges . oL . 3“, o o
.t ,  Blacks - - 1,154 = 26.2% - 36 1353% - 628
. L Hispanic . 1,825 415 1,144 28, L= 881 .
e~ © Filipino o 56 32 0.8, L - 2
Ty Asian 359 - 1,472 T36.6 41,193 v
© Am. Indian. = 24 29 - 0. o+ 5
| White 703 - 475 10, Co- 228 e
Other 237 - 88 2. e - T49 '
215 . 6. + 233
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. Unknown - - 43
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S _White - - 330
K . Other = | - 115
o ; Unknown - 16 -
- University - e
e Black ~  ~ | 215
.. 8 HBispamic , ~, “212
e o - Filipimo, ,gf 16
Asian 265
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T White o . 214'?“
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Unknown _ A
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' o 1 Praprxetary and Other Prxvate R o X
7 Black: -3 - 38.7., 29 .. 25.0 ., ‘
DA ,ﬁispanic‘, . 24 25.8 L 40 e 34.5 16
o Filipine’ 0.00 11 oy A o
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dfhdisadvan;ageme§t~uSe& in the scoring system -~ family. size, parents’
education, single family househelds, and income. Among Cal Grant,B applicants,
{ no one ethaic group appears to score consistently better than any other-on
these indicies, since almost“all appli@gnrs come from impoverished families
where parents often have little formal education. But-the apparént advautage
. that’ single self-supporting applicants with very”low incomes have in the
 program’'s scoring systcm.ovér_dependent applicants from large families with .
slight¥y higher, but still low, incomes may be partly responsible for these
changes. Second, guestions about the life goals and objectives of applicants
o and. their grade-pojint averages appear to take on added significance in
'\ .~ allocating, the -limited number of new awards. Although the data do mot
IR ‘permit a full analysis for systematic differences among ethnic groups im - . -
.y~ their life goals and objectives, Asian applicants appear to be ou}scaring‘.-v”

<«

‘both'Black and white applicants in the grade-point competition. .

| CAL GRANT B RECIPIENTS, PELL GRANTS, AND REMAINING NEED .~ -

i . : - < .
. ' : : : . W ‘ . N .

- 4

In providing a limited number of extremelygmeedy, disadvantaged ﬁndergraduates_
' with assistance in meeting subsistence costs for up to four yedr#and with
”“ ' tuition and fee add after the first year, the Cal Grant B program was designed °
D to complement and supplement federal financial aid programs, especially the.
' Pell Graat program, which focuses on similar types of students. Consequently,
. the following assessment of program effectiveness includes an examination of |
", - (1) the degree to which its awards cover recipients’ tuition and required -
o fees .after the first year, (2) its interaction with the federal Pell Grant
~ program, and (3) the extent to which”th:sé'tWO'sourEes of ‘grant aid meet the .
~ financial needs of Cal Grant B recipiemts. - = I , '
. . . . e . ' ’ > -

. . .. )
| |
bl

Coverage of Tuition and Fees

~ . Originally, Cal Grant B awards covered $1,100 of nominstructional or living .
costs and, after the first year, either tuition and required fees, unmet
need, or a specified maximum amouat, whichever was less. The §1,100 subsis-
tence portion of the grant did not inmcrease between 1980-81 and 1983-84, 'and

.. the tuition and fee portjon for renewal recipignts has failed since 1981-82

LA td%kg:p pace with rapidly rising tuition®and fee levels at both public and

‘independent institutions. If anything, adjustments to reflect higher tuition
and fee costs or, inflation in the Cal Grant B program have occurred more®

_ ~ slowly than'in the Cal Grant A program; but the declining level of coverage

.  shown in Table 19 on page 44" adequately describes the deterioration that has

occurred in sl Grant;B awards as well. - o

-

"“ -

Pell'Gr'a}x{ts‘vandCalC‘-?djav'-_x;t“s?:-ﬂ“ R T A .

The restrictions in federal Pell Grant eligibility after 1982-83, which had -
< such important effects on Cal Grant A recipients’ eligibility ’for these
 “awards, did not have & major effect.of Cal Grant B racipients.  Both. the

+ " Pell Grant .and Cal Graat B programs Ytarget their grant aid to financially -
“Sﬁ' ~.needy students with incphes\beldw;§20,000, SO thizetis considerable overlap .
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~in program elzgszlxty even tbough that elzgxblltty is determxned by entlrely
. different methods. In. 198ﬂ-81 ‘between 95 and. 98 percent of all new Cal -
- - Grant B recipients also. received, Pell Grants, depeudlng on the segment as
¥ dxd between 96 and 98, percent in 1?83 84, : , "

' R Costs Contmbutmns Grant Levels and Remammg Need o . {

< : ’ LI

e

- As everyou knows , the costs of attendxng college have 1ncrehsed substanttally
o .~ during the past’ four years. In 1980-81, the average .cost of attendance for
oo L dependent ‘Cal Grant B recxpxents (1ncluding tuition and fees and the expenses -
" of -rqom, board, books, supplles, and other items) was approxznstely -$3,600 -
- at a Commuaity College, $3 800 at a State Unxversxty, §4,400 at the Unlverszty,
o $8, 100 at independent institutions, and $6,500 at proprietary institutionms.
N ; By 1983-84, this cost remained $3,500 at a Community College ‘but ‘had ¢limbed _
to $4,700 at a.State University, §6,100 qt the University, $10, 600 st 1ndependent R
'znstltutlons, and $8, 500 st.proprxetary xnststutxons.‘ _ P )

Cal Grant B recxpxents come from famllles with such luw ingomes that the
- _ -need-analysis system gudges most of them unable to contribute fxnancxally'
..~ = - tgward they children’s college costs. In 1980-81, for example, the typical
) expected parental cootribution for new recipients in ‘all segments was less ;
than $150 ang it 31d_npt xncresse ap;;ec1ably over the next: four years. G N
At both the beginning and end of thls per;od almost all Ca}'Grsnt B recxpl- e
‘ “enj received Pell. Grants, and most received -close to the msxlmum amount e
R al owable’ under the program- for students attend;ng 1nst1tut10ns with costs
' v 1like thexrs For imstance,. the typical Cal Grant B recipient in 1980~ ~-81
received a $370 Pell Grant at a- Community College, $962 at a State University,
%1, 331 at the Unlversxty, §1,500 at indepéndent 1nst1tutxons, and $1,450 at
 proprietary lnstltutlons.. These amounts increased im- the four~year xnstxtu~‘- LT,
tions by 1983-84, partiglly offsetting rising tuition and fees. The averagetg e
Pell Grant was $1,158 for new Cal Grant B recxplents at the Statq,Unxver51ty,
$1,505 at the Unlverslty, $1,560. 'at independent institutions, and §1,576 at R
- j proprletary institutions. However, none of these increases offset s signi- - 'Qg}-'
) fxcant portxon of the rising. college costs fsced by these needy students. . S

The ability of the Cal Grant. B program 1tself to offset rxslng costs was -

§ . limited for two reasonms: First, -there was_ no- increase in ‘the subsistence
"§ ~ - ' portion of the grant in thls perlod so that it covered a fixed, but shrinking
Ly portion of recipients' rising costs. Second, first-year students received

Ho fee coverage, and renewal recipients has only a luuzted pnrtlon of increased f‘*"“
tuxtxon and fee costs covered by‘thexr gra@t ‘ -

. ‘ : : : C to e

_ , The net result was a pattern of sharp 1ncresses in tultxon aﬁﬁ fees and S ‘\<-
.+ . - other college sts, vzrtually no increase in parent and student contribu- - IR
%:sw"~<-gfws-’tlons, very -ligtle %sp;ovenent ..... in grant. suppart.fnamuelther Csl‘Gxant B Q:,ﬁw_‘#_"*wa__
‘ : ' Pel!QGrant programs, and a substantial increase ig remaxnxng need -~ the - ‘

¢ . amount left to pay through institutional aid funds, term-time employment or
borrcw1ng Unlike the Cal Grsnt A program, the level of remsznzng need did, |
o " not vary sxgnzflcsntly with  the recipients’ famxly 1ncome, ‘although self~ .
.. . - supporting recipients typxcally had higher levels of remaining need than did
: " " dependent recipients. .This pattern occured in all four segments and reflects
_ the fact that Cal Grant B recipients’ famllxes have such lxmxted 1ncomes
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‘.’that they are unable to contnlbgte much Loward flnanc1ng their chlldrens
education’ and’ that most recipients alteady. receive close. to ‘the - maxlmwnv.
~ 7 level Pell Grant and Cal Grant permltted.at thelr 1nst1tut10ns

In the State'Unlverszty, the average new Cal Gxant B rec1p1ent had'a remaxn-j‘
ing need of §$1,100 in 1980-81, while the average renewal recipient had a

remaining - need of $940, since §160 of required fees were covered by thé

‘grant after the first year. Four years later, this remaining need had more

than doubled to- $2 175 for £1rst-year recxplents and $1 960 for renewsl

' rec;plents.” ‘ ‘ R _ T : N

y.

At the Unlverslty, the average remslnzng need of new recxpxents 1ncreased fi
from $1,310 {n 1980-81 to $2, 860 xn 1983 84, and for renewsl recxgxents rose

fran $895 ta $2 18&

-

. .

"Howhere were the results of tha fallure of famxly 1ncome, Cal Grants, and

Pell grants to keep pace with rising coflege costs gore evident than among

" Cal Gramt B recxpxents at independent xnstltutxons., In 1980 81, the average

‘remaining need of new dependent recipient at such an institution was - -
$4,800, but it j d to $7,460 ia 1983-84. At these sawe iMistitutionms, the

_average remaining ‘need of a dependent renewal recipient grew from §$1, 785 to
' $4,120. VWhile a Guaranteed Student Loan could have provided the funds to . -

cover ‘the remainxns need of renewal rec1p1ents at the.start of this period,

if not for new recipients, it could not do so by 1983-84. Unless institutional -
grant. funds were :uffxcxent to make up sizable portzons of these impoverished
reoxpzents remaining ‘financial need, all of them would likely have am

aggregate 1ndebtedness of atgleast $10 000 by the gxmm they graduated

;The substantxal d1fferences in rensxnxng need levels between new and’ renewal
.Cal Grant B recipients in all segments, “but psrtlcularly at the Unlven31ty
apd at lndependent institutions, -ﬂaxse-fuudamental questions about the

equity and advxssbxlzty of confrontlng ‘extremely low-income, first-year.

recipients in the four~year institutions w1th.h1gher upmet need their initial

year than they are likely to experience in subsequent years. These students
face substantial persopal and flnancxal obstacles to securing a college

‘ education. that the no~fee provision only compounds Af thexr*xnst;tutxon»u

can’ make up .the difference’between new and renewal award 1levels as well as .
cover “some of the substantjal remainiog need with their own . grant funds,
then the new Cal Grant B reclplent may well per51st. However, as we shall
see later in this report, fxtst—year renewal rates, especially at higher

priced.four-year instxtutzons, raise . doubts about 'the success and u%sdom of
_ failingsto cover fees duxlng the fzrst year 1n_£h1: program .

*
‘.

¥

. ) :
ok

"At‘thl txmé}wno one knows how~current Cal Gtsnt B- rccxpxents tend to-meeg - - -
- the substntial and. growing levels of - remainlng need. they face if they wagt

" to attend college. Among these recmplents from very low-income. families,
- institutional grant funds, federal ‘campus-based grants like Supplemeutal
. Econom1c Opportunity Grants programs like College Vork-Study, and Guaxanteed -
' Student Loans probably make up the difference between their- college costs
.'Jand family contr1but10ns,$Csl Grant B awards,: and Pell gran®s, but for-

'»fxrst~year reciplents the psckagzng process in mo doubt eonplex Ho:eover,
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~ ‘§‘ ‘ Le thefaxlgﬁéﬁgf the State ta expand its proérams at the same tlme that college :

costs were rising rapldly and federal aid was being cut back fo;ced both.

publxg and 1ndependent ;nstltutxons to rely more. heavmly on 1nst1tut10nal .
‘grant aid to. assist fxnanc1ally ngedy students. Further, for’ many of the e
same reasons outlined on pages 46-48 of this- report, this response to 1nsuff1~ -

cient State and federal.grant aid has xmportant limitations and is unllkly

to prove a permanent solptlon.

' Recxplents of new Cal Grant B- awards are el;glble to renew thelr awards for S
= . three additional years, and those starting their higher education at Communlty R
o  Colleges can transfer to four-year institutions with their grant -continuing f .
o . T to he}p with their subsistence costs as .well as some of their higher tuition = .
- 7 o or fees To be ellglble tq rénew their grants, they‘must continue to demonstrate -

B S flnanc1al need and-méet theix institution’s standards~pf satlsfactory academic -? E
‘ Progress or nhg,académlc standards of the 1nst1tution to whlch they seek to.
tranager.w‘ S ﬁ_ _ o _ | o he
‘As Tablc%Sé on page 82 shows, only the Communlty Colleges and the proprxetary
o . institutions experzenced 1ncregses ;n “the number of - renewal recrplents & o
o - between 1980-81 and 1983-84, despite the fact that most of these increases %

- were at two-year 1nstitutions, where the rising number of new Cale Grant B I
recipients were eligible- to renew fog‘gust one add1t10n31 year. All the . - . -
“four-year institutions experxenced losses in the number. of renewal reC1p1ents R

- that were greater than -, could be explalned by prioxr years' changes.in the - 1
4 pumber of new. rec;pzents. In the case of the State University, there was a. . -
' slight ‘décline 'of 45 new recipients but a drop of 406 renewal tec;pxents,'*7” )

_ Ino the Un&verszty, first-time recxpleuts 1ncreased by just 12, whlle renewal R

. recszeuts declzned by 446. i A ywl L :s.~",~,. S el

.« .

4

v s

-

As wa§ s0 often‘ihe case, xndependent 1nst1tutzons experlenced the greatesg ,“:[ B

“dedline, with the Foss of 160 nfw Cal Grant B reC1plents and 12 repewal S

R recigients. With fewer renewal recipieats by 1983-84 than four yeaxs earlier, e

‘ . RS osses at ;ndependent 1nst1tu;1ons and those at, publlc four-year insti=e -,

L U~ ™ tutions 1nzplved more ‘thap simply.a, drop in the number of potential ‘remewal A
- recipients: " They suggest that there are not large numbers . of Cal Grant B . -;Ayee‘

reC1p1encs transferrxng from the Communxty Colleges to these xnstltutlons., R e

-

R L Table 37 on pase 82 shows the dlfferentsgactors that have affected overall Lt L
¢+~ Cal Grant B remewal rates during the past four years and includes Cal Gramt  ~ =
o ¢ B rec;plents who withdrew during the aCademlc year :as well as these who =~

e , graduated The overall renewal rate’ has remained remarkably steady during
. jff«,,;wwh;;hlsnpgzlqd4 ‘hut. the d;;a ahow ‘that the number of recipients who withdraw =~ ™. "
ST from school during the year ‘doubled between 1980~81 and- 1981~ ~82 and remazned o ol :

~ 'at the higher drop- aut’ level for the next two years. ! Roughly one out . of
every ten recipients decided not to apply to renew thef? grants, 2:4 to 3.6 o

e percent did not folldw through on’ their plans and aetnally enrollr and "“-«l\.‘

Y h aqother l l to l 6 percent w;thgrew before campletlng the reneval p:ncess‘ v R

-




R

e TABLE 36 'Nuzz;ber of cal’ Grant Renewaf. Reczplents bg Segment,
.. -1980-81 to 198384 | | O
- ‘ } Change e
R N s 1980~81- ‘JSSI—SZ 1982 83° 1983-84 1980-81 to 1983-84 :
! Segment . Number  ~ Number. Niimber . Number ~_Numbver F’ércent
' “Communlty oo o . : R |  } t_ j. ‘_’? o
College - 4,269 . 4,764 5,136 4,993 726t T.0%
- State . ‘ ' G L,7 s R ‘ B ﬁ': o SR
B ~University - - -3, 162( 4,733 4,593 . 4,7% - 406 . .- 7.9 *° RN
wo - University . 2, 870 - 2,517 2,466 . 2,424 - 446 S15.5 .
~ Independent . 1,615 1,378 < 1,282 if1,1o3~;'- 512 sly |
N Proprzetary:‘ V,IA&__' 138 v 174, “' _176 o+ 22“5537ﬁ435'3 : e
Source CSAC Rcsearch ?ctober 1983 Agenda B f‘:& Cos o T &

< ‘ _ o R
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N
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TABLE 37 Caz Grant B Renewal and Loss Rates, 1980~81 to 1933 84   “‘; ~.7

.  Item }980-81 g 1981 82 1982-8% - 1983-84 Bty
N - ' e l,.l # % _ _#_ . % ‘:'_#, : : 2— \\"#‘ N % DR ‘Iih
. Renewed SO 1«,420 71.8% 13,530 63.2 ~;13,651!'67.i' 13, Asz 65.3;1'

f\‘Gfadhated_‘, 1,549 7.7 ~1,662 7.7 1,578 7.7 .*_},626_1 8.0
W Acadéﬁicali&h;: PR ‘;"““v. ,« o ¢ @:u'}]~‘;; ' e 1.‘
v lueligible . . 87 0.4 93 0.4 . 46 0.2 " B35 0.2
Lack of | e ' “ . :

. C e e L .
- anancxal Need .‘1}“n241"‘1¢2 286 1.3 " 176 + 0.9 236 1.3 T

S SEIf Vlthdrawsl Loa2s nT o 288 LN 320 1.6 - 278 1.4y - 0
" Did-Net Reapply - ix989§ 5.9 2,509 11.8. ) 2,143 10.5 © 1,733 8.6 .
. 'Withdrawn .. . T o AP
L Durxng Year ff~ 1, 080 SfE “~.'g,417,>11,3,‘=,1,653 8.1 2,122 ~10.5 |
e ,‘“'%J Falleﬂ to. Plck o " "f  ¢“‘5‘ e ' U . e
G e ~-HE Chﬁﬂki et W-ASSM Lék 501 2.3 . 735 3 6. 698 3. z. . -

L. - . e v e e e«

Other j;‘_>~*\‘“ 0. 17¥,v12f153‘ 057“? 53 0.3 . 57 0.3 L

5

Total 1a;~f 20 077 100 o% 21, 415 100 o% zo 355 100 az 20 277 100 0% '1 1fk.ﬁj

- Source*ﬁ GSAC Rcsearch, October li't Asenda, I I l'Q“"  ?_'ﬁ : c 




e
hVery few Cal Grant B renewal appl1cants were actually dlsq llfled for
- failure to make ‘satisfactory academic progress, although an unknown. number

of those who withdrew during the year or did” not . reapply' may' have
"'experlenced academzc prablems. Nﬁ ~ e N

éDeprte the ganeral ktablllty in the renewal rates after 1980 81 and apparent,“

- _con51stency in the relative importance of most factors leading to non-renewal

overall, the declining number of renewal recipients at four~year 1nst1tutzons,ﬁ’

‘deserves further sgrutiny. . To explore the quqstxon, Commission staff tracked

new. Cal: Grant B winners in 1989—81 over the next three years'to see how many
‘renewed their awards -and . examxne the net changes in. renewal: rates from -

. 'segment . ‘to segment. Table 38 below shows the results for 811 segments

‘v T,except fhc propr;et§ry xnst1tut1ons, whzgh had few reciplents in 1980 81 B

, Consxderzng the, clrcums;ances of. s0- most new Cal Grant B rec1p1ents -and the
. poor- academic gfeparatxon of ‘many, their overall perszstence rates- the: first
. year were. xmpressxve.‘ They couparéd quxte favorably, for 1nstance, to the
fxrst-year persistence rate of approximately 70 pezcent reported. by the’

State Unzversxty several yvears ago and were markedly. better than the persxs-' 
tence rate of specxal admittance students at the §amext1me (Caleornla State"

‘Unxversxty, 1979, PP- 3 11) f

. .r: .‘ B ’

The Communzty Colleges had thc lewest fxrst*year rdneéal rate of Any of the p
" segments, but this result was not “surprising consxderlpg that nearly half of .
. their Cal Grant B recipients in '1980-81 entered with gride~-point averages of °

,v'less than 2. 3 and near ¥ 16 percent entered thh less than 2 0

LThe persxsteuce rates durzng the f;rst year at the State Unxversxty and tha

”“Uhxversxty were. exceptionglly high -- 76.6 and 88.2 percent, respectively -

and suggest that in addition to flnanc;al aid, their Cal Grant B recipients

. received other needed suppoft services. These rates also’ suggest that the

'Afazlure to. cover fees during the. flrst year at the State University was -not

as crxtxcal xn the early years of thls per1od when fees were low than 1t may

L)

i
\

ATAELE'38,¢Perszstence Rates Amcag New 2980 -81 a1 Grant B

.

T ‘\Reczpzents by Segment, 1980-81 tu 1983~84 | -
et aosb-s1 legiisz ¢ 1%sp-s3 © _ 1983-84"
 Segment . Number j.g//3,Number \y % Number - X Number %,
Colleges 73,579 100/0% = 2,174 so 7?. 1,082' 30.2% 426 L8
State - o | R
. --Usiversity .- - -1,790..100.0. ‘-..*a. 3?2,_‘35& .*-_-1,21& -J:BJQQ-__ 1, 232; 68.8. . .
umversny ';';927;100 o jr,g;:‘sj‘ 88 2 729 78:6 0 67% 72.4
Independent y 627 100.0 o 64 9 338 53.9 _""‘3_19‘ ©50.8
f-~Source; CsAC Applxcant/Recxplent Data Tapes "? Ji,i",.) e |
C - P .
- e ~83~ o ;
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be now that.lts fees have neazly tr:pled Likewise, they suggestS'ihét the
igfazlure to: cover fees is being. fully offset for Unxversxty students from the - -
anlversxty s own studant-funded fxnancxal axd “ ‘

- The flrst-year renewal rate of nearly'ﬁs percent at: 1ndependent xnstxtutlons :

while quite good, is cons1derably 1dwer than at the public four~year institu-

- tioms. For thexr Cal Grant- B recipients, thq failure to cover fees the

. first year means a difference of $3,400 in grant support that may be more’
difficult for the institutions themselves toprovide. While the relatively
‘hzgh per51stence rate suggests that many of these schools are managinrg to do
so, the failure of the Cal Grant B program to coveg tuition and fees the

. first year may represeat a genuine hardship for some recxp;gnts and adversely
affect. thczr abxlxty to contxnue thh thexr educatxons. A .

L]

‘ Wzthont bcxng able to lznk xndzvxdual rCC1p1ent s records from one year to
‘the next, it is impdssible to speak with assurance about two critical persis-

tence issues in the second and third yeaxrs. In both of the public four-year

| ‘1ustxtutlons the number of Cal Grant B recszents enrolled was 89 percent

of the total number of new recipients they enrolled in 1980 -81, and the

-,xflgure for the independent institutions was 83..percent. However, ‘those
‘“:enrolled in 1982-83 may not have been the same 1nd1vxduals because others
transferred into these segments. from the Community Colleges. The slight
" ‘increase in recipients at the State University between -1982-83 and 1983-84
clearly suggests that some studeats were. transferrlng there from the Commu~ °
ity Colleges with Cal Grant B awards, as does the sharp drop in: the aumber .
of Cal Grant B.rec;plents remaining earolled in ‘the Community Colleges in
both 1982-83 and 1983-84.° Unfortunately the exact number of Cal Grant B
recipients who. begln their colleglate education in a Community College and

then successfully transfer to a- four-yeat 1nst1tutxon is not known. Since

- they were not required to convert their awards when they - transferred ~as
- Community College resexve wlnners undcr the Cal Grant A prcgram had. to dc,

thiey- caunot be traccd S '
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o CA{. GRAN'I‘ C APPLICANTS AND RECIPIENTS :

“.» - ’j

. . .

'Grant Program, provides gkant assistance for vocation

o The Cal Grant. C program establlshed in 1973 74 as thi Occupatléﬁal Training

at a Commsunity Callege, - independent ‘institution, postsecondary vocational-

" technical: school, or in a thre~year hosp1tal-based registered nursing program.

The, Cal Grant C program is aimed specxfzcally at/ vocationally rather than
academzcally orlented students and 1s desmgued to provxdeetraxnlng for them

‘{_1n.manpower short areas v;-' i . K ,-; A~

TThe Cal Grant C prcgram bas not expanded sxgn;flcantly sxgce 1t lnceptxon

" . The 1,054 new grants authorized .in 1975-76 were increased to 1, 337 the

the $500. |
inflation. And total program funding increased from $1. 31 million in, 1975-76
+to a hlgh of $3 29 mxllxon 1n 1979~80 before decllnzng to $2 89 mlllxon by -

_._Apphcants' Chmne nilnsnmnnn . \

followxng year but have not beem increased since. The manpower shortage": 
areas were defined by the Student Aid Commission in 1974~75 and have remained . .

essentially aguged. since then. Both the $2 000 maximum tuition grant and
or traxnzng~related costs have mever: been adjusted . for -

‘1983 84

| APPLI;CATI‘ON ?ATT,ERNS AND CHARACTER'ISTiCS'OF ;APPL‘ICAN’I_IS

Q"‘As in the other two magor State grant programs the total numher of applzcants‘\
- _for first-time Cal Grant C awards increased dramatxcally from 14,934 in
1980~81 to 21,972 in 1983-84.. While the biggest jump.in appllcants occurred -

between 1980~81 and 1981-82, the number of appllcants contznued to 1ncrease
through 1983~84 rathgr than lével off Lo ‘ S

“

DY

o Moreover, as 1n the Cal Grant B pragram, sdbstantlal numhers of peeple whof'v_
- bégan’ the €al. Grant C appllcatan process falled to complete theif applica~' -
tioms. .In all, only 8,776 or 58.8 percent of the 14,934 people who began

‘the process in 1980~&1 completed it, and 13,988 or 63 7 percent of the.

.21,972 who started in 1983-84 did so. ~It. is the charactezlstlcs of these‘» _

completers that are analyzed 1n the sectlons that fcllow

« !

‘!’

'y'The overall growth of more than 59 4 percent in the nunber of elxglble e

flrst—tlme applicants between 1980~81 and 1983~84 was not even, as Table 39

’7on page‘86 shows. Among the major segmgntal partxcxpants in’ the program,

Rl

the Communlty Colleges had the greatest increase: 3,672 additiomal applxcants
Lfar an 1ncrease of $7.0 gercgnt P:oprletary and other prxvate lnstztutlons,

0 § | . 3 . L . e e T

1 training to -studepts -
- from low~ and middle~income families. . To be eligible, aEE}1cants must-be
enrolled in & vocationdl program of from four months' to two~years' -duration -

LA .
‘s
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TABLE 39 Number of Cal Grazz c Applzcants bg Segment, e
. - « 1980-81 to 1983-84 SRR o )
S Nle # | S Chance | :
s -5\&$._'~ .7 '1980-81 " 1981-82 * 1982~$3 o J‘1983~84_ 1980~ 81 to 1983-84
‘ . Segment ' Number ; gu Number % ~\Number = ¥  Number -% Number Percent P
‘_ ST i "“?’. ST e T T " ; N
.. Community | | b ' o
I §conwes};f;-..«; .5, 489 62 22, 7 973 67. 9: 8, 827 68. é‘:z, 9 167 65 ?% 43,678 +é? o% o
Lo L j‘Iddependent ‘.?96‘_ Q,O 1, 0&7 8 9. 1 014 7 4 _1,046 7 4 t,NZQA +30 6 S

N

";;4;%*‘;4 'Proprletary and O S ’ S
SO and Private 2 SéOf 28, 8 $2,721 .23;2‘v.3’020 ;23.5 _‘3,74S-f26€83 ‘+1,205 f&?té’
0 o ‘Segments 8 776 100 0 11 741 100"0 12 861 100 0 13 988 IDG 0 +5 212 *59 4

N

h Source' CSAC AppllantfRec1p1ent Data Tapes ﬂ"‘

N~ 1nc1udlng hespltals offer1 regxstered nurse~tr31n1ng programsl increased
M -~ by 1,205 apﬁlxcants or by & percent. Finally, ‘the applicant pool at
BN _ partxcxpatmng 1ndepandent znstltutions lncreased by only 2&& applxcants for

: a more modest grownh;rate of 30 6 percent A

. . . . 2o .
N~ N R . e : v T
~ A ; - PRI ) . -

Lo

Acadexmc Level of Applmax;ts . E S .' o o '} B

o : \ S
- Unlxke the Cal Qrant A program, where most applxcants are elther high’ school '
’ seniors or students- already enrolled in collcge ‘or the ‘Cal Grant B program,"

whose applxcsnts weré either high school ‘seniors or others who had not yet
begﬁn“thnax pﬁbtsecondary educatxons, the Cal Grant: C program attrac

. older and more diverse group of - applzcants while 34.7 perccnt of its.

< T recipients were 18 or 19 year olds, another 18.5 percent were in the;r 1ate ,

o 20s, and 21.4 percent’werc at ‘least 30 years of age. W .1 I

e The varxed ages and educatxonsl baekgrounds of Cal Grant c appllcants arei‘ U
o ‘ reflected in their educational levels, as Table 40 shows. In 1980-81, 2.9 . s
: percent had no postsecondary ‘education or traxnlng and were seekzng gﬂ!nts L R

for their flrst year of vocational training. At least half of this group . .7
. were probably high school seniors, while the: ‘others were older 1nd1v1duals' : ‘
‘ seeklng vocational. tra&nzng or retzalnzng after- havxng worked‘?or a nymber

- of,years * The other 2?‘1 percent were already enrolled in their traxnxng,-‘
S program or had completed somc college work’ elsewhere 1n an aca&emxc program o

-y -

_fo 1983-84, '3, 063 mere‘gpplxcants than 1n¢1980 81 werc already engollis "ﬂ,,
.~ vocational schools 6r who had.pricr collegiate course. work, and they now .o
' ~accounted for nearly four- ‘out of every ten appllcapts «There were alsn* 
2,085 more hj school ‘senioss applylng, but’ they now constltuted only 61
percent of the tuta e ated to 73*Eercent four ye(fg earllern- ' :

B}
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p‘.Q ‘Level 1
* . Level 2 ‘ _
- Level 3 ‘292;"

"f Indgpendent

;‘}‘.‘ Levelr& . J'65Tfu2f6.‘.‘ 64 . 2.

8.6

o ‘ 2.1 ‘

-ﬂ?‘,:Level 3 522~ 5.9 . 798, 6.8 ..931
zrﬁfzgvélga. ! 1?7 z.o&;'= 272 2.3

. Co
S segzgrs dropped sharply from 74 to 60 percent, and at proprietary 1nst1iutxons‘

TABLE 40 Number of CaI Grant C Appizcan_ -byzAcademic Levelwand\ - .
S Segment, 1980 -81 to 1983-84 O . I

- et . c . Change e

Segment ~ 1980-81 . 1982 83 | 1933 84 - 1980-81 ta 1983353 |

« 1981-82
~and. Leve1 ¥ gf B SR S SRR TR S % Number Pencent

— — e -— -

‘eCommunlty Colleges

4,073 74,
1,043 1

. 68.2% 5,7&1'(6;; 0.0% . +1,424 + 35.0% -

0 1,824 22.9 2,258 2 2,683 29.3 41,640 +157.2 ; ST
.30 541 6. 8 618 U765 83 .+ ‘AT3 +162.0 . B
5. 173 2.2 %170 1. ‘ 244+ 161417601 .¢.i;,

4137

‘ Level e 81"

Level 1T 596,'74.9' 74771

Level 2 110 '13.8 . 158 .15.
~ Level 3 ° 59. i 1

Level 4 © 31

-+

AL

v
44+

o

o

E N

” Proprletary and Other Prxvatef;; ‘ T T S N ORI ™

Level 1 1,764 69.4 1,871, 6 508 + 28.8
" Level 2 541 21.3 614 22.¢ 559 +103.3
Level 3. 170 - 6.7 = = 172 6. 116 + 68.2

2 o220 +23.1

S

TR

AIl Segments“

o Level 16,660 72 g
- Level 2 1,697 - 19, 2

Y +2,085

8064 68 0 Ce32.6
2 6 +2,302 #135.6 ¢
: o
3

2 1,600 - _ .
Foo610
ST s

""" Notey. Level 1 is. hxgh 'school seniors or others who have oot yet begun

R postsecondary educatlon, 2, pastsecondary students who have not yet .

: : completed 24 semester ugits; 3, postsecondary students who have -
.- . completed. from. 24 to 60 units; and 4, those who have ‘completed more
"+ - . 'than 60 semester units of dcademlc or vocatlonaleeducatxon at a -

postsecondary 1nst1tutxen " T o ,% N

N

Source, CSAC Applxcant/BeC1p1ent Deta Tapes '

S
R -;’ ‘-"x . - . : . . . B
The @most . pronennced Shlft 1n.£ha prnpnrnlnn>Qf.hlgh.sghnal.senlaxs CQmpﬁxed B
%o those with prior academlc or vocational education occurred in the Commu- - - .
nmty Colleges and ‘at proprietary and other prlvate institutions: . At the T

unity . Colleses, the percentage “of all applxcauts who were high schodl

-

B 1

. :it declined from 73 to 61 percent ‘A similar: trend was evident at 1ndependentv“
_1nst;tutlons, but the shift was less pronounced and the numbers 1nvolved o
| were much smailer AP ST o ‘ ]A -
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The Dependency Status of Appheants

C Te
..

The 1ncreasxng number of older applleants producéd a marked shxft in the

‘ratio of financially dependent to’ ‘independent appl

icants, as Tgble 41 shows.

1n 1980-81, nearly 70 perkent of all applicants were younger students dependent

.on sheir parents: for help in méeting the cost of a

ttendance. By 1983-84 the.

L number of dependent appllcants had 1ncreased by 39 2 percent, but gpey ' DOW.
- coqprxsed only 62 & percent of the total : ‘ .

=y

-

TABLE 41 Dependency Status
L 980 -81 te 1983 ~8¢

.The rapid growth in numbers’ of 1ndependent or self
partmcularly strzklng in the Community Colleges,
increased by 2,324, or by 139.3 percent..

‘o X e
‘“ o

~support1ng app11eants was
where in four years they

in these coll
applxcants.

es accounted for

The growth ‘of ‘independent applxcants

84.4 pefrent of the overall  dcrease in ‘such

. : ~
C - ¢

R Faﬁuly Inceme of Dependent Applicants i o | o o ,

Table 62 on page 89 shdws
~ dependeat applicants has. changed over -the
~all dependent Comgunity College applicants
~below $12,000, as did nearly 3
proprletary institutions. :All "’

past four years:
come from femxlxe

ree segments had even larger

gp other segnent vas thezr grewth as rapld or. szgnxfleant '(;]'

A‘,

how the‘fanxly-xncome dxstrxbutxon of fxnanc1ally p"
“Nearly half of:

s W1th incomes

percent of~all applicants at 1ndependent .amnd- '”“f

conCentratlens

Tt

“\..v .

\'

Segment [4; 

- and Status *

.Communlty Colleges -

Dependent
Independent
ndependent E

Dependent
Independent

of applxcants in the lower-mxddle-zncame range. v
2 ‘.'_\i_: ‘ ‘ A

"

-1980-81 1981-552
Nunber

Nu&ber

w P ) «'vT-
R . . .

e

Q)

’ _\ v o ~a

. o
bd .

1983 84
Number -

Change
1982-&3
‘Number -

~Number

“

3,821 ¢
1,668

613
183

vp'Proprzetary and Dther Prxvate

Dependent

All Segments

Dependent _;.

jf be Independ’p;

\«‘}
,-eA-Seurce

Independentw**

‘\‘,

1_{82-5 5
655

‘ v ‘\‘5,
6 269
2 50?

CSAC Applxcant/Recxpxent Dat

N

4,940

35033

'3“ 807 |
240

1 962W_§
‘ 750'eﬁ

47'?233‘
4,032

\ Ve ST R

B A R TR TR R

8 + 35.3% -
6'-." L '+|_139;.3,. e

5,169 . 4

5,163 L+
if3,292 +

| 3,664
v g08 834, v+ 221 + 360
206 206 ot +12.6° -

‘ 2 696 e + 865 Lt
“fizose ”"*"398j7f~

. te . .‘ '

8 .7 ZFS ¢e2’.[, 59

” j 3,260 -

8, 106? 48
*d2;753

4, 761

S 39 2
o 109 8
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| TABLE 42 Famzly Income Dzsfubutzon of Flnanc.zalig Dependent "N
) . - Ca‘.Z Grant C Appchants bg Segment, 2980 81 to 1983-84
" ', . o e - | Cbange
' -1980-81 .- .1981-82 1982-83 1983- 84 1980 81 to 1983- 84
R g # X ¥ % - # % #-. & Number -Percent-
: . Cé nlty Calleges‘.-\. R zf,:' _“'” ) T o '-fué I .
DA r $12. 1,902, 49.8% 2,292 6.4% 2 442 57 3% 2,629 46.9% 4 527 * 27.7% .
UL , ;i) ~:$12-23 999 1,401 36.6 1,718 35.8 i, 748 -33.9 1,719 33.3 +°318  $523.?‘u. .
v §264-35,999 0 440 - 11.5 | 744 15.0 715  13.8 . 728 14.1  +7288 + 65.4
§36-41,999 53 1.4 104 2.1 125 2.4 . 147 2.8+ 94 +177.4 -~
, ' §$42.andWp .25 0. 7 82 1.77 "-133% Z:ng;»’lké‘ 2.8+ 121 +484.0 .
fk}Iﬁdepqndent,v’“f' "‘  ‘j-‘;"«' : _A‘3,‘_ o PR 7~ ‘§‘|“7 ;“'; | ‘f‘; ‘ ~ (
.. Under $12 201 32.8 - 2165_ 32.9 . 249 30.8 226 27.1 +%25 #1247 -

< $12-23,999 219 35.7 2292 36.1.F . 266 :32.6 268 32.1 + 49 + 22.4.

0 §24-35,999 7 148 24.1 188 23.3 T 205 25.4 - 203 243 + 55 ﬁﬂB?.Zl:
.. 836-41,999 31 5.0 - 38 « 4.7 <45 5.6 70, 8.4 4 39 +125.8 °
g ‘ " $42 and"»Upv 16 2.2 30 - 3.7, .457.5.6 « 67 8.0 Al 53 +378.8& RN

ST o e B . RS .
. , Proprxetary and o N . ’,~f$ Lo R P
: Other Prxva;p e S PR - | e -
L - Under $12 621 34.0. . 606 30.8° 630 29.7 '804 29.9 + 183 + 29.5. .
P $12-23, 999 . _686”,3?.6 6754 34.4 695  32.7 876 32.5 %190 ¢ 27.7.
o , $24-35,999 380 . 20.8 | 4657 23.7 447 21.0 585 21.8 . + 205 +53.9. .
| $36-41,999 ° 80 4.4 119 6.1 162 7.6 7 168 6.2 + B8 +110.0 - V
$42 and pr» 58‘  3.1 v 97 ‘;5.0 T193 0 9.1, 249 11.2 ?+‘391 +329.3 - R
PR ,Source. CSAC Appllcant/Recrp1ent Data Tapes . L s ’  " )
- _ . . . . . ‘ o L R : ‘ K . i.“ “
| Althougb th: Cal Grant C pragram uses the same income cexlxng for ellglbalztyj' ‘ )
, as the Cal Grant A~ program, considerably fewer of its applicants have had =~
. incomes §bove the ceiling. The dumber of: depandent appllcants from famllxes“"l’xfl .
with 1ncohes over $42,000 1ncressed in this period, but it never exceeded 3 v
o percent in the Com-un1ty Colleges, 8 percegt in zﬁdependent rhstltutxons, Tooee Lo
e \\end 11 perceq§ auong proprxetary and other prxvate xnst;tutlons. . '. L ‘
N Income Dlstmbunon of Fmancmlly Independent Apphcants ,
) ‘ IR R ".‘.“"""“ : ""”“ '*‘““"““;\.'T“"".“‘““‘—T
o Tﬁe Community Colleges had the largest number of self-supportmng apgllcants I
e and experienced 3 greater inérease .in these applicants than the other two- -
' | -.fpartxcipapzng ‘segments combined, as Table 43 on page 90 shows. The number o K
“of self- supporting. Cammunzty College applxcants with 1ncomes below §3, 000:‘ oo M
doubled between 1980-81 and 1983~84 the number with incomes betweea. $3,000 it
‘and §6, 000 increased by 74 percent, and those in hlsher incomé levels zncreased

betwcen three and four fold v L e -
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-t dow - - { L .
. . _— TABLE 43 Student and Spouse Income of" anancxally Independent '
o ' Cal Graant C Apbl.zcants bg Segment 1980-81 to 1983-84

o ~ Segment .’ “' - '_ : o | o Change
e " and Income . 1980*81.\; . 1981-82, ; -_1982—83vw 1983—84 1980-81 to 1983- 84
.. in Thousands ¥ % ¥ &2 % . K % Number Percent |

ifo-F&‘_ Commun1ty Clleges_.‘L" o . ‘ L. o e .

o % . Under $3 855 51.2% 1,424 &7. oz 1, sss 62, 51 1,709 42\§% +854 +.99.9%

: S 83-5,999 560 33.6 848 28. 0 909 24.8 - .976 24,4 +416 + 74.3

1
33.6 - N
|  §6-8,999 . 164 -'9.8 501 16.5% 739 20,2 . 798 20.0° 634 - +386.6
S8, 999, 57 3.4 - 160 5.3 - 280 335 8.4 +278  +487.7
o 1.9 3.3

7.6 .
| $12 and Up 732 100 S 182 5.0° . 174 4.4 +162 .+463 8
S e : - — SR R L ‘ ‘
R 4\Endependent, AR U e ' S T 1‘4". |
Under §3 82 44.8 . 109 45:4 98 47.6 98 47.6 + 16 ‘+-5§.5, .
. ,.$3 5,999 "~ 51 27.9 72 30.0 57 27.7 . 54 26.2 + 3 0+, .9
4568, 999 _\‘§4'.13;1. 30 12.5 25 -12.1» 30 14.6 + 6 +25.0
SN - §9- 11 999 5.5 . 15 6.2 15. 7.3 T 12 5.8 .+ 2 +20.0
N $12 and Yp. 3,3 < 14 5.8 - 10 48 12 5.8 + 6 +100.0 -
Prapzietary and Other f;iva;e‘ SRS _\‘ D T o f‘ L
' Under 43 292 46.6 ® 302 40.3 356 40.0 381 36.2 .+ 89 T+30.5
Lt $3-5,999 209 31.9 234 31.2 237 26.6 . 307 29,2 + 98  +46.9
ST - $6-8,999 74 11.3 - 98 13.1 180 20.2° 163 183 +119  +160.8
e T $9-11,999 29 4.4 - 49 6.5 .- ..58. 6,? B4 ,“h;o -+ 55 "+189.6
N $12 and Up - &7 ”7'2 - 67 'J839 58 6. 88 _;Suk;“f‘klv, + 87.2
Source CSAC Applxcant/Rec;plent Data Tapeé,y' i :
‘ . ‘ -." | N ,;% ‘~ - ‘» ) ] - a% : . x\ N ‘; ‘. | "‘ ‘ :' . !‘;",‘, .
o B There weré 173 self-supportxng applxcants at’ xndependent 1nst1tutxons in o
N 1980-81 and 206 four yeaxrs later ‘Nevertheless, their anCome distribution’ ."j;
STy~ o did oet change. 31gn1£1cantly The oumber of self-supportxng applicants were. T
‘ -~ larger at proprietary Lnstxtutzons, ‘but ugaln no dramnt;c sh1fts occurred in ‘
- their xnconc dxstrihutxon | 4"“ R e e
e PROGRAM PRDVISIONS AFFECTING o e
R ‘ e “THE DISTRIBUTION OF NEW- AL GRANTQC‘ AWARDS ‘““‘“"*‘*_“""'i- e s

‘ " No, magor Segmental shf?ts took place in the dzstrxbutzon of Cal Grant ¢ =
Lo J‘faﬂ&rds, yet four program provisions ‘affected .the selection process: (1)

. ‘ fmethods for setting  and adgust1ng the family income ceiling; (2) statutory -
: . . limits on the -oumber of new awards; (3) deszgnatlon of occupatxanal fields S
- N . with labor market “shortages; and .(4) the six elenents in "the Cal G:ant C et
. ‘scorxng systea ‘Each Lt gxnnlned in heifolloW1ng sect1ons ' : S :
.;\-, S z)w. E X .,M
ARSI SR B ,w--go-- 95
Q ) _?. “ » co . , .
EMC, . ' ‘., . L » o ’ o . T .



"’."Settmg and Adjustmg the Fanuly Income Cellmg - . : R .

“lprogram.
. This has made some appllcants who. were dﬁce eligible for the Cal Grant C.
. _pregram lnellgxble slmply hqcauge of the meact of inflagion on their famxlxes

 ' 'Statutory ants on the Numbei- of New Awards Gy

' _'Desxgnanon of Occupations mth Labor Market Shortages

- e ! . _nw"

v
-

‘i,;Throughout thxs perlod; elxglbllxty for the Cal Grant fol program was based on o
* financial need and the same’ ‘variable 'income cexllng used by the Cal Grant A i :

Slnce*lﬂﬁl 82, that .ceiling hes.not deen adjusted for inflation.

incomes. "The numbeér of such” applicants has increased, partlcularly at

o xndependent and proprzeta!& institutions, where they accounted for 8 and 11
"percent of .all dependent applicants, respectxvely, by 1983-86. As a resqlt
. the adverse .affect of inflation on eligibility has been less severe for Cal

Grant C-applicants thap for many in the Cal Gragt A program because a grester
percen;age of Cal Graht C applicants are self supportxng and fewer are from -

. fﬂﬂllles with lncanes near the cellzng . - v . o

<.

-

The number of new Cal Grant C awards ;s set by statute at i, 337 a year and, y
with ‘the exception of 1979- 80 and 1980~81, has remained at that level since - -
1975-76. This number is. less than one-tenth the number of new grants in the =
Cal Grant A progrim and lesk than one-fifth the authorxzed nunber in the Cal

Grant B;progran c . e . . N S A

o ]
 As e rlzer pages have shawn, the number of needy ellgxble appllcants has
ceoiner
awards has not.
- to awards was already high at five to one in 1980- 81, but. zncressed more
“rapidly

sed in all three grant programs ‘whtte the number of autherized new -
Moreover, the ratio of needy eligible Cal Grant C applicants °

n in any other program over the'next four years. By 1983-84 ‘it
. reached nork ‘than nine to one, meaning that elght students applled for a new
Cal Grant C' and were tyrned down for every one who recelved a new grant. S

This regectxon rate was more than douhle that in ezther of the other o T,

progtams S _ e _ Y . L,

r.

)

 The ensbllng leglslatlon creatlng the Cal Grant C. program ststed ‘hat it ‘)“‘,;v ‘w{

'A would provide grants in vocational-technical fxelds in which- ‘there. were

,"]vprograms in fields ‘that were faced w;th such shortages and requzted that

i

- -—occupatiénal training -areas- has - not--been- updated; and-ypt- -the-labor- macket-
 shortage -areas of the early '1970s - are unllkely to be the same’ as those"
" exigtidg now or antxcxpated in the latter 1980s.
ently agreed and zssued an opiniop earller thzs year directing the. Student
- Aid Commission to revise its procedures for desxgnat;ng such fields and to

labor market shortages. Following the creation’ of thé program in 1973-74, 'i}{‘--“
the Student Aid Commission established a list- of occupational tralnzng . Y

_applicants must be seeking trainlng in-one of these fields to be eéligible
for cons:?eratzon fox-a grant. Sipnce that time, however, the list of eligible

e iy

Lo

" The Auditor Generalwappar-

develop a new list. ‘A consultpnt wag hired. and his :epoxt ‘adopted at the - . ...
,Student Aid Commission's October 1985 meeting; but it will not, be until mext. = . . -
year befare advisory committees can -meet to establist the new;hlst, ‘In the RV
xnterxm, the~prxgxnal list of elxgzble prograns contxnues to be used.' o IR

79141
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Al

.E‘Jexhents m the Cal Grant C Scprmg S stem .

'f:There azeé six elements in the Cal Grant C- sccrxng system designed to assess
'applxcants ‘prior preparation and course work, their employment hlstory,

involvement in vocationally-related clubs or activities, their reasons for

TN

selecting the proposed training program, and a tedcher or employer recommen- .

- datiom. Each is weighted separately.and then they are totaled to determxne

‘the applxcant s flnal score, w;th 100 poxnts as the maximum. . o

.

. The applzcant s hlgh school grade-po:nt average counts for a maximum Qf 15
points. It is ‘weighted less heavily in the-Cal Graant program than ip the
' other two grant prograss because many»Cal Grant C applzcants left high .

school many years priox tq spplyzng for these grants and because @uch of
their high school Zourse work is mot lxkely to relate dz:ectly to the tra1n1ns

,rp:ograu they hope to undertakc

€ -
. -

'\The applxcant s educatxonal hxﬁiory in vncatlonal technmcal coutse work
s counts for up to ten.sddztlonal poiats. - *

B S

A work hxstory is. requxred listing all ‘the jobs‘fLe apglxcant has hcld

whether or fot related to the proposed course of study, and it couats for up .

. ro add;txonal ‘tén points. So does the listing of other qualmfxcatxons,
. 1nc1ud1ng clubs, hobbxes or other vocatxonslly related actzvztxes. o ;

Ed

An applxcant is. also requzred to" explaxn the ‘Teasouns for selectzng the .
particular program by responding to ten questions. These subgectlve questxons :
, about motxves count for up to 30 poxnts 1a the final score.

,‘\ . . 3

.‘Flnally, the applzcant must subnxt a tescher ox employer recommendatxou o
~evaluating his ox her skills," vocatlonal technxcal.competence, and potentxal
‘..Thxs last important part of the scorzng systen can recezve up to 25 poznts

) ~

~ A
'
-

As a result of the leEd number of fxrst txme Cal Grant C awards and the

sharply increased competition for them, the. d;strxbutzon and charactérxstxcsﬂ
, of ew tecxpxents have shlfted over, the:past foux years*‘ . :

"

Number of New Recxpients <. R | . L S | Lt

-

Y

segmental distribution of new. award wxnners ‘since 1980-81. In that ‘year,
673 new recszents attended Community Cclleges, 166 went ‘to 1ndependent
1nst1tun10ns, and 535 enrolled at proprietary institutions, including 18 at

‘hospx;al schools offering registered aursing programs. The following year,--
the number of Commun;ty College recipiénts increased by 87 -but then began a -
‘two-year decline that left these colleges with 37 fewer’ rccxpxents in 1983~84
than they had had four years*&ar@xer despite an increase of 3,572 additional .
‘ appllcants. The 1ndependent inﬁtztutluns experlenced a alxght decllne of 16; '

’ .

| DIST'RIBU'I;ION AND CHARACT;RIs;'ICS OF 'NEw CAL GRANT C RECIPIENTS .

“Table‘ﬁa o page 93 sumnarizes the- m1nor shxfts that have occurred =18 th¢~éu~w3“n~v '

o e



new(:ec1p1ents between 1980 81 aud 1983 84 whxle proprletary 1nst1tutLOQS“
posted a small lncrcase : e '

N . . ) -

L ‘Academxc Level of New Recipwnts {-

As noted earlier, the Cal Grant C, program experieuced a marked 1ncrease in -
older applxcants, including some seeking grants for job retraxnlng, others
 switching to vocational programs after begxnnlng academic’ programs elsewhere,

. “and still others seeking grants to help them finance their second year of"
. _tralnzng. This substantial increase ‘in older applxcants is reflected ‘in~
- Table 45 on’'pAge 94 the increase of new recipients at Level 2 ‘or above; The

j,number of Level 1 recipients -- - high school seniors and others who, had no
- prior postsecondary educatlon .- dec11ned by 117 overall, while those at’’
'Level 2 or above rose. 4+ . Nl e

o Dependency and Income Level of New Reclpzents S Ty

Table 46 on page 95 ‘shows the Ltwo shzfts that have occurred in- the past four
years in the number of flnancxalLy dependent and 1ddependent recxplents and

L d

. . .
. Y - N . ) . . e ) .

‘ [ PSR o [N o Lo
ST . )
\S\\' ‘_ . TABLE 44 Number oFf- New cal Grant C Recfpzents by Segment,_
- I . 1980 81 to 1983 8}v' } . R
: Chmwe

7 1980-81 188182 Ro82-03% 1083-84 1980-81-to 1983-84 -
~Segment .. ¢  Number '~ Number ° Number - Number “Number ~Percent

Commumity . oo b
" Colleges T673. . L.766 4§7§o 636 ~37
t
|
|

559

-

'

_Independent © 166 - 138 1149 150 ~16 - - 9.6

- S R | i ‘ Lo L g

‘ + . Proprietary and = - = . A R DR S e
Otber Private 535 . 433 - %?‘483\ 549 PR U *‘256-~

.4

[

R :~"s-Axi'segﬁent%'4~f1~37&~<~'vw1333?- & 337 1 337 e BT e kT

,Note:‘~ In 1983 ~84; two, flrst-tzme rec 1ents attended a State Un;vers;cy, 2

L.

f'«.;‘,,‘, . .. campus. This" ‘was the fxrst tife that any State Unxversxty or Unxver~7:“"

Csity campuses pagtxcxpated 1n the pregram

. =

Source: CSAC; Qetober 1983 Agenda, Tab J ;;7' | e

B . R .. c -’ A
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‘ TABLE 45 Number of New Cal Grant C Reczpzents bg Academc _
Level and Segment, 1980 81 to 1983~ 84
: . S - Change "“‘-~‘_;~}4=;
~Segment 1980*81 ‘ 1981~82 . 1982-83 ' 1983 84 -1980-81 .to 1983~ 84 o -
| and Leve} Number % Number Z Number % Number g Number “Percent R,
Communzty Cdfleges _ L D | _ L b
Level 1 7336 49.9% 382 49.9% 281 40.1% 223 35.1% - 113 - 33, 6?. I
o : - Level 2 223 33.1° 244 31.8 268 38.3 253 39.8 + 30 + 13.4 e
S~ " Level'3 74 11.0 101 13.2 °106 15.1 - 1_10 17.3. +. 36" +.48.6°
Y S ‘Level.a .40 5.9 . 39 5.1 45  6.4°° 50 7.9 -+ 10 + 25.0
. R T T ‘ S e T
Independent o o e A T T
Level 1+ 122 73.5 109 78.9 106 71.1 - 96 64.0 - 26 -21.3
Level 2 . 19 11.4 12 8.7 18 12,1 26 17.3 + 7 - +.36.8
" Level' 3 13 7.8 8 5.8 10 6.7 17 ‘11.3 7+ 4+ 30.8
Level 4 “'12 7.2 9% 6.5 15 10.1 11 "7;5 -1 - 8.3
'ﬂ_'Propr;etary and . .0 o - ‘Q“ o
S Other Private B T R ﬂ-‘ IO
.. Level 1 316 39.1 259 .59.8 265 54.3 307 56.9 - 9 = &b
e Level 2 134 25.0 117 27.0 .122 25.0 147. 26.6 '+ 11, + 8.2
! - Level 3 ‘51 .9.5 35 8.1 = 60 12.3 55 9.8 .+ 4 + 7.8 _
R T Level 4 - ‘34 6.6 - 22 5.1 41 8.4 40 6.8 A & +17.6 !
ol : ‘ , o S : -l
ot Al Segments R e e R
Level 1 . 744 56.3 750 56.1 652 48.8 627 46.9 - 117 - 15.7
Level 2, 376 27.4 373 '27.9° 408 30.5 427 31.9 o+ 51 + 13.6 -
Level 3 - 138 10.0 .144 10.3 176 13.2. 182 13.6 + 46+ 31.9 ¥ &
Level 4 86 6.3 70 5.2 101 7.5 101 7.6 + 15 + 17.4
.‘ ’ ¢& ‘ — ) . . ) . . . ’
< ~. Note: - Level 1 is hxgh school senxors or others who haVe ‘not yet begun
- postsecondary educat10n,\2, postsecondary studenty who have not yet
~completed 24 sehester units; . 3, postéecondary students who have ;
completed from 24 to 60 units; and 4, those who have’ completed more
than 60 semester units of acadam;c or vocatxonal educatxon at a .
| postsecondary 1nst1tutlon o L - LT i
, Sonrce:‘ CSAC October 1983 Agenda, Tab J // Q‘  ..
., im the’ famxly-xncoma dxstrlbutzcn of dependent &e 1plentx The fxrst was an’ ,:é‘ ‘
' increase in- the numher of 1ndependent o Self- P ortxng recxplents xn every LT
B : segment R ‘ r ‘ , I
“.'~ ; Q Ty
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. " \TABLE 46 .Income Dzstrzbutzon of ananczally Dependent,CaI Grant C
o \ Reczpzents by Segment, 1980 81 to 1983 84 ‘;
' Change

: Segﬁent and‘

1980-81 to 1983-84

b

_ .‘1980581H 1981~82‘ . 19827834 1983 84 :
%fgome Level ., Number  Number - Number -~ Number Number.' Percent . .
Community Colleges i S L R i
. ‘Under $12,000 112 . 103 -, 110 - .8 - ~29.  -25.9%.
Yo 7 $12,000-23,999 170 156 - 141 107 . -~ 63 -37.0 - 7
©. . §24,000-35,999 38 68 ©51 - 93 -5 - 13.2 =
R  $36,000-41,999 0 - 3 1. - 8 S+ 8 o+ 21 o
o $42,000 and Up 0 -0 SR ¢ SR 0 Q. N
© - Total Dependest 320 - . 330 . 303" %31 . -99 - --30. Ky
'Independent . 353 . 436 - 397 ~405 o+ ot 1& 7. ,
- P T v ST i »
Independent . L . : - P o
. Under $12, 000 36 80 39t 320 - 4 - 11.1
. $12,000-23,999 58 44 38 46 - 12 £20.7
 $24,000-35,999 39 38 43 - .31 - 8 =205
- 1 $36,000~41,999 | 0 . 2 . 8. 4 S — i
. $42,000and Up. O .0 8 0 0 -- P
. _ - Total Dependent 133 . 114 128 1130 - 20 - - 15.3
e '(Indcpendent - 33 246 2. 37 & + 12.1
o, L‘iProprletary -and Other Prxvate o ; 2, : R o o :
" . Undef $12,000 - 137 = . . B84 109 . 99 238 - 277 |
' $12,000-24,999 166 - 126 144 148 .+ 18 -+ 10.8 .
$24, 000 35,999 "% 81 - - 073 .- 97 . 98 T ¢ + 17 + 21,0
. $36, 000-41 939 0 13 19, . 16 T+ 16 —
. - §42,000'and Up " O - 0 0 0 -
" Total. Dependent 384 297 - 369 - 361 - ~-23 -~ 6.0
" ’ ‘Independent 151 136 119 188 “+ 37 + 24.5
.  Source: €SAC Appllcant/Reczplene Data Tapes%> n; N N
L R ‘ Y e
S e S R . o ¥
i \ 5, _«w,' e . ‘_’ . N . . - e S s . -
; while thzs shxft was a product of the mafked 1ncrease 1n older, self-gup-

. S po&tzng applicants’,. xucludxng some with. prior postsecondary education, the
T awailable-Cal-Grapt C awards: ‘were distributed on the basis of the program's .
"% - ~scoring system without” regard to the applicant's age oT educatzon'level _
-+ . Second, the increase of. se1f~support1ng recipients led to a decrease “in the .
" number of dependent recxplents ‘Most of these IOSSes occurred among those -

f ' ,;fron famxlles thh 1ncomes below $24 000
e : ‘ ' ’ s. . o o o ST T ‘ - - o ¢
e, _i.Bt.hmc Cmnposmon of New Recxpxents - o .
"'j-:. N ) . . .
’ ‘".The Cal ‘Graat C program provides a lzmzted number of vocatlonal traxnzng _ )
. T grants for fxnancxally needy talented applxcants, 1nclud1ng ‘many ethnxc :
S e L 5 s .1(?53” S RTINS
'JERi(},  ST N I T



\"ninority‘Studénts;gTablb’#?’ﬁ&lbw sho

T

. pients in this program, which differe
S their numbers were smaller, there was a greater percen--
. tage of Black and Hispanic recipients and a substantilly lower/percentage -of - .
‘Asians in the Cal Grant C program than in the Cal Grant 4 program. And L

‘ ‘ | : per + 3 hi;éans'were p B
.. 'considerably lower and the petcentage of whites substantially hfgher im the wte e Y
"iGél-Grént:CAp:ogram;than iq,CalﬁGrénL‘B; - C S S e

. . S Co
R ‘ L N ' O
It ' v . - o

" The.

;‘recipientsw‘ 1thdugh

‘although the percentage of Black recipients in the Cal Grant B

ws the ethnic:

-
. S
N
™
[
LN

" were similar in 1983-84, the percentage of Hispanics and of

(\

B

X :

v \‘
S ‘.

N

L

| ‘CAL GRANT C RECIPIENTS, BELL GRANTS, AND REMAINING NEED ]

-

B

e ethnic compositiQn 0f new. reci- -
d-from that .of both Cal Grant A %nd B

and C programs

» : \

tuition-gfant portion of Cal -Grant C awards_for recipients attending

" independent and proprietary institutions has ot increasdd since the program's

inception im 1973~74... As ‘a result, the grants’ coverage of tuition and
lined even more rapidly than im the Commission's otlier
rcent of ayerage tuition and fees

‘ imum $2,000 tuition grant in.the Cal
' less than the maximum $3,400 grants in the

required fees has dec

" two programs and now covers less than 45 pe
~for its recipients: Furthermore,

» '

‘Grant C program is comsiderabl

‘other two programs,

_ costs has also mnever

- type of vocational-te

~ proportion of those Costs n_o< than it did f

-~

3

| 3Filggino
*asian

3 ‘ﬁnkhowﬁ

N

' TABLE. 47

The $500 *portjon of thé €al Grant C a
‘amount ‘and actual training-related cq " .
training prog¥am undertgken, it co
our years ago. .

been increased.

” . .

chnical

"' 1980-81 1981-82

the max

A

1982-83. -71983-84 1980-81 to 1983-84

-

£

»

}‘,

ward that covers educationally-related
While fhe relationship between this
costs varies widely, depending on the « .
vers a smaller

s

St ‘ .
" - i . ~ '
| . Y SR .
. .

'Et-bniq Composition of New Cal Grant C Recipients,
| 1980-81 to 1983~84° L o

Amexican
Indian
‘Black
Kigbanic

) ' .21.
 ‘_ 247
15

4

&7

8

L

.White = -
bt.her:‘ o

N

-

/L a68. -12.2
247 18.0

. "

1.5% "20 '1.5%
140 10.5
202 .15.1

.1 15

LS T
58 4

. .

-

1.1,
R
55.0, 846 63.3 791
49

4.6 3

20

169

242
. 20,
7

C1.5% 13 L0% ~ 8
159 11.9.

12.6

18.1

"~1.5
RN

y

'59\2_
.&Ls,
1.2

© Source:  CSAC, 0¢;§E§ff1%§§.Agedﬂa,;Iab J.'gv"

231 17,3
26 1.9,

_ Ethnicity ~ Number % Number % Number X ‘Number 7%  Number
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& Costs for vocatxona -techn1ca1 tralnlng programs have risen in recent years
‘as -they have: thro hout posts, econdary pducation. These students are often

- .
S

//

/
S

The: short/duratxon of,must vocatlonal techn;cal traxnxng pPrograms. has often
to help'.finance their educatxon..

made their students depend heavily on- loans

The fajlure of the Cal Grant < program to e
At whcn vocatlanal students were increa
-of jts grﬁpts ia the face of higher tuxtxon, fees, and o&he? training costs -

-1e1131b1e for Pell Grants, Gua anteed Student Loans, and | sometlmes fed%ral

" campus~based aid; depending. ‘on’ the- institution attended “but Comsunity” _
College and prgﬁrletary ‘ipstitutions often partxczpaﬁq in agmore limit d
~ range of aid programs than most four-year institutions, have less fully~snaffed
- financial aid/offices, and rarely have significant amounts. of 1nst1tut10na1
_ grant funds/;o asszst thgxrfneedy vocatlonal

students. *k C o Y .
* Loy .\\5\ N

and thésnunber°of w grants at
ing rayxdly or to dhﬁ e the. size

hgs meant that the prograﬁ served a shrxnkxng~port10n .of financially needy
vocatlonal students statewide. Furthermore, evem those who securef Cal

Grant C awards had an ever-shrxnkzng portzan of thexr school costs covered
by this grant :

- ~
¢ P

‘ et -~
~t . o ” “

: / - 'RENEWAL OF cAI':?GRANT‘_c AWARDS

‘..'.*."’ -.'

PR IS I

o

-

."0

The only vocatxunal tralnxng program of. more than two years duratlon that 15v
a}xg1ble for Cal Grift C caveragé is hos tal-based regxstered durse training..

- .Mpst of the other eligible training prd

six/ months duratxon to as long as two years, so the typical Cal Grant C

.recipient 1s ellgxble to renew h;s or hcr
";year. = ‘

grant only for one addxtxonal

 Table &S below shows/{ﬁ; number of ;enewal t@\lpxents hetgmen 1980~ 81~and
- 1983~-84. There were slight decl;nes in the number of renewal reclpxents in-

- all except. the Comounity. Colleges, where their number increased slxghtly.
0f more 1nterest was the general relatlonshxp between the number of new and

-~

renewal {
> “. . ‘\,‘

1980-81’to 1983 -84

- 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83

o

TABLE 48 ﬁumber of Cal Grant C Red'wal Reczpzents bg Segment

| SRR Chan e .
1983*84 1980-81 to 1983-84

‘Spuxce:A CSAC 0ctcbe: 1983 Agenda, Tab J

T
r‘ B

. :;_7" o “:"'\‘ R
| | ,H-97és

‘ ¥1?753»}‘

Ségmed%‘.;)' ”* Ngmber Number umber Numggr' ‘Number Percent
Comnunity Colieges 584 - 61 L5987 598+ 16T 4 2.0%

" Independent - 62" .62 . 53 . 39 423 -37.1° -
Pr0przetary and . e “* . - | 1 ; ‘ f R "-474, .
-Other Private “. - 2857 =266 260 *7252-;"¥'733_ -1l
ALl Segmests ' ff;‘f*931;4 '3 9454:1"‘911'_ 880 - 42 - 4.5

r

N -
. £

s range from as little-as four to

4
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recxp;euts. 1n t.he three segments. In t.he. Ccmunlty Colleges, t.he nmnbe:g of ‘
renewal’ recxpxents nearly equalled the pumber of new recipients the. prior L -
vear, showzng that most Cal Grant C rec:.p:.ents in these colleges were enrolied N
in two-year training programs and .normally renewed their grants for a secq\i .
vear: At independent and proprzetary institutions, on the other hand, the a -
wvere roughly half as many renewal as mew regcipients, \suggesting t:hat more , .
recipients em:olled in sxngle-yea: prograums. or that thexr renewal rates were EET N
sonewhat Iower._ e o B : T : :
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T e CALIFORNiA POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION comsson T,
1020 Twelfth Street, gSacramento Cahforma 95814 -Eelephone (916). 445 7933 - _
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Co. . . : l\'\
. . A statne agency created in 1973& to' assure. the effectlve utxlxzacmn of publlc
LRI postsecondary education resoutcés, thereby ehmmatlng waste and ponecessary.

duphcatzon, and. to promate dwersxty, inpnovation, ¢ and responsiveness. to,
R student andf.soczetal necds thrbugh sta‘tewzde plan‘pmhand coordmauon [ S

s e . . . .
! . . ' v e . L.

A Representmg the \General Puhhc o . o S ‘_ c S AR v
L Seth P.. Brunner,. Chau‘person “~..._. Sacramento -. . o
. ... - C. Thomas Dean o~ .. . Long Beach e
s Seymour M. Farber o ©. 'San Francisco o m
o ‘Patricia Gandara | -, . - % Sacramentd . - - .- %
.~ . . _'RalphJ. Kaplan . . ZyBeverly Hills. - . ° -
e ' ». Roger C..Pettitt T e - """ Los"Angeles. . i .
. 7 7 - sSharon N. Skog . - ' ©y o+ Mountain View
| .LThomas E.'Stang, Vice Chax;person - Los_Angeles
\ T Stephen P. Teale o L Modesto
P Representmg the. Regents of the Umversxty of Calziorma et |
‘ Sheldon ‘W. Andelson - . Los Angeies o .
: o o
| Represenung t.he Trustees of The Cahforma State Umversxty ‘
| i Claudla H.- Hampton SO Los Angeles ‘ )
Representmg the Board  of Governors of the Cahfqrma Cammumty Colleges*':
Peter M. anegan SO o San Franclsco .
’ o Representmg the Independent Cahforma Colleges and Umversmes -
$>. Jean M. Leonard. L . San Mateo .
.' Represkm.mg the Council for Private Postseccndary Educational Insutunons: N
i e Darlege M. Laval EE Fresno R
- . Representmg the State Board of Educauon- S o " I
A Angze Papadakxs . . ,Rancho Palos'_Verdes. A S
N AL’IBRNAIR RﬁP&ESﬁNTATNﬁ' | N

Represennng the Regents of ;he Umversxty of Cahforma . . I o SRR
. Yori Wada ‘ e “ San Francxsca B ‘

‘, .

Representmg the «Trustees of The Cghforma Smte Umv'ersuy T
| | CehaI Ballesteros oo v San. ‘Dxego L

Represenmng the Board of Governors of the Ca}xferma Commumty Colleqe?i‘“ o

| | . Iane M. Tolmach T , Oxnard




