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Committee Addresses Transfer

and Articulation

Five of the twenty members
including Chair Dede Alpert, Vice
Chair Kerry Mazzoni, Richard Alar-
con, Virginia Strom-Martin, and
John Vasconcellosof the Jt Com-
mittee to Review the Master Plan
Committee, held a four-hour hear-
ing at San Diego City College's
new Educational Technology Center
on Tuesday O 'ptober 10th to discuss
transfer and articulation with repre-
sentatives of the three public seg-
ments and the independent colleges.

The day was structured with an in-
troductory panel of CPEC staff re-
garding their transfer data, followed
by three-person panels on: Student
Transfer Experiences (Juanita Price,
President of CalSACC for commu-
nity colleges); Understanding
Course Articulation (Linda Collins,
President of the ASCCC); Transfer
Policies, Programs and Practices
(Constance Carroll, President of SD
Mesa College); and Measures for
Assessing the Effectiveness of the
Transfer Function (Christopher Ca-
baldon, Vice Chancellor, COCCC.)
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CPEC Data
Members were presented with
CPEC data showing that the num-
bers of transfers to both CSU and
UC are rising again after dropping
during the decade of the 90's.
CPEC staff cited their 1996 report
on transfer which indicated that
while policies and programs are im-
proving, increased information to
improve student awareness, as well
as more "human contact" (through
faculty to faculty communication
and more counseling for students)
are essential for improving student
transfer.

Assemblyman Alarcon indicated his
interest in the percentage of stu-
dents from underrepresented popu-
lations at community colleges be-
cause these are the students from
whom transfers are determined. He
said only by knowing these num-
bers can one determine whether the
disparity between groups is growing
or not. He also requested informa-
tion on the success rate (i.e., per-
centage who receive BA degrees) of
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those who initially enroll in community col-
leges.

CPEC staff showed the committee data on the
community colleges which are consistently
top-feeder schools to UC and CSU. (In a later
panel, Christopher Cabaldon reminded the
committee members that a similar number of
the same CSU and UC campuses are the pri-
mary recipients of the majority of community
college students.)

Student Experiences
Students discussed the difficulties of under-
standing the complexities; of transfer options;
unknown deadlines; the tendency of many stu-
dents to be placebound; insufficient informa-
tion about IGETC and the General Education
agreements; unawareness of the ASSIST sys-
tem; and the tired for counselors in much
greater numbers and with far more knowledge.
In response to a question from Alarcon, Juanita
Price supported a single "universal" set of
transfer courses.

Understanding Course
Articulation
This panel began with a presentation by Eric
Taggart who summarized articulation and ex-
plained the differences in transferring general
units, GE and IGETC courses, and articulation
agreements to the committee. Taggart also ex-
plained that ASSIST is now California's offi-
cial source for course information and can be
found at www.assist.org. As Taggart spoke of
attempts to improve communication about AS-
SIST, both Chair Alpert and students in the au-
dience indicated no awareness of ASSIST.
Alarcon expressed concern about the ability of
students to access ASSIST since many students
attend college to learn the use of computers and
thus may be unable to access ASSIST data at
the beginning of their college years. Taggart
responded that many colleges have computers
and assistants on campus to assist students in
the use of ASSIST.
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When Taggart noted that ASSIST efforts have been
targeted to high-transfer colleges, Vasconcellos ob-
jected, saying that the lowest transfer colleges are
the ones needing the marketing.

Kathy Kennedy a CSU faculty member began dis-
cussing various positive aspects of GE breadth re-
quirements, noting that CSU accepts all eligible cc
transfer students, although not in their major of
choice. Alarcon interrupted and noted that the an-
nual number of transfer students has remained even
over the past ten years, with a real drop since 1990,
while the California population is exploding. He
asserted that students are completing their work at
community colleges because they can't transfer.
Alarcon became more upset as Kennedy explained
that the numbers of transfers were determined by
legislative determination. Alarcon denied any role
in these determinations and expressed concern
about the "quota of community college transfer stu-
dents."

When Alison Jones, assistant vice chancellor for
CSU explained that CSU admits all eligible upper
division students and denied that there were quotas,
Alarcon responded that CSU "changes the rules and
raises the GPA to keep out community college stu-
dents."

Alpert later indicated disagreement with Alarcon,
citing the failure to prepare K-12 students for
higher education and the lack of support from im-
poverished homes. She indicated that failure in
other parts of the public education system has af-
fected diversity in higher education.

Linda Collins noted the increased stature and pro-
fessionalism of community college faculty as a re-
sult of AB 1725 and its attendant positive effects
upon relationships among the faculty senates in de-
veloping articulation agreements and the IGETC
and GE agreements. She strongly argued for in-
creased funding because the "1725 revolution" is
incomplete due to inadequate articulation funding
and cited a median counseling ratio of 1200:1 with
some colleges as high as 5000:1.

Collins stressed the importance of more "targeted
attention" for articulation because a recent survey
showed that 47.5% of community colleges have an
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articulation officer less than half-time, with many trans-
fer center directors less than full-time.

Constance Carroll presented a survey of the positive ac-
tivities in her area including the San Diego and Imperial
Counties Community College Association (SDICCCA)
in which CEOs from the region's community colleges
meet with their counterparts at UC and CSU to plan on
a regional basis. A recent study showed that 49.4% of
transfers from SD Mesa were to independent colleges;
this trend is magnified when popular majors are im-
pacted at local public institutions.

Carroll commended the committee for recognizing that
all segments are responsible for transfer and offered the
following suggestions:

the three public segments should operate re-
gionally throughout the state, CSUs need to
work on the impediment imposed by impacted
majors; and

impaction can be reduced by funding summer
sessions.

Alison Jones spoke of the _many positive aspects of the
CSU Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with
community colleges, especially for work toward 10 ma-
jors to be articulated on a statewide basis with lower
division work at the community colleges. The MOU
also calls for collaboration on a two-year degree the
"AA Transfer Degree"which would be acceptable at
all CSU campuses, and noted that 28 community col-
lege campuses already have regional AA transfer de-
grees.

Jones noted that a couple of CSU campuses have al-
ready instituted dual admission for incoming commu-
nity college students, and the system is encouraging ex-
pansion of this policy. CSU also is committed to in-
vigorate the transfer center partnership and to increase
the number of eligible transfer students by 5% per year.

Finally, Jones cited the community college entitlement
grant within the Cal Grant program as the most signifi-
cant piece of California legislation in the past thirty
years.

Francisco Hernandez of UC Santa Cruz offered three
efforts of that campus:
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1. Involving potential transfer students in
research with UCSC faculty while at
community college; these students then
are to make presentations at local high
schools on their experience;

2. One college on the UCSC campus is
designated as the transfer college, and
contains transfer services, the transfer
center and special living arrangements;

3. Fourteen community colleges currently
have a dual admissions policy with
UCSC.

The final panel discussed measures for assess-
ing the effectiveness of transfer with Christo-
pher Cabaldon noting that while 70% of the
applicants for transfer are accepted, 85% of
community college units transfer, and 70% of
transfer students complete their degrees, the
cumulative risk to attending a community col-
lege is a 30% probability.

Cabaldon noted that by comparison, the prob-
able success rate given direct access to UC or
CSU is 70%this explains the pervasive fear
of attending community colleges. Other prob-
lems are that the least money is spent on those
with the least skills; there is too much com-
plexity and uncertainty for community college
students, and transfer is both costly and scary
for students. The complexity and uncertainty
can be dealt with by counseling and outreach
and simplifying the process, said Cabaldon.

There is a relationship between enrollment
management and transfer. Changes in deadlines
are "durable perceptions" about the viability of
transfer as an option. Short-term strategies of
the systems often have long-term conse-
quences.

The period of transfer decline was due to the
cohort decline, as admission rates declined
each year during the recession of the early
90's, Cabaldon said. "A single measure doesn't
work due to the data issuesalthough we're
more optimistic regarding data matching."
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Cabaldon charged that CPEC data has consistently
undercounted transfers. The National Student Loan
Clearinghouse is coming on-line with more com-
plete data. Cabaldon's feeling was that we need to
look at longitudinal, rather than cross-sectional,
data.

The problem with determining transfer rates is the
denominatorwhether one should use the number
of students who report transfer as a goal, or the
number who actually complete 6 or 12 transferable
units. Cabaldon further noted that we also need to
look at the time dimension, since community col-
lege students, who tend to be part-time students,
sometimes need more time to complete their work.

Cabaldon also argued for separating populations
into those eligible for UC or CSU after high school
and those who were not eligible. Then one may
want to calculate the chance of obtaining a BA if
one is in the top 12.5% or the top 1/3 of their gradu-
ating class, but they start at a community college.

Cabaldon also felt that we should distinguish be-
tween place-bound and mobile students. He noted
that another important measure is post-transfer per-
formance since it is important to retain success as
we increase the number of transfer students.

> The committee can be reached online at www.sen.ca.gov /masterplan/

> At press time, the next hearing had not been set.

> Rita Mize can be reached as noted below.
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Phone: 916-444-8641
Fax: 916-444-2954
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Since eliactrueot of the Master Plan for Higher Education in 1960, there has been a review of

the plan and its provisions approximately every ten years, with the last major review in the
mid-80's. At that time, there was a two-fold process by a state appointed citizens' groupthe
Commission for Review of the Master Plan for Higher Educationfollowed by a legislative

committeethe Joint Legislative Committee for Review of the Master Plan for Higher Educa-

tion. The most important product of these deliberations was enactment of AB 1725.

Earlier this year, the Legislature passed Resolution Chapter 43 (Alpert) which established a new

Master Plan review committee. This latest Committee differs from earlier ones in that it re-

sponds to calls from the Legislative Analyst and others to develop a new master plan for kin-

dergarten through the university level Thus, it is entitled the Joint Committee to Develop a

Master Plan Kindergarten through University.

Because of the importance of the Master Plan, the League has developed this special publica-

tion andunder the direction of Rita Mize, Director of State Policy and Researchwill pub-
lish a summary and analysis of hearings and reports throughout the multi-year process.
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