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The Governor of California 
President pro Tempore of the Senate 
Speaker of the Assembly 
State Capitol 
Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Governor and Legislative Leaders:

As directed by the Joint Legislative Audit Committee, my office conducted an audit of the State’s three 
systems of public higher education: the California Community Colleges (CCC), the California State 
University (CSU), and University of California (UC). Our assessment focused on these systems’ efforts 
to improve the rate of community college transfers to CSU and UC. In general, we determined that 
streamlining the community college transfer process could increase students’ opportunities to earn 
bachelor’s degrees.

Although most transfer students who applied to CSU and UC gained admission to at least one campus in 
those systems, CCC students still struggle to transfer. Only about 1 in 5 students who began community 
college from 2017 to 2019 and intended to transfer did so within four years, and transfer rates were 
even lower for students from certain regions and demographic groups. The vast majority of students 
who did not transfer never reached the point of applying to CSU or UC, mainly because they had not 
earned enough units. The three systems could help increase transfer rates by improving the outreach 
and support they provide to transfer-intending students. For example, CCC could ensure that students 
receive counseling and develop education plans so that they have a clear roadmap for transferring. 
The three systems could also share data about transfer students to help campuses make more targeted 
outreach efforts. Additionally, for students who earn enough units to transfer, CSU and UC could 
facilitate access to their preferred degree programs by ensuring that competitive campuses and majors 
adequately prioritize transfer applicants for admission. 

Another barrier to transfer is the variation in transfer requirements across and within the three systems, 
which makes the process difficult for students to navigate. The Associate Degree for Transfer (ADT) 
offers a streamlined transfer pathway to CSU. However, community colleges may not offer every ADT, 
CSU campuses may not accept every ADT, and UC has established its own transfer options that lack 
some of the ADT’s key benefits. Expanding the use of the ADT—or the use of a UC option that emulates 
its benefits—would further streamline the transfer process.

Respectfully submitted,

GRANT PARKS 
California State Auditor
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Selected Abbreviations Used in This Report

ADT Associate Degree for Transfer

ASSIST Articulation System Stimulating Interinstitutional Student Transfer

CCC California Community Colleges

C-ID Course Identification Numbering System

CSU California State University

EOPS Extended Opportunity Programs and Services

FERPA Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act of 1974

GPA grade point average

STEM science, technology, engineering, and mathematics

TAG Transfer Admission Guarantee

UC University of California
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Summary
Results in Brief 

Each of the State’s three systems of public higher education—the California 
Community Colleges (CCC), the California State University (CSU), and the 
University of California (UC)—plays a critical role in helping Californians attain 
bachelor’s degrees. Since the publication of the Master Plan for Higher Education 
in California in 1960, the State has sought to develop and strengthen pathways 
for students to transfer from community colleges to CSU and UC campuses. 
Nevertheless, the transfer process remains difficult for students to navigate 
for a variety of reasons, including differences among the State’s three higher 
education systems.

The State’s Three Higher Education Systems Have Struggled to Meet Some Key Goals 
Related to Student Transfers

Only about 21 percent of community college students who began college from 2017 
to 2019 and intended to transfer did so within four years, and transfer rates were even 
lower for students from certain demographic groups and regions of the State. Of the 
students who reached the point of applying to CSU or UC, more than 90 percent 
of CSU transfer applicants and more than 75 percent of UC transfer applicants 
gained admission to at least one campus in those respective systems, demonstrating 
relatively broad access for transfer students. However, transfer applicants’ access 
to competitive campuses and majors was more limited, which CSU and UC could 
address through additional monitoring to ensure that these campuses and majors are 
adequately prioritizing transfer students for admission. 

Variations in Requirements Across and Within the Three Systems Add Significant 
Complexity to the Transfer Process

Students who intend to transfer from California’s community colleges must navigate 
a complex series of decisions related to varied CSU and UC requirements, especially 
if those students are considering multiple campuses or majors. To try to minimize 
this complexity, the Legislature and the three higher education systems have 
designed specific transfer options. For example, the Associate Degree for Transfer 
(ADT) offers a streamlined transfer pathway to CSU campuses, as well as other 
benefits. However, this option’s impact is lessened because each community college 
may not offer every ADT, and each CSU campus may not accept every ADT. Further, 
UC has not yet widely adopted the ADT model. Instead, it has established its own 
transfer options that do not provide the same level of benefits as the ADT does.
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The Three Systems Could Better Facilitate the Transfer Process by Increasing Outreach 
and Support

Outreach and support from all three systems are key to ensuring that community 
college students can successfully transfer. Nonetheless, the five community colleges 
we reviewed had some weaknesses in their processes for supporting students to help 
them transfer. Further, although CSU and UC have existing programs and methods 
for advising community college students about the transfer process, these efforts do 
not reach all transfer‑intending students. Expanding data sharing among the three 
systems would help improve their outreach efforts.

Agency Comments

The CCC Chancellor’s Office, the CSU Office of the Chancellor, and the UC Office of 
the President indicated they would take action to implement our recommendations. 
Because we did not make recommendations to the specific campuses we reviewed, 
we did not request them to respond.
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Introduction
Background 

During the past several decades, the attainment of a bachelor’s degree has become 
increasingly associated with positive outcomes, such as higher income and lower 
unemployment rates. According to a March 2023 report from the Public Policy 
Institute of California, a worker with a bachelor’s degree in California in 1990 earned 
an average of 39 percent more than one with only a high school diploma. In 2021, 
this difference had grown to 62 percent. Moreover, research suggests that California 
will face a significant lack of college‑educated workers within the next decade. To 
address such concerns, the Governor set a goal in 2022 to increase the percentage 
of working‑age Californians who have a postsecondary degree or certificate from 
55 percent to 70 percent by 2030. 

Although some students attend private universities, eight out of every 10 college 
students in California attend a public institution in one of the State’s three systems 
of higher education: the California Community Colleges (CCC), the California 
State University (CSU), and the University of California (UC). Figure 1 shows these 
systems’ sizes, roles, and degree types. As we discuss in the pages that follow, all 
three systems are critical to creating paths for Californians to attain college degrees.

The Master Plan for Higher Education in California 

Published in 1960, the Master Plan for Higher Education in California (Master Plan) 
is essentially an agreement between the State and the three public systems of higher 
education. The Master Plan serves as a framework to differentiate the mission of 
each system and to provide all Californians with the opportunity to access higher 
education. The Master Plan states that UC should draw from the top one‑eighth 
of the high school graduating class and CSU from the top one‑third. Community 
colleges must admit any high school graduate. Because of this policy—along with 
affordable tuition, a broad array of educational and workforce training options, and 
115 colleges across the State—community colleges currently serve more students than 
do CSU and UC combined.

Although the Master Plan and state law require CCC, CSU, and UC to collaborate, 
significant separation and autonomy exists both across and within the three systems. 
The Master Plan recommended that one council oversee and coordinate higher 
education efforts, but no permanent body has served this purpose since 2011. At 
that time, then‑Governor Brown vetoed funding for the California Postsecondary 
Education Commission—essentially disbanding it—because he believed it had been 
ineffective. Further, the three systems are not responsible to the same authority. 
Unlike CCC and CSU, UC’s independence is enshrined in the State’s Constitution, 
and it is therefore not subject to the same level of legislative control. 
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Figure 1
California’s Three Systems of Higher Education Are Intended to Serve Different Purposes

California
Community
Colleges 

• Associate Degrees
• Certi�cates
• Some Bachelor's Degrees

(subject to certain legal limitations, 
such as not o�ering a bachelor's degree 
that is already o�ered by CSU or UC)

• Bachelor’s Degrees
• Master’s Degrees
• Some Doctoral Degrees

(subject to certain legal limitations, 
such as the degree being o�ered 
jointly with UC)

• Bachelor’s Degrees
• Master’s Degrees
• Doctoral Degrees

SIZE

KEY ROLES‡

CREDENTIALS AWARDED

• O�ers academic and vocational 
instruction.

• Provides certain adult noncredit 
instruction and community 
services courses and programs.

• Serves all students eligible for 
public higher education.

• O�ers undergraduate and 
graduate instruction.

• Conducts research, scholarship, 
and creative activity in support 
of its instructional mission.

• Serves the top one-third of high 
school graduates and serves 
transfer students who meet 
certain requirements.

• O�ers undergraduate and 
graduate instruction. Has 
exclusive jurisdiction over 
instruction in certain �elds, 
including law, medicine, and 
dentistry.

• Serves as the primary
state-supported academic
agency for research.

• Serves the top one-eighth of high 
school graduates and serves 
transfer students who meet 
certain requirements.

• 115 colleges
(governed by 72 districts)*

• 1.9 million students in 
academic year 2022–23

• 23 campuses
• 405,000 undergraduate 

students in academic 
year 2022–23

• 9 campuses†

• 230,000 undergraduate 
students in academic 
year 2022–23

California 
State 
University 

University 
of California 

CSU system UC system

Source:  State law, the Master Plan, and reports and data from the systems about their campuses and undergraduate populations.

*	 We have not included Calbright College, a fully online public community college, because it does not offer courses that transfer to other colleges, 
nor does it confer associate degrees.

†	 We have not included the University of California, San Francisco, because it does not provide undergraduate instruction.
‡	 The 1960 Master Plan envisioned these roles, including that UC would accept community college transfer students with at least a 2.4 GPA and 

that CSU would accept transfer students with at least a 2.0 GPA. In practice, transfer admissions requirements can be complex, as we discuss in 
Chapter 2.
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Within each system, statewide governance is the 
product of at least three bodies: a governing board, a 
faculty senate, and a central administrative office. 
The first text box describes the responsibilities of 
these bodies. CCC is especially decentralized 
because 72 local community college districts, each 
containing from one to nine colleges, are governed 
by locally elected boards that have significant 
authority to set policy within their own districts. 

The Role of Transfer 

The Master Plan emphasized transfer from 
community colleges, which primarily provide 
lower‑division education, to CSU and UC, which 
provide both lower‑ and upper‑division education.1 
In fact, to ensure adequate capacity and lower the 
costs to educate each student, the Master Plan 
envisioned increasingly shifting students away from 
CSU and UC and into community colleges for their 
lower‑division education. When the Master Plan 
was published in 1960, about 55 percent of the State’s 
undergraduate students within the three systems of 
public higher education were enrolled in community 
colleges, 26 percent in CSU, and 19 percent in UC. 
By 2023 the proportion of undergraduate students 
enrolled in community colleges had risen to about 
75 percent, with the remaining 16 percent attending 
CSU and 9 percent attending UC. 

The Master Plan’s vision for expanding the role 
of community colleges requires that CSU and 
UC reserve enough space to receive transfer 
students from community colleges. When the 
Master Plan was published, the ratio of CSU’s and 
UC’s lower‑division students to upper‑division 
students was about even. The Master Plan 
recommended that this ratio shift so that 40 percent 
of CSU’s and UC’s undergraduate populations 
were lower‑division students and 60 percent were 
upper‑division students—essentially reserving 
additional upper‑division space for incoming transfer 
students. In 1991 the Legislature established this 
same ratio in state law, as the second text box shows. 

1	 Lower‑division education typically encompasses the first two years of a four‑year degree program and includes courses 
that may be prerequisites for upper‑division courses, and upper‑division typically encompasses the final two years, with 
courses more specific to the major program of study.

The Higher Education Systems’ Statewide 
Governance Consists of Three Bodies

CCC, CSU, and UC each have the following:

•	 A governing board that sets policy, establishes 
requirements, and provides guidance for the system.

•	 A faculty senate that has certain authority over curriculum 
and other issues of educational policy.

•	 A central administrative office that manages and oversees 
the system.

Source:  Analysis of state law and system policies and websites.

State Law Requires CSU and UC to Reserve 
Space for Transfer Students

“Both UC and CSU shall have as a basic enrollment policy 
the maintenance of upper division enrollment, which are 
students who have attained upper division status, at 
60 percent of total undergraduate enrollment. This goal 
shall be met through programs aimed at increasing 
the numbers of qualified transfer students from the 
community colleges without denying eligible freshmen 
applicants.” [Emphasis added]

“The governing board of each segment shall ensure that 
individual university and college campus enrollment 
plans include adequate upper division places for 
community college transfer students in all undergraduate 
colleges or schools, and that each undergraduate college 
or school on each campus participates in developing 
articulation and transfer agreement programs with 
community colleges. The governing boards shall meet this 
goal within their respective general statewide planning 
framework used to attain and maintain the state’s goal 
of a 60/40 ratio of upper to lower division students, their 
segmental enrollment planning processes, and campus 
planning regarding program balance, educational quality, 
and other relevant goals.” [Emphasis added]

Source:  Education Code section 66730.
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That legislation contained several other key statements of intent to guide the 
implementation of the transfer system. For example, the legislation states that 
the transfer system should ensure the successful transfer of students to CSU or 
UC, including to the campus and major of their choice, if the students’ academic 
performance is satisfactory. It also states that CSU and UC should prioritize the 
admission and enrollment of CCC students who have met transfer requirements 
above those students entering at the freshman or sophomore levels.

Both the statute we quote in the text box and the related Master Plan 
recommendation envision the 60 percent upper‑division metric as a goal for 
ensuring that adequate numbers of community college transfer students can enroll 
at CSU and UC. However, the goal relates more directly to students’ upper‑division 
status than it does to their transfer status. For that reason, UC has adopted a 
related goal that is more specific to transfer student enrollment: its goal is to enroll 
two incoming resident freshmen students for every one incoming resident transfer 
student, which it refers to as the two‑to‑one ratio. In other words, if one assumes that 
it takes four years to earn a bachelor’s degree, the 60 percent upper‑division metric in 
state law generally equates to the enrollment of two freshmen for every one transfer 
student—or roughly one‑third of new students would enter as transfers. We refer to 
this one‑third ratio throughout our report as the transfer representation goal.2 

The community college transfer process can create educational opportunities for 
a more diverse array of California’s students. Many sources show that students of 
certain racial groups and socioeconomic backgrounds are underrepresented among 
California’s college graduates. For instance, although the percentage of Californians 
with bachelor’s degrees has increased for all racial groups since 2010, disparities 
persist for Black or African American and Hispanic or Latino students. The transfer 
process can play a crucial role in addressing such disparities because students from 
underrepresented racial and ethnic groups have historically been more likely to start 
their higher education journey at a community college than at CSU or UC.

Community colleges may offer increased access to higher education for 
first‑generation college students and college students from low‑income households. 
In addition to having lower tuition costs than CSU or UC, community colleges have 
significantly more campuses statewide. Thus, students may not need to relocate 
to enroll in community college, reducing their housing and relocation costs. 
Community colleges may also allow students to have a more flexible class schedule if 
they need to work or care for family members.

2	 UC’s goal includes only California resident students. Because CSU had not adopted a related goal at the time of our audit, 
we used a methodology similar to UC’s to calculate the transfer representation goal in our review of both systems, as we 
explain in Chapter 1. Like UC does, we limited our calculations to resident students.
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Efforts to Improve the Transfer Process

The Legislature and the three public higher education systems have undertaken efforts 
in recent years to improve the community college transfer process, including by setting 
key goals for improvement. Figure 2 depicts five overarching goals that we analyze in 
Chapter 1. State law and the three systems have also established many other requirements 
and goals, some of which we discuss in Chapters 2 and 3.

Figure 2
We Evaluated Key Goals Related to Transfer

CCC’s 2017 Vision for Success strategic plan.

Five Overarching Transfer 
Goals We Evaluated*

Main Sources We Used to 
Identify �ese Goals

• The Master Plan and state law, both of which establish that 
CSU and UC should reserve space for upper-division transfer 
students, as we explain more fully earlier in this Introduction.

• UC documents that establish a goal to enroll one new 
resident transfer student for every two new resident 
freshmen, which is equivalent to enrolling one-third of new 
students as transfers.

• State law, which required the CSU system to establish a 
redirection process for denied applicants.

• The Master Plan, which recommends systemwide transfer 
criteria for CSU and UC in the form of minimum GPAs.

• UC policy and reports related to systemwide admission 
commitments or guarantees. 

5

4

3

2

Increase the number of students 
transferring to CSU and UC by 35 percent 
between 2017 and 2022.†

Reduce and ultimately eliminate 
demographic disparities in transfer 
outcomes.

Reduce and ultimately eliminate regional 
disparities in transfer outcomes.

Reserve space at CSU and UC for transfer 
students in proportion to other students, 
such as by ensuring that at least one-third 
of new resident enrollees are transfers.

Guarantee admission at CSU and UC for all 
eligible transfer students by o�ering 
admission somewhere within the systems to 
all resident students who meet minimum 
systemwide eligibility requirements.

CCC Goals

CSU and UC  Goals

1

Source:  Analysis of state law, the Master Plan, key documents from the three systems, and related criteria.

*	 We selected these five goals so we could assess the transfer system as a whole during our audit period, even though the systems 
have each established additional relevant goals. Further, each system did not adopt each of these goals. For example, CCC set a 
goal to increase the number of transfers by 35 percent, but CSU and UC did not formally agree to this goal. 

†	 Although CCC had not established a specific goal during our audit period related to students’ rate of successful transfer, we also 
evaluated transfer rates, as we explain in Chapter 1.
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One of the most significant changes to the transfer process in the last two decades 
was the introduction of the Associate Degree for Transfer (ADT), which Senate 
Bill 1440 (Chapter 428, Statutes of 2010) established in 2010 and Senate Bill 440 
(Chapter 720, Statutes of 2013) bolstered in 2013. Figure 3 describes the ADT, 
which consists of a maximum of 60 semester units of general education and major 
preparation requirements that prepare students to enter CSU at the upper‑division 
level. In addition, Assembly Bill 928 (Chapter 566, Statutes of 2021) established an 
intersegmental committee whose responsibilities include ensuring that the ADT 
becomes the primary transfer pathway between the CCC system and campuses in 
the CSU and UC systems. Assembly Bill 1291 (Chapter 683, Statutes of 2023), signed 
into law in 2023, establishes a pilot program that will expand the ADT to campuses 
and majors within the UC system, beginning in academic year 2026–27 with the 
University of California, Los Angeles (UCLA). UC has also introduced other options 
to attempt to streamline the transfer process, such as the Transfer Admission 
Guarantee (TAG) and UC Transfer Pathways. We discuss these two options and the 
ADT in more detail in Chapter 2.

Several other recent laws have also affected the transfer process. For example, 
legislation enacted in 2017 and 2022 established a framework to increase the 
probability that community college students will enter and complete transfer‑level 
coursework in English and mathematics during their first year. Legislation enacted 
in 2021 required CCC to adopt a common course‑numbering system across all of its 
colleges and, in February 2024, a task force issued its final report about the design 
and implementation of this effort. Another 2021 state law assigned a committee 
to establish a singular lower‑division general education pathway known as the 
California General Education Transfer Curriculum (Cal‑GETC) and separately 
mandated that transfer‑intending students be placed onto an ADT pathway if such a 
pathway exists for their intended major. Because this law is recent, its impact has not 
yet been fully realized. For example, Cal‑GETC will not take effect until the 2025–26 
academic year.

In June 2023, the Joint Legislative Audit Committee directed our office to review 
the higher education systems’ efforts to improve the percentage of community 
college students who transfer to CSU and UC. To conduct our review, we 
judgmentally selected campuses to represent all three higher education systems 
and the State’s diverse geography and student demographics. Those campuses 
were the following: Clovis Community College (Clovis); Diablo Valley College 
(Diablo Valley); Lassen Community College (Lassen); Santa Ana College (Santa Ana); 
Victor Valley College (Victor Valley); San Diego State University (San Diego State); 
California State University, Stanislaus (Stanislaus State); University of 
California, Berkeley (UC Berkeley); and University of California, Santa Barbara 
(UC Santa Barbara).
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Figure 3
Community College Students Have Multiple Options to Meet CSU and UC Transfer Requirements

Obtain 60 transferable semester units, 
including certain general education 
courses, all with a 2.0 GPA or higher.

Obtain 60 transferable semester units, 
including certain general education 
courses, all with a 2.4 GPA or higher. 
(2.8 GPA or higher for nonresidents)

Pathways+
• Combination of TAG and UC Transfer Pathways, meaning 

that the student would be guaranteed admission to the 
TAG campus and be competitive at other UC campuses in 
their selected major.

Associate Degree for Transfer (ADT)*
• Two-year degree with transfer implications, 

such as a competitive advantage in the 
transfer admission process, unit
requirements to reduce time to degree,
and guaranteed course transferability.

• O�ered in 40 program areas through 
statewide, pre-established curricula.

• Requires that a student pass classes in the 
established curricula with at least a 2.0 GPA.

Transfer Admission 
Guarantee (TAG)

• Guarantees admission to a 
single participating UC campus 
if a student meets certain 
conditions for the selected 
campus and major.

• Students submit a separate 
application and apply for a TAG 
at only one UC campus.

UC Transfer Pathways
• Outlines sets of lower-divi-

sion preparatory courses for
20 popular UC majors.

• Completing these courses 
with a satisfactory GPA helps 
students prepare for 
admission at any UC campus.

CSU system UC system

GENERAL TRANSFER REQUIREMENTS

SPECIFIC TRANSFER PROGRAMS/OPTIONS

Source:  Analysis of state law, CSU and UC systemwide requirements and transfer programs, and public reports.

Note:  We do not include in this graphic the CSU or UC dual admission programs that we discuss in Chapter 3, because those programs are 
still relatively new.

*	 State law establishes a pilot program to expand the ADT to some campuses and majors within the UC system, beginning with at least 
eight majors at UCLA in the 2026–27 academic year.
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Chapter 1
THE STATE’S THREE HIGHER EDUCATION SYSTEMS HAVE STRUGGLED TO 
MEET SOME KEY GOALS RELATED TO STUDENT TRANSFERS

Chapter Summary 

•	 Only about 21 percent of community college students who began college from 
2017 to 2019 and intended to transfer did so within four years, and transfer rates 
were even lower for students from certain demographic groups and regions of 
the State. Of the 745,000 transfer‑intending students who did not transfer within 
four years, about 96 percent did not apply to CSU or UC. Further, most of those 
students who did not apply—61 percent—had earned 30 or fewer units.

•	 More than 90 percent of CSU transfer applicants and more than 75 percent of 
UC transfer applicants gained admission to at least one campus in those systems. 
However, transfer applicants’ access to competitive campuses and majors—such 
as California Polytechnic State University, San Luis Obispo (Cal Poly San Luis 
Obispo); UC Berkeley; and science, technology, engineering, and mathematics 
(STEM) majors across several campuses—was more limited than their access to 
other campuses and majors.

•	 Systemwide, both CSU and UC met the key transfer representation goal of 
enrolling at least one‑third of their new students through transfer. However, 
certain campuses and majors within each of the systems did not meet this goal. 
CSU and UC could help ensure that transfer students have adequate access to 
their preferred campuses and majors by monitoring campuses’ and majors’ efforts 
to enroll transfer students and following up with those campuses that have low 
transfer representation and may be denying qualified transfer applicants.

CCC Has Taken Steps to Facilitate Student Transfers to CSU and UC, but the System Is 
Not Yet Meeting Certain Critical Goals 

Many students enroll in community college intending to transfer, yet the percentage 
who successfully do so has remained low—our analysis shows that about 21 percent 
of transfer‑intending students transferred within four years of enrolling in a 
community college, and less than 30 percent transferred within six years. The 
possible causes for low transfer rates include underlying barriers such as financial 
insecurity, family responsibilities, and an inability to relocate. However, students may 
also face educational barriers related to accessing community college courses they 
need to transfer or understanding complex transfer requirements. Although CCC 
has taken steps to facilitate transfer and address some of these barriers, opportunities 
still exist for CCC to monitor and increase transfer rates. 
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The Number of Students Transferring to CSU and UC Has Increased but Still Falls Short of 
CCC’s Goal  

In its 2017 Vision for Success strategic plan, CCC adopted a goal to increase the 
number of its students who transfer each year to CSU or UC by 35 percent over 
five years—from about 80,000 students to about 108,000 students. Figure 4 shows 
that CCC was making progress toward that goal before the effects of the COVID‑19 
pandemic (pandemic) began in 2020. At that time, the number of CCC students who 
transferred to CSU or UC started to decline. 

Figure 4
CCC Was Making Progress Toward Its Transfer Goal, but the Number of Transfers Sharply 
Declined After the Pandemic
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80
CCC’s 35 Percent Increase Goal*

Source:  CSU and UC internal application and enrollment data from 2018 through 2023, CSU and UC publicly reported 
enrollment data from 2014 through 2018, and CCC’s 2017 Vision for Success.

*	 Although CCC’s Vision for Success does not clearly articulate a baseline for this goal, we display the initial baseline for CCC’s 
goal to increase transfers by 35 percent as 80,000 transfers based on publicly reported CSU and UC data for academic 
year 2017–18. 
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Beyond the overall number of students who transfer to CSU and UC, another measure of the 
effectiveness of the community college transfer process is the rate of successful transfer among 
all CCC students who express a goal of transferring or who exhibit course‑taking behavior 
consistent with the intent to transfer (transfer‑intending students). When transfer rates are 
low, it means that fewer CCC students successfully obtain bachelor’s degrees and benefit from 
the associated opportunities, such as increased earnings. Despite the importance of measuring 
transfer rates, the CCC system had not established a formal goal for this metric at the time of 
our audit. However, the CCC Chancellor’s Office has published on its website these types of 
transfer rates statewide and for individual community colleges. It and other research entities 
have found that only a fraction of community college students who intend to transfer are able to 
do so successfully.

When we analyzed data from the State’s three higher education systems, we found that less than 
30 percent of the 325,000 transfer‑intending students who enrolled in community college in 
2017 transferred within six years, as Figure 5 shows. To calculate this transfer rate, we identified 
the cohort of students who entered community college in 2017. We then limited this cohort to 
transfer‑intending students and measured how many transferred within the six years. In addition 
to the six‑year cohort transfer rate for students who entered community college in 2017, we 
also calculated transfer rates for four‑year cohorts—displayed in Table A.1 of Appendix A—to 
provide comparisons across time and to include students who entered college more recently.

Figure 5
Most Transfer‑Intending Students Did Not Transfer Within Six Years

Of the 325,000 transfer-intending 
students who entered community 

college in 2017 ...

... less than 30 percent, or about 
89,000 of the students in the cohort, 
transferred within six years to CSU, 

UC, or another university.

0

5

10

15

20

25

30%

Transfer Rates by Year for 
the 2017 Cohort

Year 6 (2022), 2.5%

Year 5 (2021), 5.0%

Year 4 (2020), 8.8%

Year 3 (2019), 7.1%

Year 2 (2018), 2.5%

Year 1 (2017), 1.5%

Source:  CCC student and course data and CSU and UC admissions data.

Note:  The transfer rates above are based on our matches of CCC students to CSU and UC admissions data and National Student Clearinghouse 
data provided by the CCC Chancellor’s Office. A small number of CCC students may have transferred to CSU, UC, or other universities whom we 
were unable to identify because of limitations in the data. For more information, refer to the Scope and Methodology section in Appendix D.
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The four‑year transfer rates we calculated remained relatively consistent—about 
20 percent across several different student cohorts, as Table A.1 in Appendix A shows. 
For example, the transfer rate increased by less than 1 percent from the 2017 cohort to 
the 2019 cohort, although the total number of transfer‑intending students in the cohorts 
declined by about 6 percent during the same period. The transfer rates we calculated 
also generally align with other entities’ findings, even though their methodologies may 
have differed. For instance, the Public Policy Institute of California published a report 
in August 2023 that stated that about 19 percent of transfer‑intending students transfer 
within four years of their initial community college enrollment.

Most transfer‑intending students who did not successfully transfer within four years 
never applied to CSU or UC, likely in large part because they had not earned enough 
units of credit. Figure 6 depicts the transfer outcomes for students in all three of the 
four‑year cohorts that we analyzed, and it illustrates that most transfer‑intending 
students who did not apply to CSU or UC earned fewer than 60 units of community 
college credit. In fact, slightly more than half of those students earned 15 units or fewer. 
Many causes could explain this trend, including students not completing courses or not 
returning after the first term.3 

Other students in the cohorts we analyzed did not 
apply to CSU or UC even though they may have 
been transfer‑ready. For instance, about 14 percent 
of transfer‑intending students—131,000 students—
did not apply for transfer within four years despite 
earning 60 units or more of community college 
credit, as Figure 6 shows.4 The text box includes 
some of the possible reasons that these students did 
not apply to CSU or UC. Similarly, the Research and 
Planning Group for California Community Colleges 
(RP Group) reported in May 2020 that thousands 
of students had made significant progress toward 
transfer but found themselves stuck in the system 
or abandoned their goals. In addition to identifying 
other areas of opportunity, the RP Group 
recommended that community colleges begin by 
quantifying the transfer‑intending populations on 
their campuses and proactively reaching out to help 
students who have made considerable progress 
toward transfer.

3	 Research has identified that some students may struggle to complete transfer‑level English and math courses. The Legislature 
passed Assembly Bill 705 in 2017, which required community colleges to maximize the probability that a student will enter and 
complete transfer‑level coursework in English and math within a one‑year time frame, in part by using measures such as high 
school coursework and grades to place students into English and math courses and to generally avoid placing students into 
remedial coursework. According to the Public Policy Institute of California, significantly more students are now completing 
transfer‑level English and math courses than before the bill’s passage.

4	 CSU and UC generally require upper‑division transfer students to have obtained at least 60 transferable semester units—
equivalent to about two years of full‑time enrollment. However, on average, students who transfer to CSU or UC exceed this 
minimum number of units, as Table A.7 in Appendix A shows.

Possible Reasons That Students With 60 or More 
Units Did Not Apply to CSU or UC

•	 They delayed transferring until a later time, perhaps 
because of the effects of the pandemic.

•	 Even though they had enough overall units, they had 
not met the course or GPA requirements for a particular 
CSU or UC campus or major.

•	 They faced other barriers, such as financial constraints, 
family responsibilities, or difficulty navigating the 
application process.

•	 They entered the work force having decided that they 
did not want to transfer.

Source:  Interviews with CCC Chancellor’s Office and community 
college officials corroborated by public reports and research.
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Figure 6
Most Students Who Did Not Transfer Within Four Years of Enrollment Had Not Applied to CSU or UC, and Many Had 
Earned Few Units

About 940,000 
transfer-intending 
community college 

students were 
identified in the 

2017, 2018, and 2019 
cohorts combined.

About 21 percent 
transferred 
successfully 

within four years.

Only about 4 percent of 
students who did not transfer 
successfully within four years 

had applied to CSU or UC. About 14 percent of 
transfer-intending students 

had 60 units or more but 
did not apply to CSU or UC.

About 82 percent of students who 
did not apply to CSU or UC had fewer 

than 60 units, and most of these 
students had 30 units or fewer.

Transferred to CSU or UC (123,000)

Applied and Admitted to CSU or UC (21,000)
Applied and Not Admitted to CSU or UC (9,000)

15 Units or Fewer (317,000)
16 to 30 Units (122,000)
31 to 45 Units (82,000)
46 to 59 Units (64,000)

Enrolled Out of State or in Private University (71,000)

Had Enough Units (131,000)

About 79 percent 
did not transfer 

successfully 
within four years.

Did not
transfer

(745,000) 
Did not apply
to CSU or UC
(715,000) Did not have

enough units
(584,000) 

Source:  Analysis of CCC, CSU, and UC data, including National Student Clearinghouse information for students who transferred to universities other 
than CSU and UC. 

Notes:  Individual numbers are rounded and may not align precisely with the totals presented.

The transfer rates above are based on our matches of CCC students to CSU and UC admissions data and National Student Clearinghouse data 
provided by the CCC Chancellor’s Office. A small number of CCC students may have transferred to CSU, UC, or other universities whom we were 
unable to identify because of limitations in the data. For more information, refer to the Scope and Methodology section in Appendix D. 

The National Student Clearinghouse data we analyzed, which we relied upon for information about students who transferred to universities other 
than CSU and UC, did not include information about students’ applications for transfer. Therefore, the portion of this graphic related to applications 
and admissions includes information only for CSU and UC.
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Other sources and best practices also identify ways in which colleges could monitor 
students’ progress toward transfer and provide targeted interventions, some of which 
we discuss in Chapter 3, to help them reach the point of applying and transferring. 
For example, Diablo Valley’s 2021 program review of its transfer services included a 
strategy to increase outreach to students enrolled in transfer‑level English and math 

support courses—such as through class visits to 
the transfer center—to reach and assist the 
students most at risk of not transferring. In 
addition, an intersegmental committee report 
from December 2023 recommended reengaging 
students who have already earned an ADT but 
did not apply to transfer. Nearly 16,000 students 
statewide across the three cohorts we measured 
had obtained an ADT within four years of 
enrollment but did not apply to CSU or UC, as 
we show in Table A.8 in Appendix A. A 2021 
update to CCC’s Vision for Success highlighted 
additional examples of promising practices at 
specific community colleges. CCC’s assistant vice 
chancellor for data, visualization, and research 
acknowledged that some community colleges 
have already developed practices for increasing 
transfer rates and told us that determining the 
success of these practices would be a helpful first 
step that could then allow the Chancellor’s Office 
to provide useful guidance to all colleges.

As the text box shows, underlying low transfer 
rates are several fundamental barriers that 
transfer‑intending students face. Although some 
barriers we detail in the text box involve factors 
largely outside of the higher education systems’ 
control, the systems can still take important steps 
to facilitate and simplify the transfer process, as 
we discuss throughout this report. 

Students in Some Demographic Groups Are Significantly More Likely to Transfer Than 
Students in Others

State law and CCC have established that the system should make efforts to help 
students from historically underrepresented groups transfer. For example, state law 
includes requirements for CCC to work toward the goal of eliminating disparities in 
outcomes between certain demographic groups (achievement gaps), including those 
related to transfer, as a condition of receipt of certain state funds. Similarly, CCC 
established a 10‑year goal in its 2017 Vision for Success to reduce and ultimately close 
achievement gaps across a range of outcomes, such as transferring successfully.

Students May Face Several Barriers to 
Successfully Transferring

Key institutional barriers that are primarily a 
CCC responsibility:

•	 Lack of timely and accurate information about the 
transfer process.

•	 Difficulty for students to access and successfully 
complete courses needed for transfer.

Key institutional barriers that are primarily a CSU and 
UC responsibility:

•	 Complex transfer requirements that are difficult for 
students to understand and fulfill.

•	 Limited capacity to accommodate students at some 
campuses and majors.

Key personal barriers that require support from the 
three systems:

•	 Inability to address basic needs, such as financial 
security or family responsibilities, making it difficult to 
prioritize the effort to transfer. 

•	 Inability to relocate or access universities outside of 
the local community.

Source:  Analysis of public research and reports, and interviews 
with CCC Chancellor’s Office and community college officials.
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Although some transfer‑related achievement gaps have narrowed in recent years, 
significant disparities still exist. For example, the four‑year transfer rate for Hispanic 
or Latino students in the 2019 cohort was about 15 percent, compared to the rate of 
nearly 21 percent for all students. Table A.5 in Appendix A provides additional details 
on transfer outcomes by demographic group for the student cohorts we analyzed. In 
general, the disparities between the overall makeup of our cohorts and the students 
who ultimately transferred are wider at UC than at CSU, especially for Black or African 
American and Hispanic or Latino students. Public data and research show that in recent 
years, both systems have increased their shares of community college transfer enrollees 
who are from certain underrepresented groups, particularly Hispanic or Latino students. 
Nevertheless, the remaining gaps mean that transfer‑intending students from some 
demographic groups are less likely to achieve their transfer goals.

Understanding the stages of the transfer process that contribute to demographic 
disparities can reveal their possible causes and inform more targeted interventions. 
We found that racial or ethnic groups’ representation changed at several stages in the 
transfer process for the 2017 through 2019 cohorts, including at or before the transfer 
application stage, as Figure 7 shows. For example, Hispanic or Latino students comprise 
less of the population who applied to UC, which is a large part of why they also make up 
less of the population who were admitted to UC. Similarly, Black or African American 
students comprise about 6 percent of transfer‑intending students in the cohorts but 
only about 3 percent of cohort applicants to CSU and UC. In Chapter 3, we discuss 
approaches each system could take to better identify and support transfer‑intending 
community college students, including students from underrepresented groups.

Some Community Colleges and Regions Have Significantly Lower Transfer Rates Than Others

As an example of how transfer rates vary among community colleges, for the 2017 
through 2019 cohorts we reviewed, the 10 colleges with the highest four‑year transfer 
rates averaged rates of about 33 percent, whereas the 10 colleges with the lowest rates 
averaged about 10 percent. Table A.2 in Appendix A shows transfer rates for those 
colleges with the highest and lowest rates and for the five colleges we selected for this 
audit. Transfer rates also varied by community college district, many of which contain 
only one college. The differences in transfer rates mean that transfer‑intending students 
at certain community colleges are significantly more likely to transfer than those at 
other colleges.

Location is one cause of college‑level differences in transfer rates. As Table A.6 in 
Appendix A shows, our review found that community colleges in the Bay Area, 
San Diego, and South Central regions had higher transfer rates than colleges located 
in the Central Valley, Inland Empire, and Northern regions of the State. One factor 
contributing to this difference may be the distances between community colleges and 
CSU and UC campuses in those regions. Students are more likely to transfer to a nearby 
university for a variety of reasons, including challenges associated with relocating.
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Figure 7
Not All Student Groups Are Represented Equally in Transfer Preparedness and Admissions

Percent Underrepresented
(Compared to Cohort Size)

Percent Overrepresented
(Compared to Cohort Size)

Students With 60+ Units
Students Who Applied to CSU
Students Admitted to CSU
Students Who Applied to UC
Students Admitted to UC

-100 -50 0% 50 100 150

Example: 
Although Black or African American students represent
6.2 percent of the transfer-intending students in the 
cohorts we analyzed, they represent only 2.3 percent of 
the cohort students admitted to UC. This means that 
Black or African American students are underrepresented 
by 63 percent, or nearly two-thirds, relative to their
proportion of the transfer-intending cohorts.

WHITE
22.3% of Cohorts

ASIAN
13.4% of Cohorts

BLACK or AFRICAN AMERICAN
6.2% of Cohorts

HISPANIC or LATINO
49.4% of Cohorts

Source:  Analysis of a combination of the 2017, 2018, and 2019 student cohorts we created based on CCC, CSU, and UC data.

Notes:  The outcomes above—such as whether students obtained 60 or more units, applied to transfer, and were admitted—are based on four years 
of data beginning with the year a student entered into the community college system. We depict only the four largest racial or ethnic groups in the 
cohorts.

The application and admission rates above are based on our matches of CCC students to CSU and UC admissions data. A small number of CCC students 
may have applied or been admitted to CSU or UC whom we were unable to identify because of limitations in the data. For more information, refer to 
the Scope and Methodology section in Appendix D.
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The executive vice president of student and administrative services at Lassen—a college 
in rural Northern California—stated that proximity is a major barrier for its students 
who want to transfer to CSU or UC. The nearest CSU or UC campus to Lassen is 
Chico State University, which is more than a two‑hour drive. In fact, in the cohorts we 
analyzed, nearly 76 percent of the Lassen students who successfully transferred did so 
to an out‑of‑state institution. A number of these students may have transferred to the 
University of Nevada, Reno, because it is closer to Lassen than any CSU or UC campus.

Similarly, Victor Valley’s dean of student services stated that location is a significant 
barrier to transfer for the college’s students. For example, its transfer‑intending students 
face a difficult commute through a mountain pass to reach the nearest CSU and 
UC campuses in San Bernardino and Riverside, and the public transportation options 
are limited. The dean added that the cost of living in those areas is much higher than in 
Victor Valley’s service area, which is a burden for most students.

Research has proposed solutions for geographic barriers to transfer. For example, the 
Public Policy Institute of California suggested in its August 2023 report that community 
colleges located far from universities should work to establish partnerships that allow 
students to obtain a bachelor’s degree by taking university courses at the community 
college. Lassen’s executive vice president of student and administrative services stated 
that the college has been working to develop such partnerships with CSU campuses 
and that the partnerships are helpful for students. However, she stated that challenges 
persist, such as persuading CSU faculty to relocate to establish programs at Lassen or 
convincing CSU campuses of the viability of alternative options that incorporate hybrid 
learning models. Similarly, San Diego State has an Imperial Valley branch that serves 
students in southeastern California who may not be able to relocate to San Diego, which 
is more than 100 miles away from the branch.

State law allows community college districts to establish bachelor’s degree programs as 
long as certain conditions are met, including that the bachelor’s degrees do not duplicate 
degrees that CSU and UC already offer. Expanding the ability of geographically isolated 
community colleges to offer bachelor’s degrees could help those colleges’ students meet 
their educational goals. The Public Policy Institute of California has also found that 
uneven outreach from four‑year institutions, especially in regions with fewer campuses, 
may constrain students’ awareness of potential transfer destinations, making them 
less likely to apply. It stated that four‑year institutions must do more to reach out to 
students, an approach we discuss more fully in Chapter 3.

In addition to location, other factors may contribute to differences in community 
colleges’ transfer rates. As we show in Figure 7, student groups are not all represented 
equally in terms of transfer preparedness and admissions—and community colleges 
serve different proportions of these student groups. Similarly, some colleges—such as 
Diablo Valley or Irvine Valley College—may attract students who have demonstrated 
strong academic performance and who wish to transfer to a nearby campus, such as 
UC Berkeley or the University of California, Irvine. Finally, as we discuss in Chapter 3, 
we identified weaknesses in some colleges’ processes for helping students transfer.
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CSU Admits Nearly All Transfer Applicants but Not Always to Their Preferred Campuses and Majors 

As Figure 8 demonstrates, most community college transfer students who apply to CSU gain 
admission to at least one campus. However, they do not necessarily gain admission to their 
preferred campus or major. Students may prefer a particular campus or major for a variety 
of reasons, including the potential future employment opportunities associated with earning 
a degree. They must also meet requirements specific to those campuses or majors, as we 
discuss in Chapter 2. By prioritizing the admission of transfer students to certain competitive 
campuses and majors, CSU could better ensure that these students ultimately enroll and earn 
degrees in their desired fields of study.

Figure 8
CSU Accommodates Many Transfer Students but Can Improve Access to Certain Campuses and Majors

Systemwide 
Admission

Systemwide Transfer 
Representation

Admission to Speci�c 
Campuses and Majors

Transfer Representation 
At Speci�c Campuses 
and Majors

In keeping with CSU's goal to o�er broad access for transfer students, more than 
90 percent of all community college transfer applicants gained admission to at 
least one CSU campus during our audit period.

In accordance with state law, CSU guarantees admission to at least one of its 
campuses, although not to a speci�c campus and major, for all California residents 
who meet minimum transfer requirements.

Most applications from each demographic group resulted in admission to CSU, but the 
application admission rate for Black or African American students was about 4 percentage 
points lower than CSU's overall application admission rate for transfer students.

CSU enrolled more than 50 percent of its new students through transfer 
during our audit period, which exceeds the goal of one-third that we discuss 
in the Introduction.*

Some campuses and majors have low admission rates due in part to high 
transfer applicant demand and limited capacity to enroll additional students.

Several individual programs and majors, especially in STEM, have low transfer 
representation—and some of them may be denying quali�ed transfer applicants.

Transfer representation is at or above the one-third goal at all but two campuses.* 
However, Cal Poly San Luis Obispo falls far below the transfer representation goal 
while having the highest denial rate for transfer applicants in the system.

We make recommendations related to this topic.

WHAT WE FOUNDTRANSFER METRIC

Source:  Analysis of state law, the Master Plan, CSU application and enrollment data, and other system documents.

*	 As we explain in the Introduction on page 6, we derived this goal—to enroll one‑third of new resident undergraduates through 
transfer—from a UC goal that is related to an upper‑division enrollment requirement for CSU and UC in state law.
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CSU Admits More Than 90 Percent of All Community College Transfer Applicants

As we note in the Introduction, one key expectation in law is that CSU is to offer admission 
to all eligible transfer applicants. In alignment with this goal, CSU’s overall admission rate is 
high: it admitted to at least one campus more than 90 percent of the nearly 500,000 CCC 
students who applied to transfer from academic years 2018–19 through 2022–23. Table B.1 in 
Appendix B shows that this systemwide admission rate remained relatively constant during 
our audit period. Further, as we discuss in the next section, CSU has established a process for 
determining applicants’ eligibility and ensuring that all eligible students have an opportunity to 
enroll at one of its campuses.

CSU also largely met another key goal to enroll a sufficient number of transfer students 
compared to the number of freshmen students it enrolls. Although CSU has not explicitly 
framed that goal in terms of enrolling at least one‑third of its students through transfer, this 
specific ratio aligns with the intent of both the Master Plan and state law, as we discuss in 
the Introduction. As Figure 9 shows, CSU enrolled far more than one‑third of its incoming 
students through transfer. In fact, many CSU campuses enrolled transfer students at a rate 
greater than one‑half of all incoming students. 

Although the CSU system as a whole easily met the one‑third benchmark, the campuses’ 
individual success in meeting this goal varied. As Figure 9 shows, all but two CSU campuses 
enrolled more than 45 percent of their incoming student body as transfer students. However, 
California State University Maritime Academy (Cal Maritime) and Cal Poly San Luis Obispo 
enrolled just 29 percent and 18 percent, respectively. The percentage Cal Maritime enrolled 
was just below the one‑third mark, which is likely because the campus offers limited and 
specialized courses of study and enrolls few students. In contrast, low transfer representation 
paired with high denial rates for transfer applicants may be a cause for concern at Cal Poly 
San Luis Obispo, the most competitive campus for transfer applicants of any campus in the 
CSU or UC systems. Certain majors at other CSU campuses present a similar concern. We 
discuss both of these issues in the next section.

CSU fairly consistently admits transfer applicants from each major demographic group, although 
its admission rate is lower for Black or African American students than for students in general. 
Table B.3 in Appendix B shows CSU’s admission rates by demographic group for community 
college transfer applicants during our audit period. Of note, CSU admitted 66 percent of 
Black or African American transfer applicants, which is about 4 percentage points lower than 
the percentage of all transfer applications it admitted. This gap generally aligns with CSU’s public 
dashboard, which displays unduplicated totals and shows that, on average, about 84 percent 
of Black or African American transfer applicants gained admission systemwide compared to 
88 percent of all applicants.5 The assistant vice chancellor of institutional research and analysis at 
the CSU Chancellor’s Office stated that data showed Black or African American applicants were 
slightly more likely, relative to other groups, not to meet minimum CSU eligibility or to have 
incomplete or withdrawn applications. System officials are aware of this gap and stated that they 
have recently instituted programs to address it by easing the transfer application process, including 
its Black Student Success initiative, Transfer Success Pathway, and CSU Transfer Planner.

5	 CSU’s dashboard numbers differ from the campus‑specific admission rates we calculated because CSU removes duplicate applications 
from the totals. In other words, the dashboard shows whether a student gained admission to the system as a whole, even if the student 
submitted multiple applications and some campuses denied the application.
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Figure 9
A Large Proportion of CSU’s New Enrollees are Transfer Students, but Cal Poly San Luis Obispo Has Low Transfer 
Representation
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For Cal Poly San Luis Obispo to have met the transfer representation goal 
(33%), it would have needed to do the following:
• Enroll about 700 additional transfer students annually if it changed its 

student composition by admitting equivalently fewer freshmen, or

• Enroll about 1,100 additional transfer students annually if it increased its 
capacity while continuing to admit the same number of freshmen.

Transfer Students as a Proportion of All Incoming Students
(Academic Years 2018–19 Through 2022–23)

Decreasing Transfer Representation

59

29

18

48 48 48 48
50

58 58 57 57 57

Transfer Representation
Goal (33%)

CSU
Systemwide (53%)

Source:  Analysis of CSU enrollment data from academic years 2018–19 through 2022–23.

Note:  We included in these ratios all transfer students, not just those from community colleges, and we limited the ratios to California resident 
students because UC has used this methodology and we wanted to provide consistency between CSU and UC ratios. However, according to CSU’s 
public dashboards, more than 96 percent of students who transfer to CSU are California residents, and more than 93 percent of resident students who 
transfer to CSU originate from California community colleges.

*	 Cal Maritime has limited and specialized programs compared to other CSU campuses, which may affect its level of transfer representation.
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Transfer Students May Struggle to Gain Admission to Their Preferred CSU Campuses and Majors

Transfer students are more likely to enroll at CSU 
if they are admitted to their preferred campus 
and major.6 However, certain CSU campuses and 
certain majors at some CSU campuses do not have 
the capacity to accommodate all of the eligible 
students who apply to them. CSU generally refers 
to this situation as impaction and has adopted a 
redirection policy to avoid denying those students 
admission to programs at other campuses that 
are not impacted. The text box shows the seven 
impacted CSU campuses and key impacted majors 
at other campuses for undergraduate students in 
academic year 2023–24. 

Impacted CSU campuses and majors generally 
have lower admissions rates. For example, 
Cal Poly San Luis Obispo and San Diego State 
had the lowest campus transfer admission 
rates—19 percent and 30 percent, respectively—
from academic years 2018–19 through 2022–23, 
as Table B.2 in Appendix B shows. Moreover, 
these two campuses admitted transfer applications 
to their computer science majors at rates of just 
8 percent and 13 percent, respectively. 

When CSU does not admit eligible students to 
the campuses and majors to which they have 
applied, it instead uses a process outlined in its 
redirection policy to offer those students the 
opportunity for admission to campuses that 
can accommodate them in the same or similar 
majors.7 The text box on the following page shows the minimum eligibility requirements 
for upper‑division transfer students. To carry out the redirection process, CSU identifies all 
eligible resident applicants who did not gain admission to the CSU campuses to which they 
applied and allows them the opportunity to select a first‑ and second‑choice campus that 
is not impacted. CSU then routes these applicants to either their selected campuses, if they 
have enrollment capacity, or to campuses that have enrollment capacity. 

6	 The CSU application process does not ask transfer applicants to specify their preferred campus and major if they apply to multiple 
campuses, which limited our ability to reach precise conclusions about students’ admission preferences. Additionally, only 
four campuses allow all applicants to select an alternate major on their application.

7	 In 2014 state law required CSU to develop a redirection process for eligible applicants with ADTs who are not admitted to the 
campuses to which they applied. In June 2017, state law mandated CSU to establish a policy to also redirect eligible applicants 
without ADTs who were not admitted to the campuses or programs to which they applied, which CSU implemented in 2019.

CSU’s Impacted Campuses and Key Impacted 
Majors in Academic Year 2023–24

Impacted campuses:

•	 Fresno State*

•	 Cal State Fullerton

•	 Cal State Long Beach

•	 Cal State LA

•	 San Diego State

•	 San José State

•	 Cal Poly San Luis Obispo

Key majors that are impacted at some non-impacted 
campuses: 

•	 Biological Sciences

•	 Business

•	 Criminology/Criminal Justice

•	 Engineering

•	 Nursing 

•	 Psychology

Source:  CSU website.

*	 Fresno State was no longer impacted as of Fall 2024.
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CSU redirects most transfer students from 
three of its most competitive campuses: 
Cal Poly San Luis Obispo, San Diego State, and 
Cal State Long Beach. According to data that 
CSU provided, it redirected more than 25,000 
community college transfer applicants during 
academic years 2019–20 through 2022–23. 
However, during the same period, only a very 
small number of these transfer students actually 
enrolled through CSU’s redirection process—
about 1,700 students, or 7 percent. 

Since the Fall 2019 term, CSU has used between 
seven and 10 campuses for redirection because 
these campuses have the necessary capacity. 
However, during academic year 2023–24, five of 
the seven redirection campuses were located in 
Northern California, while the majority of the 
impacted campuses were located in Southern 
California. According to the results of a CSU 
survey of the students it redirected, the two most 
common reasons among respondents for not 
enrolling were an inability to relocate and not 
wanting to attend any of the available campuses. 
These reasons signal that transfer students are 
less likely to enroll at a redirection campus.

Transfer students may lack access to their preferred campuses and majors in 
part because Cal Poly San Luis Obispo and certain competitive majors at other 
campuses disproportionately consist of freshmen instead of transfers. As we 
describe previously, Cal Poly San Luis Obispo has the lowest transfer representation 
in the CSU system and enrolls significantly less than one‑third of its incoming 
students through transfer. Moreover, the campus enrolls less than one‑third in 
17 of its 19 academic disciplines, and for the remaining two disciplines, the transfer 
representation among students who graduate—a metric we discuss in more detail in 
the next paragraph—was also less than one‑third. Other campuses similarly enroll 
low proportions of transfer students in some disciplines or majors, but not to the 
extent of Cal Poly San Luis Obispo. For example, from 2018 through 2023, transfer 
students represented just 21 percent and 27 percent of new resident enrollees in 
San Diego State’s biological science major and computer science major, respectively. 
However, transfer students comprised 48 percent of new resident students for the 
campus as a whole during that same period. In general, transfer students are less 
represented in STEM majors and disciplines than they are in other majors and 
disciplines. Figure 10 highlights some of our concerns in this area.

CSU’s Minimum Eligibility Requirements for 
Upper-Division Transfer Students

Applicants must complete at least 60 semester (90 quarter) 
units of CSU-transferable credit and earn a 2.0 GPA in all 
transferable units attempted. The units must including 
the following:

•	 At least 30 semester (45 quarter) units of 
CSU‑transferable general education credit.

•	 One transferable course in written communication, 
oral communication, and critical thinking with a 
grade of C- or better.

•	 One transferable course in mathematics or 
quantitative reasoning with a grade of C- or better.

Impacted CSU campuses and majors are authorized to use 
supplemental admission criteria to screen applicants. For 
example, San Diego State generally requires applicants 
to complete all preparation for major courses listed in the 
campus’s catalog.

Source:  State law, CSU 2023–24 Admission Handbook, and 
San Diego State’s website.
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Figure 10
Transfer Representation Varied Significantly Among Specific Majors at CSU Campuses 
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When we examined majors that had low transfer representation 
within specific campuses, we identified some—mostly at Cal Poly 
San Luis Obispo and San Diego State—that exhibited indications 
they may be denying qualified transfer applicants.

Indications that a campus’s major or program has low transfer 
representation and may be denying quali�ed transfer applicants:

TRANSFER REPRESENTATION
(Percent of Transfer Students
Among All Undergraduates)

BIOLOGICAL
SCIENCE

MECHANICAL
ENGINEERING PSYCHOLOGY SOCIOLOGY 

degree earners
consisted of

40 PERCENT
transfer students.

degree earners
consisted of

44 PERCENT
transfer students.

degree earners
consisted of

65 PERCENT
transfer students.

degree earners
consisted of

69 PERCENT
transfer students.

Systemwide examples of varied transfer representation:

Low Transfer
Representation

Impacted Major

Low Transfer 
Admission Rate

+

Example:
According to UC Berkeley’s website, its Haas School of Business o�ered admission to only about 110 transfer applicants for Fall 
2023 even though the website stated that about 740 transfer applicants were eligible for admission based on the program’s own 
admission requirements. As a result, transfer students represented 31 percent of the entering class that year. According to UC 
Berkeley’s public dashboard, transfer students also accounted for a little less than 30 percent of the undergraduate degrees that 
Haas awarded to California residents from 2018–19 through 2022–23.

Biological 
Science

Mechanical 
Engineering

Source:  Analysis of CSU application, enrollment, and degree data.

Note:  For the purpose of this graphic, we calculated levels of transfer representation and admission rates using data from 
2018 through 2023, meaning that the totals and percentages cover five academic years. Further, we calculated transfer 
representation among only students with California residency.
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In response to our questions about lower transfer representation in certain campuses 
and majors, CSU officials explained that using new student enrollment data to 
measure transfer representation is problematic because many freshmen change 
majors after they initially enroll. For example, the associate vice president for 
enrollment management at San Diego State provided us with a student migration 
dashboard for the campus that showed that freshmen migrate out of STEM majors 
at higher rates than they do for other majors. Even so, when we analyzed graduation 
data—which considers only those students who ultimately earned a degree—we 
still found that certain CSU majors, such as biological sciences at San Diego State, 
awarded fewer than one‑third of their degrees to transfer students. In other words, 
transfer representation remained low for many majors even when we adjusted for 
freshmen changing their majors. 

One more factor that could affect a campus’s or major’s level of transfer 
representation is the number of qualified transfer applicants. If a campus or major 
with low transfer representation also denies qualified transfer applicants, it may 
indicate that the campus or major is not adequately prioritizing transfer applicants 
compared to freshmen applicants. Determining whether transfer applicants 
are qualified for admission is complicated because campuses and majors use 
different approaches to assessing qualifications. Although transfer applicants to 
CSU are generally qualified if they meet the minimum eligibility requirements 
that the text box on page 24 shows, impacted campuses and majors may impose 
supplemental admission criteria to further screen applicants. The very fact that a 
campus or major is impacted suggests that it is competitive and more likely to deny 
even applicants who exceed CSU’s minimum eligibility requirements. In addition, 
when a campus or major has a low admission rate—meaning it denies most transfer 
applicants—it is another indication that the campus or major may be denying 
applicants who meet its supplementary criteria.

We assessed whether certain impacted campuses and majors were denying qualified 
applicants. Figure 10 includes some examples of majors that are impacted and that had 
low transfer representation—among both new enrollees and degrees awarded—and 
low transfer admission rates. Based on these indicators and other factors, including 
conversations with campus officials and our analysis of other available data, we believe 
that Cal Poly San Luis Obispo and certain impacted majors within other campuses 
may have denied transfer applicants that met their supplementary admissions criteria. 
For example, Cal Poly San Luis Obispo denied 81 percent of transfer applications 
during our audit period, with about 9,400 of those denied applications reporting grade 
point averages (GPAs) of 3.6 or higher. Although we did not formally audit Cal Poly 
San Luis Obispo, when we followed up with the campus about some of our findings, 
its vice president of strategic enrollment management confirmed that the campus 
has not offered admission to all qualified transfer applicants—meaning applicants 
who were minimally eligible and also met its campus‑ and major‑specific admissions 
requirements. The vice president attributed this outcome to high application demand 
and limited capacity in certain majors, such as business and computer science, and 
added that the campus has offered admission to all qualified applicants in many 
other majors and to the vast majority of qualified applicants who are considered local 
to the campus. Similarly, San Diego State’s associate vice president for enrollment 
management acknowledged that some impacted majors, such as biological sciences, 
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have denied transfer applicants who meet the major’s admissions requirements, 
although campus officials identified that recent trends show higher transfer admission 
rates in Fall 2023 and 2024, including in high‑demand majors.

Ultimately, it is incumbent on the CSU Chancellor’s Office to identify whether a 
particular campus or major has low transfer representation and, if so, to ensure that 
the campus or major is offering admission to as many qualified transfer applicants 
as possible. In the next section, we discuss ways in which the CSU Chancellor’s 
Office could explore increasing transfer representation in certain campuses and 
majors, even when limited capacity exists. Doing so would be consistent with the 
Legislature’s intent that the transfer system be implemented in such a way as to 
ensure the successful transfer of students to CSU and UC, including the campus and 
major of their choice, if academic performance is satisfactory.

When Limited Capacity Exists, CSU Can Better Prioritize the Admission of Transfer Students

As the text box describes, three main factors affect enrollment capacity. Taking all 
three factors into account, CSU has capacity for enrollment growth, although not 
evenly distributed across all its campuses. For 
example, CSU projected in January 2023 that 
it would have budget capacity to enroll at least 
25,000 additional California resident students 
by the end of academic year 2022–23. However, 
most of that additional budgeted capacity is at 
seven non‑impacted CSU campuses, primarily 
located in Northern California, including Chico 
State University (Chico State); California State 
University, East Bay (Cal State East Bay); California 
State Polytechnic University, Humboldt (Cal Poly 
Humboldt); Cal Maritime; San Francisco State 
University (San Francisco State); Sonoma State 
University (Sonoma State); and California State 
University Channel Islands (CSU Channel Islands). 

Shifting funding from campuses with budgetary capacity to impacted campuses 
could increase the number of transfer students that CSU enrolls. CSU has 
developed a plan to accommodate enrollment growth at its impacted campuses: 
in January 2023, it published the Enrollment Target and Budget Reallocation Plan 
with an explicit goal to reallocate funding from campuses not meeting funded 
enrollment targets to those that have been meeting them. If CSU achieves this 
goal, impacted campuses that currently deny many transfer applicants—such as 
Cal Poly San Luis Obispo—could have more room to accept some of those students.

CSU could make the most effective use of capacity increases—and potentially of the 
capacity it already has—by establishing an explicit transfer representation goal for 
its campuses and their programs. As we describe in the Introduction, state law seeks 
to ensure that adequate spaces are reserved for transfer students by establishing a 
metric for upper‑division enrollment, but it does not formalize a metric specifically 

Three Main Factors Affect Enrollment Capacity 

The physical capacity of a campus is determined by the 
number of people a campus is able to accommodate 
spatially.

The operational capacity of a campus is determined by the 
number of faculty and staff.

The budgeted capacity of a campus is determined by the 
number of full-time students whom the campus can serve 
with the amount of state funding it receives.

Source:  CSU capacity study and public reports.
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related to transfer enrollment—such as the one‑third transfer representation goal 
we discuss throughout this chapter. Further, CSU’s assistant vice chancellor of 
enrollment management services stated that CSU does not explicitly maintain 
such a transfer representation goal or use it for admission purposes. For example, 
the assistant vice chancellor for finance and budget administration confirmed that 
the CSU Chancellor’s Office provides campuses with an overall funded enrollment 
target for resident students, but it does not provide campuses—including Cal Poly 
San Luis Obispo—with any targets for enrolling a certain number of transfer 
students specifically.

In addition, San Diego State provided examples of its program‑level enrollment 
targets for academic year 2022–23 that showed the targets themselves were below 
one‑third for transfer students in some impacted majors like biological science 
and computer science. The associate vice president for enrollment management at 
San Diego State provided context for these targets, including various factors—such 
as being asked to enroll more students than anticipated—that led the campus to 
increase its overall enrollment target for freshmen students but not for transfer 
students that year. The vice president noted that increasing upper‑division capacity 
typically requires more time to plan and hire faculty than increasing lower‑division 
capacity does. Even so, these types of challenges underscore the potential benefits 
of having a mechanism in place to monitor transfer representation and a plan to 
increase transfer student enrollment in particular campuses and programs when 
warranted.  

CSU system officials expressed concerns that enrolling additional transfer students 
might disadvantage freshmen. When limited capacity exists, enrolling a greater 
number of transfer students could mean denying more freshmen applicants in 
certain campuses or majors—although not necessarily systemwide. Although state 
law provides that CSU and UC must achieve the upper‑division enrollment goal that 
we explain in the Introduction through programs aimed at increasing the numbers of 
qualified CCC transfer students without denying eligible freshman applicants, state 
law also requires campus enrollment plans to include adequate spaces for community 
college transfer students in all undergraduate colleges or schools. The Legislature 
also intends that CSU and UC prioritize the admission and enrollment of CCC 
students who have met transfer requirements over students entering at the freshman 
or sophomore levels. Further, state law authorizes the CSU Chancellor’s Office to 
establish enrollment quotas for each campus and, in doing so, it is required to place 
primary emphasis on the allocation of resources at the upper‑division level in order 
to help accommodate CCC transfers. If a particular campus or major has been 
using an enrollment process that clearly favors freshmen at the expense of transfer 
students, changing that process may be reasonable. 

CSU could also explore options to increase transfer representation that allow it to 
maintain the number of freshmen it enrolls. For example, the CSU Chancellor’s 
Office could work with campuses and majors that may be denying qualified 
transfer applicants despite having low transfer representation to identify why this 
situation is occurring and to ensure that the campuses are taking reasonable steps 
to accommodate transfer enrollment. As part of this process, CSU could consider 
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prioritizing capacity increases for additional transfer enrollments rather than making 
room for transfer enrollments by reducing freshmen enrollments. Alternatively, 
from a systemwide standpoint, the CSU Chancellor’s Office could consider whether 
it could offset any reductions in freshmen enrollment at particular campuses or 
majors by increasing freshmen enrollment at campuses or majors with higher 
transfer representation.

Another way in which CSU can increase transfer students’ access to their preferred 
campuses and majors is by continuing to seek opportunities to prioritize local transfer 
students for admission. In accordance with provisions such as the Budget Act of 2017, 
CSU has a process that requires campuses to give priority to local applicants who 
are eligible for transfer and seek to enroll in impacted programs. CSU’s process for 
prioritizing local students for admission allows each campus to determine the precise 
type and degree of local preference. For example, a 2023 CSU report stated that 
California State University, Fullerton (Cal State Fullerton) provided a GPA advantage of 
0.4 to local transfer applicants. The report also stated that San Diego State selected local 
transfer applicants first in its ranking process, before any nonlocal applicant with equal 
preparation or GPA. These types of strategies help CSU continue to admit and enroll 
transfer students in line with the intent of state law.

UC Accepts More Than 75 Percent of Transfer Applicants, but Its Admission Rates Are 
Significantly Lower for Certain Campuses and Majors 

Although UC admits fewer of its transfer applicants and has lower transfer 
representation than CSU does, it has nevertheless met its systemwide transfer 
representation goal. Figure 11 shows that most community college transfer students 
who apply to UC gain admission to at least one campus, although not necessarily to 
their preferred campus or major. Students may prefer a particular campus or major for a 
variety of reasons, including the potential future employment opportunities associated 
with earning a degree. They must also meet requirements specific to that campus 
or major, as we discuss in Chapter 2. To increase the likelihood of transfer students 
enrolling in their desired fields of study, UC could do more to monitor and prioritize 
their admission to certain competitive campuses and majors.

UC Admits More Than 75 Percent of All Community College Transfer Applicants  

UC admits proportionally fewer of its transfer applicants than CSU does. However, 
UC still admitted to at least one of its campuses more than 75 percent of the roughly 
170,000 community college transfer students who applied for admission from academic 
years 2018–19 through 2022–23. Table C.1 in Appendix C shows that UC’s systemwide 
transfer admission rate remained relatively constant each year during this period. 

In addition, the UC system as a whole met its transfer representation goal of enrolling 
two incoming resident freshmen for every one incoming resident transfer student 
during this period. As Figure 12 shows, most campuses met this goal as well.
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Figure 11
UC Accommodates Many Transfer Students but Can Improve Access to Some Campuses and Majors

Systemwide 
Admission

Systemwide Transfer 
Representation

Admission to Speci�c 
Campuses and Majors

Transfer Representation 
at Speci�c Campuses 
and Majors

More than 75 percent of all community college transfer applicants gained 
admission to at least one UC campus, demonstrating relatively broad access to 
the system for transfer students.

UC has a process for admitting some eligible transfer applicants who do not gain 
admission to any campuses to which they applied, but UC does not guarantee 
admission to all eligible resident transfer applicants.

Roughly half of the applications from each demographic group resulted in admission to UC, 
but the application admission rates for Black or African American and Native Hawaiian or 
Other Paci�c Islander students were about 9 percentage points lower than UC's overall 
application admission rate for transfer students.

UC enrolled slightly more than 33 percent of its new students through transfer 
during our audit period, which meets its goal of one-third.*

Some campuses and majors have low admission rates due in part to high 
transfer applicant demand and limited capacity to enroll additional students.

Several individual programs and majors, especially in STEM, have low 
transfer representation—and some of them may be denying quali�ed 
transfer applicants.

Transfer representation for resident undergraduate students is more than one-third 
at six of the nine UC campuses, including at all of the campuses with the most 
competitive admission rates.

WHAT WE FOUNDTRANSFER METRIC

We make recommendations related to this topic.

Source:  Analysis of state law, the Master Plan, UC application and enrollment data, and other system documents.

*	 As we explain in the Introduction on page 6, we derived this goal—to enroll one‑third of new resident undergraduates through 
transfer—from a UC goal that is related to an upper‑division enrollment requirement in state law.
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Figure 12
UC Met Its Transfer Representation Goal as a System, but Representation Varies by Campus 
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Source:  Analysis of UC enrollment data from 2018–19 through 2022–23.

Note:  Based on UC’s existing methodology, we calculated these ratios using only California residents and using all transfer students, even 
if those students did not transfer from community colleges. However, according to UC’s public dashboard, nearly 90 percent of UC’s transfer 
students are residents, and more than 90 percent of UC transfer students overall transfer from California community colleges.

*	 A UC report from November 2023 states that UC does not include UC Merced when calculating enrollment related to its existing systemwide 
goal because, as a relatively new UC campus, UC Merced is still working to develop the academic programs, upper‑division capacity, and 
close relationships with community colleges that are necessary to attract and enroll resident transfer students equal to half of its incoming 
freshman class.
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One explanation for the variances in transfer representation among UC campuses 
is that many transfer students may choose not to apply to or enroll at certain 
campuses. For example, during our audit period, University of California, Riverside 
(UC Riverside); University of California, Santa Cruz (UC Santa Cruz); and University 
of California, Merced (UC Merced) admitted some of the highest percentages of 
transfer applications in the UC system—67 percent, 64 percent, and 59 percent, 
respectively. However, their rates of transfer representation were the lowest in 
the system, in part because many of the students they admitted did not enroll at 
those campuses. In fact, according to its 2023 Multi‑Year Compact Annual Report, 
UC excludes its Merced campus when determining whether it has achieved its 
transfer representation goal because, as a relatively new campus that opened in 
2005, UC Merced is still working to develop academic programs, upper‑division 
capacity, and relationships with community colleges. By contrast, as Table C.2 in 
Appendix C shows, UCLA had the lowest transfer admission rate, but it also had the 
second highest transfer enrollment rate. Moreover, UCLA had the highest transfer 
representation among all UC campuses, as Figure 12 shows. 

As we previously explain in Figure 7, different stages in the transfer process may 
contribute to gaps in transfer outcomes across demographic groups. For example, 
in the cohorts we reviewed, Hispanic or Latino students represented about 
49 percent of students who intended to transfer but made up just 29 percent of 
students who applied to UC—a 20 percentage point gap. Moreover, gaps exist in 
transfer outcomes between certain demographic groups of students who applied 
to UC and students whom UC admitted. Table C.3 in Appendix C shows UC’s 
admission rates by demographic group for community college transfer applicants 
during our audit period. Most notably, UC campuses admitted 39 percent of transfer 
applications from Black or African American and Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific 
Islander community college students in comparison to 48 percent of transfer 
applications from all community college students. These gaps generally align with 
UC’s public dashboard, which shows, on average, a 10 percentage point difference 
in the percentage of Black or African American and Native Hawaiian or Other 
Pacific Islander transfer applicants who gained admission somewhere in the system 
compared to all applicants.8 

When we asked the UC Office of the President about these gaps, the executive 
director for undergraduate admissions provided several possible explanations. She 
asserted that the small number of Black or African American applicants compared to 
other populations may cause the disparity gap. As Table C.3 in Appendix C reveals, 
UC transfer applications from community college students who identified as Black 
or African American comprised only 3 percent of the roughly 687,000 transfer 
applications UC received during the audit period. The executive director added that 
other possible causes likely relate to courses that prepare students for their major, 
GPAs, and similar factors used in admissions. 

8	 UC’s dashboard numbers differ from the campus‑specific admission rates we calculated because UC removes duplicate 
applications from the totals. In other words, the dashboard shows whether a student gained admission to the system as a 
whole, even if multiple campuses denied the application.
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UC’s Transfer Admission Rates Are Significantly Lower for Certain Preferred Campuses 
and Majors

Although UC admits a significant portion of transfer applicants to at least one campus, 
transferring to specific campuses and majors can be more challenging because of 
competitiveness within the UC system. UC transfer applicants do not specify a 
preference among the multiple UC campuses to which they may apply. However, factors 
such as admission rates and levels of transfer representation indicate that many transfer 
applicants are likely unable to access their preferred campus and major.

Some UC campuses have particularly low rates of admission for transfer students. 
UC Berkeley and UCLA had the lowest transfer admission rates during our audit 
period, admitting just 25 percent of all transfer applications. In contrast, UC Riverside 
had the highest admission rate—about 67 percent of all transfer applications. Table C.2 
in Appendix C includes the total number of transfer applications campuses received 
from 2018 through 2023 and their admission rates based on those applications. 

Some majors also have particularly low admission rates, even at campuses with higher 
admission rates overall. For example, UC Santa Barbara admitted only 11 percent of 
transfer applications for its computer science program during our audit period, 
whereas it admitted 58 percent of all transfer applications. Although UC does not have 
a process similar to CSU’s process for determining which campuses and majors are 
impacted, UC maintains a public dashboard that shows transfer admission data for 
specific majors. Its dashboard shows that in 2023, the computer science major had a 
5 percent transfer admission rate at UC Berkeley and UCLA, 26 percent at 
UC Riverside, and 45 percent at University of California, Davis (UC Davis). 

When resident transfer applicants who meet UC’s 
minimum systemwide eligibility requirements 
do not gain admission to any campuses and 
majors to which they apply, UC has a transfer 
referral process for admitting those students at a 
different campus. However, that process is not as 
robust as CSU’s redirection process. The text box 
shows UC’s minimum eligibility requirements 
for upper‑division transfer students. Meeting 
these minimum requirements does not guarantee 
that a student will be able to transfer into the 
UC system, which is the guarantee that CSU makes 
to all California residents through its redirection 
process. During our audit period, UC offered 
admission to about half of the students in its 
transfer referral pool. In addition, UC’s policy for 
transfer applicants during our audit period was 
to offer them referrals to its referral pool only if 
they were California residents who did not apply 
to UC Merced, were not offered admission to any 
other UC campuses to which they applied, and had 
last attended a California community college.

UC’s Minimum Eligibility Requirements for 
Upper-Division Transfer Students

•	 Complete a pattern of UC-transferable general education 
courses by the end of the spring term prior to fall 
enrollment at UC.

•	 Complete at least 60 semester (90 quarter) units of 
UC‑transferable credit.

•	 Earn at least a 2.4 GPA in UC-transferable courses 
(2.8 for nonresidents).

•	 Complete the courses needed for the intended major 
with the minimum grades.

UC does not guarantee admission to all students fulfilling 
these requirements.

Source:  Regulations of the UC Academic Senate and 
UC admissions website.
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According to data the UC Office of the President provided us, UC’s transfer referral pool 
during our audit period totaled nearly 1,900 students out of about 17,000 potentially eligible 
students—about 11 percent. Participating UC campuses—UC Riverside, UC Santa Cruz, 
and UC Merced—offered admission to 946 of these 1,900 students during the same period, 
or slightly more than half of the transfer referral pool. However, just 200 of the 946 students 
ultimately enrolled at UC. The executive director of undergraduate admissions at the 
UC Office of the President explained that one of the main reasons campuses cannot offer 
admission to more students in the transfer referral pool is that the campuses lack the capacity 
to accommodate them, sometimes because of limited space in certain majors. The executive 
director added that students’ lack of major preparation is another barrier.

Another indicator that some transfer students have faced challenges accessing their 
preferred campus and major is that certain programs of study, often in STEM disciplines, 
are disproportionately composed of freshmen. Although UC and most of its campuses met 
the transfer representation goal of enrolling at least one‑third of new resident students 
through transfer, certain disciplines—such as life sciences and engineering—accommodate 
far fewer transfer students compared to freshmen and do not meet this goal. In contrast, 
transfer students represent the majority of undergraduates in some non‑STEM disciplines, 
such as humanities. Although we observed similar trends at CSU, certain UC STEM 
disciplines have lower transfer representation than any of CSU’s disciplines. For specific 
UC campuses and the majors that comprise these STEM disciplines, disparities in transfer 
representation can be even more pronounced, as Figure 13 shows.

UC Office of the President officials challenged the validity of using its data from students’ 
initial applications to measure transfer representation at the major‑ or discipline‑level. The 
UC Office of the President’s executive director for undergraduate admissions stated that 
UC campuses do not necessarily admit freshmen directly into a major, whereas they often 
admit transfer students this way. She stated that because many freshmen enter UC with 
majors undeclared or eventually enroll in majors different from those they listed on their 
initial application, enrollment data will change over time. However, when we followed up 
with the UC Office of the President and the campuses we reviewed to determine whether 
they had similar data from later in students’ time at UC, the data they provided generally 
showed the same trends we had previously identified. For instance, the UC Office of the 
President’s data show that certain STEM disciplines awarded a far smaller proportion of their 
degrees to transfer students than did non‑STEM disciplines. Figure 13 provides examples of 
majors for which multiple sources of data revealed low transfer representation.

The UC Office of the President’s executive director for undergraduate admissions told us 
that one likely reason STEM fields have lower transfer representation is that those disciplines 
require more major preparation courses that are challenging for students to fulfill at the 
community college level. Nevertheless, the executive director also confirmed that some 
transfer applicants who are qualified—meaning that they meet UC’s minimum eligibility 
requirements and also have the preparation required for the specific major to which they 
are applying—are denied admission to certain campuses and majors, in part because of 
those campuses’ and majors’ competitiveness and limited capacity. We identified further 
indications that some majors may be denying admission to qualified transfer applicants even 
though those majors have low transfer representation, as Figure 13 shows. If a UC campus 
denies qualified transfer applicants in a certain major and it also enrolls relatively few 
transfers compared to freshmen in that major, it raises questions about whether the campus 
is doing everything it reasonably can to accommodate qualified transfer students.
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Figure 13
Transfer Representation Varied Significantly Among Specific UC Disciplines and Majors
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Example:
UC Berkeley provided admissions data for its computer science major indicating that in Fall 2022, although the campus 
admitted all transfer applicants who received the highest application score possible, it denied 108 transfer applicants who 
received the next highest score—which UC Berkeley de�nes as “Recommend” for admission —including 95 applicants 
whose major preparation components were scored as “Best Prepared” or “Strongly Prepared.” 

We took additional steps to assess the likelihood that campuses may be denying quali�ed transfer applicants for certain 
programs or majors that have low transfer representation.

TRANSFER REPRESENTATION
(Percent of Transfer Students Among All Undergraduates)

TRANSFER REPRESENTATION
(Percent of Transfer Students Among All Undergraduates)

Further, Some Specific Majors at Our Selected UC Campuses Had 
Low Transfer Representation and Exhibited Indications They 

May Be Denying Qualified Transfer Applicants.

Transfer Students Are Underrepresented in Some Competitive 
UC Disciplines, Especially in STEM.

Source:  Analysis of UC application data, unaudited UC‑provided data on degrees awarded, and unaudited data from UC Berkeley and UC Santa 
Barbara. All percentages are for academic years 2018–19 through 2022–23.

*	 We calculated the transfer representation of new enrollees using UC application data, which UC raised concerns about, as we explain in our report 
text. Therefore, we also obtained and presented transfer representation of UC degrees awarded, which are unaudited data from the UC Office of 
the President and from UC Berkeley’s and UC Santa Barbara’s public dashboards. We limited all of these calculations to California resident freshmen 
and resident transfer students based on UC’s existing methodology for calculating transfer representation, except for UC Santa Barbara’s transfer 
representation of degrees‑awarded calculations, which include all students, because of limitations with filtering the public dashboard by residency. 
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Ultimately, neither the UC system as a whole nor the campuses we reviewed have 
established goals or mechanisms to monitor transfer representation at the major or 
program level. As a result, they are unable to demonstrate whether they are making 
reasonable attempts to accommodate transfer students in competitive fields of study. 
Doing so would be consistent with the Legislature’s intent, which we describe in the 
Introduction, that the transfer system be implemented in such a way as to ensure 
the successful transfer of students to CSU or UC, including to the campus and major 
of their choice, if academic performance is satisfactory. It would also be consistent 
with the intent of the Legislature that campus enrollment planning processes provide 
for the equitable treatment of eligible entering freshmen and eligible community college 
transfer students with regard to accommodation in majors.

Despite Its Capacity Challenges, UC Could Better Prioritize the Admission of Transfer Students

Limited enrollment capacity contributes to students facing challenges gaining admission 
to their preferred UC campuses and majors. According to the UC Office of the 
President’s executive advisor for academic planning and policy development, UC has 
limited room to expand the total number of students it enrolls at most of its campuses. 
As we discuss earlier, physical capacity, operational capacity, and budgeted capacity 
are factors affecting overall enrollment capacity. For example, both UC Berkeley 
and UC Santa Barbara have been involved in litigation with local governments and 
advocacy groups that challenge those campuses’ enrollment growth relative to the 
amount of housing available for their students. In addition, specific majors or programs 
at these and other campuses have limited capacity relative to available faculty or 
classroom space. 

In the face of these challenges, UC has established plans to increase capacity where 
feasible. According to a systemwide capacity plan that UC published in July 2022, 
UC projects to grow enrollment by more than 23,000 full‑time equivalent resident 
students before 2030, although the plan does not specify how many of these 
students should be transfer students. UC campuses have different responsibilities for 
accommodating this planned growth. For example, the plan states that UC Merced and 
UC Riverside will accommodate from 30 percent to 35 percent of the undergraduate 
enrollment growth. Meanwhile, UC Berkeley, UCLA, and UC San Diego will increase 
capacity primarily by enrolling a larger percentage of California residents and 
fewer nonresidents. Additionally, the May 2022 UC compact with the Governor’s 
administration calls for 1 percent annual enrollment growth systemwide for all resident 
students from academic years 2023–24 through 2026–27 in exchange for state funding 
to accommodate that growth. The compact specifies that 15 percent of this growth 
should occur at UC Berkeley, UCLA, and UC San Diego. The compact also specifies 
that UC’s overall enrollment growth should be consistent with its existing two‑to‑one 
transfer representation goal.9

9	 According to UC’s Multi‑Year Compact Annual Report from November 2023, the State agreed that UC should prioritize increasing 
its enrollment over meeting its transfer representation goal. However, monitoring transfer representation and looking for 
opportunities to enroll additional qualified transfer students where feasible, as we recommend later—especially when 
campuses or majors have more than enough qualified transfer applicants—could help the UC Office of the President meet its 
transfer representation goal while also increasing its overall enrollment.
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To achieve its broad enrollment goals, the UC Office of the President coordinates 
with campuses to establish specific enrollment targets each year. These campus 
enrollment targets are essential because they guide the campuses’ decisions about 
how many new students to admit. Each campus receives finalized targets from the 
UC Office of the President for both freshmen and transfer resident enrollees, which 
helps the UC Office of the President ensure that campuses are working to meet UC’s 
systemwide transfer representation goal. Nonetheless, these campus‑level targets 
do not always achieve the transfer representation goal at each campus. Further, the 
executive advisor for academic planning and policy development at the UC Office 
of the President stated that it does not specify any targets at the major or program 
level, nor does it oversee each campus’s process for distributing its overall campus 
enrollment target among its specific departments or majors. 

Campuses’ approaches to achieving these broad enrollment targets vary, which is 
likely one contributing factor to some majors having low transfer representation. For 
example, UC Berkeley sets enrollment targets for incoming undergraduates for each 
college within the campus and for some majors that the college deans determine to 
have limited capacity. These targets include a specific number of transfer students 
to enroll as new students but not for all majors. However, when we reviewed these 
targets for certain colleges and majors, we found that many of them did not meet the 
one‑third transfer representation goal.10 For instance, within its College of Letters and 
Sciences, UC Berkeley did not have a major‑specific enrollment target for freshmen 
entrants into computer science until Fall 2022, even though it had a relatively low 
enrollment target for transfer entrants that ranged from 37 to 58 students each year 
from 2018–19 through 2022–23. UC Santa Barbara’s director of institutional research, 
planning, and assessment stated that the campus does not set specific enrollment 
targets for each major except within the College of Engineering. The director 
provided a table of enrollment targets for new transfer students in this college, and 
it indicated that UC Santa Barbara had planned to enroll fewer than 60 total transfer 
students in computer science over the five‑year period from 2018 through 2022. 

UC Office of the President officials expressed concerns that enrolling additional 
transfer students at the program or major level would require UC to deny enrollment 
to eligible freshmen applicants, especially if it did so for highly competitive programs 
or majors with limited capacity. As we acknowledge in the previous section about 
CSU, when limited capacity exists, enrolling a greater number of transfer students 
could mean denying more freshmen applicants in certain campuses or majors—but 
not necessarily systemwide. State law provides that the CSU and UC systems must 
not only achieve a specific upper‑division enrollment goal through programs aimed 
at increasing the numbers of qualified community college transfer students without 
denying eligible freshman applicants, but the law also requires campus enrollment 
plans to include adequate spaces for community college transfer students in all 
undergraduate colleges or schools. As we note in the Introduction, the Legislature 
has further declared its intent that CSU and UC prioritize the admission and 
enrollment of CCC students who have met transfer requirements over students 

10	 UC Berkeley distinguished between residents and nonresidents in the college‑specific enrollment targets we reviewed but 
not in the major‑specific targets.
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entering at the freshman or sophomore levels. If a particular campus or major has been 
using an enrollment process that clearly favors freshmen at the expense of transfer 
students, changing that process may be reasonable.

UC could explore options to increase transfer representation within particular 
campuses or majors that allow it to maintain the total number of freshmen it enrolls 
systemwide. For example, UC could consider enrolling more transfer students in 
particular campuses or majors and offsetting any subsequent reductions in freshmen 
enrollment in those campuses or majors with increases in freshmen enrollment at other 
campuses or majors. Further, specific campuses or majors could consider prioritizing 
capacity increases to accommodate additional transfer students without decreasing the 
number of freshmen they enroll. 

To ensure that campuses adequately prioritize transfer students for the space they do 
have available, the UC Office of the President could formalize its systemwide transfer 
representation goal and extend it to the level of campuses and their specific majors or 
programs. It could monitor campuses’ progress toward meeting that goal using degree 
data, enrollment data, or another appropriate data source. The UC Office of the President 
could then follow up with campuses that have concerning transfer representation trends, 
such as trends showing that competitive majors have low transfer representation and may 
be denying qualified transfer applicants. It could assess the reasons campuses provide 
for those trends and, when warranted, work with them to establish a plan to improve 
transfer representation by adjusting their admissions and enrollment processes to enroll 
additional transfer students or by taking other actions. For example, if a campus has 
one or more programs that are denying qualified transfer applicants despite having low 
transfer representation, the UC Office of the President could work with the campus to 
determine whether it is feasible to increase upper‑division capacity in those programs or 
to take other actions to enroll more transfer students.

Recommendations

CCC Chancellor’s Office

To assess and improve the State’s efforts to help community college students transfer, 
the CCC Chancellor’s Office should establish by September 2025 a goal transfer rate 
and a process for measuring and reporting that rate as it applies to the statewide 
system and to individual community colleges. The process for measuring the transfer 
rate should include identifying the proportion of transfer‑intending community 
college students who ultimately transfer successfully by using a methodology that the 
Chancellor’s Office determines best captures students’ intent to transfer and allows for 
timely analysis. The Chancellor’s Office should also incorporate this goal into any key 
strategic plans for the system.

To help community colleges improve their transfer rates, the CCC Chancellor’s Office 
should establish a process by September 2025 for identifying any specific best practices 
at community colleges that have had a measurable impact on the colleges’ transfer rates 
and sharing these practices with all colleges.
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CSU Chancellor’s Office and UC Office of the President

To ensure that their campuses and degree programs adequately prioritize transfer 
students, the CSU Chancellor’s Office and the UC Office of the President should 
establish and begin implementing procedures by September 2025 for monitoring 
and publicly reporting the ratio of community college transfer students to other 
undergraduates in their systems, campuses, and specific disciplines, programs, or 
majors. The procedures should establish the following:

•	 Specific goals for adequate representation of transfer students among all 
undergraduates, such as a goal that transfer students represent at least one‑third 
of new enrollees or graduating degree‑earners. The systems should work toward 
meeting these goals at the system level and, where feasible, at the campus level and 
at the level of campuses’ specific disciplines, programs, or majors.

•	 A formal and documented method to identify when campuses or their specific 
disciplines, programs, or majors are below the goals and, when appropriate, to 
work with those campuses or programs to determine the possible causes for the 
low transfer representation and document plans for increasing it. For example, 
these plans could include the campus or program enrolling additional transfer 
students by expanding its upper‑division capacity or adjusting its enrollment 
targets, if doing so is feasible. In carrying out this process, the CSU Chancellor’s 
Office and the UC Office of the President should prioritize following up with the 
campuses or programs whose admissions processes may be denying qualified 
transfer applicants.

To best position the CSU and UC systems to admit and enroll more transfer students 
into their preferred degree programs, the CSU Chancellor’s Office and the UC Office 
of the President should establish formal processes by September 2025 for identifying 
the specific disciplines, programs, or majors where capacity increases at campuses 
would be most valuable. They should then prioritize those areas for future capacity 
increases. For example, both offices could use transfer representation data or data 
from their redirection or transfer referral processes to identify majors in which 
additional capacity would enable more transfer students to enroll.
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Chapter 2
VARIATIONS IN REQUIREMENTS ACROSS AND WITHIN THE THREE 
SYSTEMS ADD SIGNIFICANT COMPLEXITY TO THE TRANSFER PROCESS 

Chapter Summary 

•	 Prospective transfer students face complex transfer considerations, as Figure 14 
shows. The Legislature and the State’s three higher education systems have designed 
transfer pathways in part to try to minimize this complexity.

•	 The Associate Degree for Transfer (ADT) offers important benefits to certain 
transfer students. However, only about one‑quarter of the students who transfer to 
CSU could take advantage of all of those benefits, in part because each community 
college may not offer every ADT, and each CSU campus may not accept every ADT.

•	 UC has not yet widely adopted the ADT model. Instead, it has established its own 
transfer options that do not provide the same level of benefits the ADT provides.

•	 Efforts to align curricula between CSU and UC are ongoing but have yet to make 
significant progress. UC could further streamline its transfer requirements either by 
widely adopting the ADT or by ensuring that its own transfer options emulate the 
ADT’s key benefits.

Students May Struggle to Meet Transfer Requirements Because of Differences Between 
Each System, Campus, and Major

As Figure 14 shows, community college students must navigate a complex series of 
decisions in preparation to transfer, particularly if they are considering applying to 
multiple campuses or majors. A key hurdle that transfer‑intending students often face 
is balancing various sets of curricular requirements, each tied to a distinct purpose. For 
example, the requirements for students to obtain associate degrees may be different 
than those they need to transfer to CSU and UC. Therefore, in some instances, 
students may decide to take courses that meet individual transfer requirements rather 
than those that would allow them to obtain an associate degree.

Additionally, CSU and UC transfer requirements often vary by campus and major. 
Major preparation courses—the lower‑division courses for a particular major—are a 
significant source of this complexity. Individual CSU and UC campuses sometimes 
require different lower‑division courses for the same major, as Figure 15 shows. Further, 
it is common for students to apply to multiple campuses: during our audit period, 
about 47 percent of CSU transfer applicants applied to two or more CSU campuses 
and 83 percent of UC transfer applicants applied to two or more UC campuses. As 
a result, students may need to take different community college courses to meet the 
specific requirements of each CSU or UC campus. 
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Figure 14
Students Face Many Potentially Complex Decisions When Preparing to Transfer
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Moreover, students face an added layer of complexity because their completion of 
major preparation courses may affect them differently depending on the campus to 
which they apply. For example, with the exception of its impacted nursing program, 
Stanislaus State does not consider as part of its admissions decisions any major 
preparation courses, meaning that students can gain admission without having 
completed those courses. However, students would still need to complete those 
courses after they transfer, which could result in those students taking longer to finish 
their degrees. By contrast, San Diego State generally bases admissions decisions in 
part on the percentage of major preparation courses that students have completed, 
with each completed course contributing toward that percentage. Although San Diego 
State does not categorically deny students who have not completed all lower‑division 
courses, those students’ chances for admission to competitive programs may be lower. 
Similarly, UC Berkeley would consider students’ applications weaker if they had not 
completed all of the courses for computer science that we show in Figure 15, but it would 
not automatically disqualify them from admission. However, UC Santa Barbara would 
deem ineligible to that major a student’s application that lacks any of its required courses. 
Students may find these differences difficult to understand when they are making 
decisions about which courses to take at the community college level. 

Faculty drive the CSU and UC campuses’ different approaches to course requirements. 
Because faculty are the curriculum experts, they can mandate prerequisite courses that 
they deem necessary for students to succeed in their programs—and these programs 
will naturally differ between campuses because of different faculty and campus 
interests. Campuses can still take a rigorous approach to imposing transfer requirements. 
For example, UC Santa Barbara has established a process for one of its Academic Senate 
committees to evaluate faculty proposals to add supplementary admission criteria in 
certain majors. According to the executive director of the UC Santa Barbara Academic 
Senate, since 2019 the committee has approved increases in the admissions criteria for 
the physics, mathematics, and chemistry majors.

Even after students understand the CSU and UC lower‑division course requirements, 
they still must determine whether their community college offers courses that meet 
these requirements. The process through which colleges and universities establish 
that a course at one institution is similar to a course at another is generally referred 
to as articulation. Transfer students rely on the articulation process because it is the 
mechanism that enables their community college courses to count toward CSU and 
UC transfer requirements. However, articulation can be time‑consuming because it is 
decentralized and requires sustained collaboration between multiple parties at different 
institutions. For example, establishing that a single community college course is similar 
enough to a CSU- or UC‑required course often requires significant coordination 
between the community college’s articulation officer and the officer at the relevant 
CSU or UC campus, as well as review by faculty at the CSU or UC campus.
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Figure 15
CSU and UC Campuses May Each Require Different Preparation Courses for Transfer to the Same Major 
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Source:  Analysis of academic year 2022–23 course articulation agreements from ASSIST and campuses’ catalogs, websites, and admissions manuals.

Note:  Recommended courses can differ in their impact on campuses’ admissions decisions, adding further complexity for students. For example, none 
of the recommended courses for Stanislaus State impact a student’s ability to gain admission, although taking them would reduce the number of 
courses students need to take after they transfer. By contrast, completion of UC Berkeley’s and UC Santa Barbara’s recommended courses may affect a 
student’s ability to gain admission.

*	 We did not audit UC San Diego or CSU San Marcos, so courses for those campuses reflect our interpretation of information available from ASSIST 
articulation agreements and related campus webpages. We include information from these campuses to demonstrate that differences can exist even 
within the same region. 
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Although the higher education systems developed an online resource to provide students with 
valuable articulation information, this resource has limitations. The Articulation System Stimulating 
Interinstitutional Student Transfer (ASSIST) is a website that shows prospective California 
transfer students how community college courses may satisfy elective, general education, and 
major requirements at a particular CSU or UC campus. However, some CSU campuses have not 
maintained up‑to‑date articulation agreements on the website, making it more difficult for students 
to accurately determine whether their courses will meet transfer requirements. For example, 
until 2023 San Diego State did not always add its current articulation agreements to ASSIST, 
preferring instead to use its own website to provide better integration to its course catalog and 
campus software. San Diego State officials indicated that many local community college counselors 
preferred its website because of its ease of use. In addition, although CSU and UC campuses often 
refer students to ASSIST to understand their transfer requirements, the campuses do not follow 
a standardized format when listing these requirements, such as specifying whether and how 
recommended courses will impact a student’s chances of admission. Finally, officials in all three 
systems told us that ASSIST does not receive dedicated state funding to fulfill its mission of serving 
California’s public colleges and universities, which limits its ability to maintain and expand data 
storage and management, make improvements to the system to benefit students, and respond to 
legislative mandates.

In some cases, students may learn that their community college does not offer all of the courses that 
a CSU or UC campus has approved to fulfill its requirement. For example, none of our five selected 
community colleges had full articulation with San Diego State’s mechanical engineering major or 
with UC Berkeley’s computer science major. As we explain earlier, if students do not fulfill certain 
transfer requirements, they may be less competitive for admission or may need to take additional 
courses once they transfer. If a community college does not offer a course that articulates to a CSU 
or UC requirement, students striving to be competitive for admission may have to take the needed 
course at a different community college. However, doing so may add cost and complexity to their 
education. Moreover, in some instances, a campus may not accept a student’s courses as sufficient for 
admission if the student has a split series, meaning that they completed some of the course sequence 
at one community college and other courses at a different college. Community college counselors 
told us that challenges with articulation—such as not being able to locate an updated articulation 
agreement, or learning that a needed course is not offered or articulated—can sometimes discourage 
students from applying to a CSU or UC campus altogether.

Although data limitations with ASSIST made it difficult for us to identify and evaluate articulation 
gaps statewide, ASSIST administrators have been working to develop a standardized data format 
that they expect to become available before the end of 2024. This format will likely make it possible 
to identify where the most significant gaps in articulation exist for transfer students across the State. 
Performing such an analysis could help the three systems prioritize their efforts to articulate the 
courses that will most benefit transfer students.

Although the ADT Has Streamlined Transfers to CSU for Certain Students, Changes Would Broaden 
Its Impact

As we discuss in the Introduction, one of the intended purposes of the ADT is to serve as the 
primary transfer pathway between CCC and campuses in the CSU system, and the Legislature 
recently established a pilot program that will expand the ADT to certain campuses and majors within 
the UC system. Since the Legislature authorized it in 2011, the ADT has streamlined the process for 
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some students who transfer to CSU. However, several factors prevent the ADT from fully achieving 
the objectives that the Legislature envisioned. Figure 16 summarizes the three primary benefits of the 
ADT and its shortcomings. In particular, the ADT has helped simplify transfer requirements and can 
reduce the number of units and amount of time that students need to obtain a degree. Nonetheless, 
relatively few transfer students actually realized the full promises of these benefits. 

Figure 16
The ADT Offers Significant Benefits for Students, but Drawbacks Remain

Key Benefits of the ADT for Students

Key Shortcomings of the ADT for Students
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the ADT’s bene�ts for students. These gaps are particularly prevalent in STEM �elds.

The ADT is currently a CSU option and has had little impact on UC's admissions or transfer process.

• CSU campuses admitted nearly 80 percent of applications from ADT earners, 
compared to only 61 percent for those without any degree and 74 percent for 
those who had earned a traditional associate degree.

• ADT earners on a similar pathway receive a small increase to their GPA for 
admission purposes if they apply to an impacted CSU campus or program in order 
to be competitive with the campus' supplementary GPA requirements. 

• ADT earners had lower unit totals than other students both before and after 
transfer, particularly in STEM �elds. For example:

– Among CSU transfer students who graduated during our audit period, those 
who had transferred with an ADT averaged 82 community college units, 
compared to 85 community college units for students who transferred with no 
degree and 95 community college units for students who transferred with a 
traditional associate degree.*

– CSU graduates who had transferred on a similar ADT pathway averaged 59 CSU 
units after transferring, compared to 61 CSU units for other ADT earners,
64 CSU units for those with an associate degree, and 67 CSU units for those
with no degree prior to transfer.

° These unit di�erences were more pronounced in certain STEM disciplines 
such as biological sciences and computer and information sciences.

• ADTs include courses that have already been approved by a 
committee that includes members of the CCC and CSU Academic Senates.

• Students have a roadmap of speci�c courses to take that will 
automatically count for credit at any accepting CSU campus, regardless of 
course-level articulation. 

1

2

3

Source:  State law, CSU policy, analysis of CSU public ADT data and its internal graduation data, and public research reports.

Note:  Students on a similar pathway are students who have earned an ADT and transferred into a major or concentration that the CSU campus has 
deemed similar to the student’s ADT.

*	 Unit totals for ADT earners can exceed 60 units before or after they transfer if the students take courses outside of their ADT, or if they earn 
multiple ADTs.
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In accordance with requirements in state law, CSU guarantees all ADT earners admission 
somewhere in the system, but that guarantee does not extend to a specific CSU campus or 
major. Further, although ADT earners still retain additional benefits over transfer students 
who do not earn an ADT—which we explain in the paragraphs that follow—since 2019 CSU 
has implemented a similar systemwide admission guarantee for all CSU‑eligible resident 
applicants through its redirection process, as we describe in Chapter 1. 

If a CSU campus has determined that the ADT 
in a particular subject area is similar to one of its 
own fields of study—meaning that an applicant 
with that ADT is on a similar pathway, as we 
explain in the text box—then the campus, if it is 
impacted, provides a fractional point increase to the 
ADT earner’s GPA during the application scoring 
process.11 This advantage may be one reason that 
CSU transfer applicants who indicated that they 
had earned an ADT had an admission rate to 
CSU campuses that was about 5 percent higher 
than applicants who listed an associate degree 
on their application, as Table B.3 in Appendix B 
demonstrates. However, if the share of all CSU 
transfer applicants who earn an ADT continues to 
expand, this advantage will become less meaningful. 

The ADT has also had a small but potentially 
meaningful impact on the number of units and 
amount of time that it takes students to transfer 
and earn a bachelor’s degree. One of the main 
promises of the ADT is that students can earn it 
within just 60 semester units at the community 
college level—generally equivalent to two years 
of full‑time enrollment—and can earn a CSU bachelor’s degree in a similar field within an 
additional 60 semester units of upper‑division coursework. The ADT thus enables students to 
earn a bachelor’s degree in four years. 

Our analysis shows that students who earned an ADT and ultimately graduated from 
CSU did so with fewer units, both at the community college level and at CSU after they 
transferred, than other CSU transfer graduates did. For example, ADT earners on a similar 
pathway graduated with an average of 59 units at CSU, compared to 65 units for other 
CSU transfer graduates. When looking specifically at biological science as a discipline, the 
distinction between those on a similar pathway and other CSU transfer students is particularly 
pronounced: ADT earners on a similar pathway graduated with an average of 59 units at CSU 
compared to 65 units for ADT earners not on a similar pathway and to 72 units for transfer 
students who did not earn an ADT. Because most courses at the CSU campuses we reviewed 
consist of three or four units, these differences may mean that students not on a similar ADT 
pathway had to take multiple additional courses to earn their degrees.

11	 Throughout this report, we use the phrase accepts the ADT to mean that a CSU campus has determined that a particular transfer 
model curriculum for the ADT is similar to one or more of its majors or concentrations.

ADT Earners Only Receive the ADT’s Full Benefit if 
They Transfer to CSU on a Similar Pathway

For an ADT earner to be on a similar pathway, the 
following must occur:

•	 A CSU campus must determine that one or more of 
its majors or concentrations is sufficiently similar to 
the state-approved transfer model curriculum for 
the ADT in a particular subject area. This process is 
known as accepting the ADT.

•	 The student must transfer into one of the majors or 
concentrations for which the CSU campus accepts 
the ADT.

Example: A student earns an ADT in computer science and 
transfers into the computer science major at San Diego 
State, which accepts the ADT for computer science.

ADT earners who are not on a similar pathway when they 
transfer do not receive the full benefit of the ADT. 

Source:  Analysis of state law and CSU memoranda and 
public reports.
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Finally, the ADT has helped streamline the transfer process by creating a common 
framework of required courses across multiple campuses, which can reduce complexity 
for students. The ADT provides a preapproved package of courses that will meet transfer 
requirements across the different CSU campuses that accept it, minimizing the need for 
course‑level articulation. Specifically, for each ADT, CCC and CSU faculty from the relevant 
academic discipline developed a transfer model curriculum that serves as a framework of 
at least 18 units of required lower‑division courses toward that discipline, leaving room to 
complete general education courses. Each community college that decides to offer that ADT 
then identifies courses that meet these parameters through a statewide course identification 
process called the Course Identification Numbering System (C‑ID). Students who earn the 
community college’s ADT are therefore automatically eligible for transfer in that discipline.

Despite the ADT’s advantages, most community college students who transfer to CSU do 
not experience all of these benefits. As Figure 17 demonstrates, the share of CSU transfer 
students who earned an ADT before transferring has increased since academic year 2014–15 
but was still only about half of all transfer students in academic year 2022–23. Further, only 
about half of those students—or one‑quarter of all CSU transfer students—were on a similar 
pathway, meaning that they could take advantage of all of the ADT’s benefits. 

Figure 17
The ADT Has Become Increasingly Prevalent but Still Accounts for Only About Half of Transfers to CSU

2014–15 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18 2018–19 2019–20 2020–21 2021–22 2022–23

Pe
rce

nt
ag

e o
f A

ll T
ra

nf
se

r S
tu

de
nt

s f
ro

m
 CC

C t
o C

SU

0

10

20

30

40

50

60%

ADT Transfer (Not on Similar Pathway)

ADT Transfer (Similar Pathway)

Source:   Unaudited data from the CSU Chancellor’s Office and reports to its Board of Trustees.

Note:  Students on a similar pathway are students who have earned an ADT and transferred into a major or concentration that the CSU 
campus has deemed similar to the student’s ADT.
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Transfer students may not receive the benefits of an ADT for a number of reasons. 
For example, they may decide not to pursue an ADT because they want to transfer 
into a CSU major or concentration for which no ADT exists, such as engineering. 
Similarly, students may earn an ADT but then apply to transfer to CSU in a different 
field of study, essentially forgoing the benefit of completing their bachelor’s degree 
within 60 units. Other students may not be aware that an ADT is a viable transfer 
option—a concern that a recently enacted state law may address by requiring that 
community colleges automatically place transfer‑intending students on an ADT 
pathway by August 2024, if an ADT exists for their intended major. 

However, perhaps the most significant limitation to the ADT’s impact is that 
community colleges may not offer every ADT, and CSU campuses may not accept 
every ADT, as Figure 18 shows. For community colleges, offering a particular 
ADT means providing courses that meet the specifications of that transfer model 
curriculum, including the 60‑unit cap on required courses. For CSU campuses, 
accepting an ADT means accepting students who have earned that ADT as 
sufficiently prepared for one or more related majors or concentrations and 
providing those students the opportunity to receive a bachelor’s degree within 
60 upper‑division units. 

The ADT’s prevalence is particularly limited in some STEM fields, as Figure 19 
shows. As a result, fewer students in these STEM fields transfer to CSU with an ADT 
or on a similar ADT pathway. For example, in Fall 2022, only 32 percent of students 
who transferred from community colleges to CSU in the computer and information 
sciences discipline had earned an ADT, and only 13 percent were on a similar 
pathway. By contrast, about 72 percent of CSU transfer students in the psychology 
discipline had earned an ADT, and about 47 percent were on a similar pathway. 

Although ADTs now exist in 40 subject areas that include most majors in which 
CSU’s transfer students enroll, there are notable STEM fields in which no ADT 
exists. For instance, no ADT exists in engineering, even though nearly 2,500 students 
who transferred from community college to CSU—or just about 5 percent of all 
transfers—enrolled in an engineering major in Fall 2022. The committees that draft 
transfer model curricula have continued to explore adding an ADT in engineering 
fields.12 However, representatives from all three systems have indicated that including 
all of the necessary coursework for certain STEM programs within the current 
60‑unit limit is challenging, and we discuss steps taken to address this challenge 
later in this section. Nonetheless, because STEM majors tend to include more course 
requirements and units than other majors do, STEM transfer students may benefit 
the most from the ADT’s streamlined curriculum and unit guarantees. In general, 
increasing the use of the ADT in STEM fields would likely require both expanding its 
impact in existing fields, such as computer science, and adding it in new fields, such 
as in engineering majors. 	

12	 State law also requires that on or before December 31, 2024, the ADT Intersegmental Implementation Committee develop 
a plan for the periodic analysis and creation of additional transfer model curricula for the ADT to respond to evolving 
workforce demands, including STEM degree pathways.
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Figure 18
Community Colleges May Not Offer and CSU Campuses May Not Accept ADTs in All Fields of Study

TOP CSU MAJORS AT SLO
(by Academic Year 2022–23 
CCC Transfer Graduates)

Business Administration

Computer Science

Psychology

Mechanical Engineering

Electrical Engineering

SHARE OF SLO 2022–23 
CCC TRANSFER GRADUATES

17.1%

4.0%

NUMBER OF 
ADTS OFFERED

10 of 40
(25 percent)

36 of 40
(90 percent)

NUMBER OF 
ADTS ACCEPTED*

11 of 40
(28 percent)

40 of 40
(100 percent)

5.5%

5.0%

4.9%

DOES SLO 
ACCEPT THE ADT?

No

No

No

N/A – no ADT

N/A – no ADT

To receive the full benefits of the ADT in a field of study, 
students must …

Gaps in ADT Availability
Limit the Benefits of the ADT for Students

Example: About 41 percent of Cal Poly San Luis Obispo's (SLO) transfer graduates in 2022–23 had 
entered with an ADT, but less than 3 percent of those transfer graduates entered on a similar 
pathway, in part because SLO does not accept the ADT for its most common transfer majors:

Attend a community college that o�ers 
the ADT in that �eld, and

Apply to and enroll in a CSU campus that 
accepts the ADT in that �eld.

Community colleges o�er on average about
26 of 40 ADTs (65%).

CSU campuses accept on average about
29 of 40 ADTs (73%).

1 2

EXAMPLES OF COMMUNITY COLLEGES 
WITH LOW AND HIGH ADT RATES

Merritt College

Cuesta College

EXAMPLES OF CSU CAMPUSES 
WITH LOW AND HIGH ADT RATES

Cal Poly San Luis Obispo†

Cal Poly Humboldt; 
San José State

Source:  Analysis of data from CSU’s public ADT and transfer model curriculum databases as of Fall 2023, and CSU data 
for graduates.

*	 Accepting the ADT means that a campus has deemed at least one of its majors or concentrations as similar to the ADT.
†	 Cal Maritime accepts fewer ADTs than Cal Poly San Luis Obispo does, but Cal Maritime has limited and specialized programs.
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Figure 19
Gaps in ADT Availability Are Most Pronounced in STEM Fields

OVERALL RANKING 
OF MAJORS BY 
ENROLLMENT

1

2

MOST POPULAR NON-STEM MAJORS FOR 
FALL 2023 TRANSFERS TO CSU*

Psychology

Business 
Administration

COMMUNITY COLLEGES 
THAT OFFER ADT

(OUT OF 115)

11.4%

5.4%

113

115

CSU CAMPUSES 
THAT ACCEPT ADT

(OUT OF 23)

21

21

4 Sociology 4.0% 113 22

OVERALL RANKING 
OF MAJORS BY 
ENROLLMENT

3

5

MOST POPULAR  STEM MAJORS FOR 
FALL 2023 TRANSFERS TO CSU*

Computer Science

Kinesiology

COMMUNITY COLLEGES 
THAT OFFER ADT

(OUT OF 115)

4.6%

3.7%

58

107

CSU CAMPUSES 
THAT ACCEPT ADT

(OUT OF 23)

15

16

13 Biology 2.1% 97 19

16 Information 
Systems 1.7%

18 Mechanical 
Engineering 1.6%

24 Public Health 1.0% 52 10

Some of the Most Common Majors for Transfers 
to CSU Had Relatively Wide ADT Availability …

… but There Were Noticeable
Shortcomings in Some Popular STEM Fields:

N/A  - no ADT in information systems†

N/A – no ADT in engineering

Indicates that at least 30 percent of colleges or campuses either do not o�er or do not accept the ADT.

Source:  Data from CSU public dashboards related to the ADT and undergraduate student origins.

*	 We present transfers in the most popular non‑STEM and STEM majors as a percentage of all CCC transfer enrollees to CSU in 
Fall 2023.

†	 Information systems is a standalone major and a concentration in both the computer science and business majors. Some 
CSU campuses have determined that the Business Administration ADT is similar to an information systems concentration 
within their business major. 
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Another reason that students may not transfer on a similar ADT pathway is that CSU 
campuses may accept an ADT as similar to only some of their relevant majors or 
concentrations, limiting its benefits for students who decide to enroll in other majors 
or concentrations. For example, 19 out of 23 CSU campuses accept the ADT in 
economics. However, 11 of those 19 campuses accept the economics ADT for only 
one major or one concentration within that major. For instance, San Diego State’s 
economics major contains four possible concentrations, but that campus accepts the 
economics ADT in only one of these. By contrast, some other CSU campuses—such 
as Long Beach, Los Angeles, and Pomona—accept the economics ADT for additional 
concentrations within the economics major, maximizing the ADT’s utility for 
students transferring to those campuses. Given that the ADT framework allows it to 
prepare students to transfer into various types of related majors and concentrations, 
CSU campuses should have a clear rationale in situations when they limit its benefits. 

The text box summarizes some of the reasons 
community college and CSU officials provided 
for not offering or accepting the ADT in certain 
fields. One significant barrier to community 
colleges offering ADTs in certain fields is the 
requirement that the ADT’s coursework not 
exceed 60 units. For example, Diablo Valley’s 
senior dean of curriculum and instruction told 
us that the college identified courses for the 
computer science ADT that totaled 61 units. She 
stated that faculty could not reduce the units 
to meet the 60‑unit limit because they believe 
that the 5‑unit calculus courses they developed 
for an associate degree in computer science 
provide students with the best possible academic 
preparation. However, she noted that another 
college in the same district offers the ADT in 
computer science with calculus courses that are 
only 4 units. 

Citing similar concerns, a statewide committee 
composed of faculty, administrators, and 
students recommended in a December 2023 
report that the Legislature should raise the unit 
limit for ADTs for certain STEM majors to 
66 units provided that there is clear evidence of 
the necessity for the increase.13 Because one 

purpose of the ADT is to limit the units that students need to transfer, if the law is 
amended to increase the unit totals for certain transfer model curricula, the higher 
education systems would need to weigh the costs and benefits of establishing those 
higher‑unit ADTs. Further, the systems could target fields in which significant and 

13	 As of August 2024, the Legislature has passed, but the Governor has not yet signed, a bill that would implement this 
recommendation by authorizing the adoption of certain STEM ADTs that contain up to 66 units of lower division 
coursework, when supported by clear evidence and rationale.

 Key Reasons for Existing Gaps in ADT Availability

Key Reasons for Not Offering the ADT in Certain Fields

•	 No similar program or major exists at the college.

•	 The college cannot fit all of the required courses 
within the ADT’s 60-unit limit.

•	 The college does not offer all of the courses needed 
to develop the ADT.

•	 No one individual or department at the college has 
clear administrative responsibility for developing an 
ADT in a particular field.

Key Reasons for Not Accepting the ADT in Certain Fields

•	 No similar degree or major exists at the campus.

•	 The coursework required after transfer for a student 
to earn a particular bachelor’s degree exceeds 
60 units.

•	 The ADT does not adequately prepare students for 
success in the campus’s program.

Source:  CCC and CSU policy memos and interviews with 
officials at the CSU Chancellor’s Office, the five community 
colleges we reviewed, and one of the CSU campuses that 
we reviewed.
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widespread gaps in ADT availability exist because of challenges with the 60‑unit 
threshold. For instance, 58 of the 115 community colleges offer the computer science 
ADT, suggesting that although the 60‑unit threshold may be a barrier for that ADT, 
many colleges have found a way to overcome it. A specialist in the educational services 
and support division of the CCC Chancellor’s Office told us that when some community 
colleges can offer an ADT within 60 units and others cannot, it suggests that 
compromise may be needed within colleges rather than an increase in the unit 
cap statewide.

Some CSU officials asserted that the ADT may not adequately prepare transfer 
students for success in certain campus programs and that campuses consequently 
cannot award some bachelor’s degrees with only 60 additional units. For example, 
San Diego State does not accept the ADT in child and adolescent development even 
though the campus offers a bachelor’s degree in child development. According to 
the director of curriculum services, San Diego State’s curriculum toward this degree 
includes a minimum of 65 units of upper‑division credit—53 units toward the major 
and 12 units of other upper‑division coursework—and therefore an ADT earner would 
not be able to complete the degree in 60 units. However, 17 of the 23 CSU campuses 
do accept the child and adolescent development ADT in at least one concentration, 
demonstrating that designing an ADT‑compatible degree is possible. 

Although some campuses may assert that the 
ADT is not adequate preparation for their 
specialized programs, the ADT is merely half of 
the degree—the lower‑division courses. Thus, it 
allows CSU campuses some flexibility to design 
the 60 units of upper‑division coursework to 
meet the particular needs of their programs or 
majors. In fact, some CSU campuses accept all 
or virtually all of the 40 existing ADT types. For 
instance, except for an updated version of the 
communication studies ADT that the campus plans 
to review, Stanislaus State accepts the ADT in all of 
the fields for which it offers a related degree.

Although the Legislature intended the ADT to 
be the primary transfer pathway, state law that 
authorized the ADT neither explicitly requires the 
CCC Chancellor’s Office to monitor community 
colleges’ decisions to offer an ADT, nor does it 
require the CSU Chancellor’s Office to monitor 
campuses’ decisions to accept ADTs, as the 
text box illustrates.14 According to the specialist 
within the educational services and support 

14	 State law requires the ADT Intersegmental Implementation Committee to establish reporting deadlines before January 2025 
for CSU campuses’ decisions about whether to accept ADTs. Although the committee has discussed a requirement for a 
CSU campus to provide a rationale if it removes its acceptance of an ADT, as of August 2024 it had not issued any formal 
recommendations on this topic.

The CCC and CSU Chancellors’ Offices’ Oversight 
of Campuses’ Decisions to Offer or Accept 
the ADT

The statute that established ADTs requires the following:

Community Colleges

“ ... create an ADT in every major and area of 
emphasis offered by that college for any transfer 
model curriculum approved subsequent to the 
commencement of the 2013–14 academic year 
within 18 months of the approval.”

However, this law does not expressly require the CCC 
Chancellor’s Office to monitor this requirement, such as 
by evaluating colleges’ rationales for not offering an ADT.

CSU Campuses

“ ... make every effort to accept the ADT in each of the 
concentrations.”

Similarly, this law does not require the CSU Chancellor’s 
Office to evaluate campuses’ rationales for not accepting 
an ADT.

Source:  State law.



54 CALIFORNIA STATE AUDITOR
September 2024  |  Report 2023-123

division of the CCC Chancellor’s Office, the CCC Chancellor’s Office proactively 
monitored individual colleges’ adherence to their statutory responsibility to create 
ADTs and followed up with those not in compliance until 2019. He added that the 
system stopped monitoring colleges’ efforts because of limited resources and because 
state law did not require it to do so. 

For its part, the CSU Chancellor’s Office provides minimal monitoring of campuses’ 
acceptance of ADTs. For example, it requires campuses to report publicly whether 
they accept an ADT for a given major or concentration, but it has made only limited 
efforts to document and evaluate campuses’ detailed rationales for changes that 
result in discontinuing ADT pathways. The assistant director of undergraduate 
transfer programs stated that the CSU Chancellor’s Office largely defers to campuses 
to make decisions about their programmatic curriculum, including how it relates 
to similarity with the ADT. Finally, the CSU Chancellor’s Office tracks and reports 
publicly whether students transferred to CSU with an ADT and whether they were 
on a similar pathway. However, the data it displays do not distinguish between 
ADT earners who were not on a similar pathway because the campus to which 
they transferred did not accept their ADT and ADT earners who simply decided to 
pursue a different field of study. 

Strengthening system oversight of community colleges’ decisions to offer ADTs 
and CSU campuses’ decisions to accept them would provide more assurance that 
both CCC and CSU are doing everything they can to help students transfer and 
graduate successfully.

UC Has Transfer Options That Are Comparable to the ADT, but They Lack Some of Its 
Key Benefits

UC has three transfer options that are in some ways comparable to the ADT, but they 
are not designed to provide the same level of benefits that the ADT can provide, as 
Figure 20 demonstrates. UC’s primary transfer options are the Transfer Admission 
Guarantee (TAG), which guarantees admission to a specific campus and major, 
and UC Transfer Pathways, which outlines courses that will make transfer students 
competitive for admission into certain majors at any participating UC campus. A 
student who applies for a TAG and completes Transfer Pathway courses would be 
using what UC refers to as Pathways+, which it considers a third transfer option and 
which provides transfer students the benefits from both TAG and Transfer Pathways. 
Although each of these transfer options offers different features, all three lack some 
of the most important advantages of the ADT.
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Figure 20
UC’s Transfer Options Approximate the ADT’s Key Benefits but Are Not as Successful in Streamlining Transfer

CSU systemCSU system UC systemUC system
… Compared to Features of TAG 

and UC Transfer Pathways*
Key Benefits of the ADT …

Example: Biology Transfer Pathway
• Pathway includes, among other courses, a one-year sequence (often two semester-length courses) of General Chemistry.

– UC Berkeley requires only one course for admission.
– UC Santa Barbara requires two courses for admission.

• Pathway does NOT include any Physics courses.
– UC Berkeley and UC Santa Barbara both include a one-year Physics sequence as major preparation but do not strictly 

require it for admission.

         The pathway attempts to streamline transfer but may instead add complexity for students.

Guarantee of Admission?

A Unit Framework to Limit Time to Degree?

• ADTs are earned within 60 lower-division units at 
community colleges. 

• ADT earners who transfer into a similar major at a 
CSU campus that accepts the ADT can earn their 
bachelor’s degree within 60 upper-division units.

• None of UC’s programs or options includes a unit cap 
or other guarantees that students will be able to 
graduate in a speci�c amount of time.

• Guaranteed admission somewhere in the CSU system, 
although not necessarily at a speci�c campus or in a 
speci�c major.

• Will receive an admissions advantage at campuses that 
accept the particular ADT.

• Transfer Admission Guarantee (TAG) program 
guarantees admission to a speci�c campus and major.

• TAG is not available at three of nine UC campuses and 
in certain majors.

• ADTs include a �nite list of course types that a council 
comprising both CCC and CSU Academic Senate 
members formally approves.

• When a community college develops an ADT to o�er, it 
receives centralized approval for a speci�c list of courses 
that comprise its ADT.

• Students have a roadmap of speci�c courses to take that 
will automatically count for credit at any accepting CSU 
campus, regardless of course-level articulation.

• UC Transfer Pathways consists of sets of courses that include 
any course that a transfer student would need for 
admission at any UC campus. These lists of courses appear 
as guidance on UC’s website but do not necessarily 
correspond to actual courses at community colleges 
approved for transfer credit.

• Students applying to multiple UC campuses may end up 
taking more courses than needed because of di�erences in 
campuses’ transfer requirements.

Pre-Approved List of Courses?

Source:  Analysis of state law, UC Transfer Pathways and TAG information, and campus and system admissions requirements.

*	 We did not include Pathways+, which is simply a combination of UC Transfer Pathways and TAG.
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TAG Guarantees Admission to Certain Campuses and Majors, but It Is Not a Comprehensive 
Transfer Option

TAG provides community college students guaranteed admission to a participating 
UC campus and major if those students earn a specific GPA and meet existing campus 
and major admission requirements. Whereas the ADT’s admission guarantee is for the 
CSU system as a whole, TAG guarantees admission to a specific UC campus and 
major, which provides more predictability for transfer applicants. TAG is relatively 
popular among transfer students: according to data from a CCC‑UC Transfer Task 
Force report issued in July 2022, 30 percent of the students who applied to transfer to 
UC from 2018 through 2021 had a TAG. 

However, TAG is not a comprehensive transfer 
option. Students may apply for and secure a TAG 
from only one UC campus. Further, as the text box 
shows, three campuses and certain majors at the 
other six campuses do not offer TAG. One of 
the main reasons that the three campuses do not 
offer TAG is that they are concerned about their 
capacity to accommodate the number of students 
who would use it. For example, the assistant 
vice chancellor and director of undergraduate 
admissions at UC Berkeley told us that the campus 
is not able to offer TAG because it likely could not 
set a GPA requirement high enough to reasonably 
limit the number of students who would use it. 

Likely in part because some campuses and majors 
do not offer TAG, many students who apply for 
a TAG do not ultimately use it for its admission 
guarantee. For example, a student may apply 
for a TAG in computer science at UC Merced. 
However, the student who obtains that TAG 
in computer science at UC Merced is not 
precluded from applying to any of the other eight 

UC campuses. In other words, many transfer students may secure a TAG as a back‑up 
option rather than as a direct route to their preferred option. In fact, according to a 
UC report from 2021, more than 80 percent of TAG applicants ultimately enrolled 
somewhere in the UC system, but only about 40 percent of those applicants enrolled 
at their TAG campus.

Another shortcoming of TAG is its somewhat uneven use among different community 
colleges and demographic groups. The community colleges with the highest transfer 
rates tend to have a larger share of TAG applicants. For example, the 10 community 
colleges with the highest transfer rates, which represent 25 percent of all UC transfer 
applications, accounted for 29 percent of all TAG applications during our audit period. 
The use of TAG also varies among different demographic groups. For example, from 
academic years 2020–21 through 2022–23, Asian community college students had 
the highest usage of TAG, with nearly 12 percent of their transfer applications being 

 Several UC Campuses and Majors 
Do Not Offer TAG

Campuses that do not offer TAG:

•	 UC Berkeley

•	 UCLA

•	 UC San Diego

Examples of majors that some TAG-participating 
campuses exclude from the guarantee:

•	 Computer science (Davis, Irvine, Santa Barbara, and 
Santa Cruz)

•	 Mechanical Engineering (Santa Barbara)

•	 Business Administration (Irvine)

•	 Dance (Irvine and Santa Barbara) 

•	 Music (Irvine and Santa Barbara)

Source:  UC TAG webpages.
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associated with TAG, whereas only 8 percent of transfer applications submitted by 
Black or African American community college students were associated with TAG. 
The executive director of undergraduate admissions at the UC Office of the President 
also provided us with data, which we did not audit, that showed larger disparities in 
TAG use among certain demographic groups. For example, the data show that across 
three fall application cycles beginning in 2019, and among resident community college 
applicants considered eligible for admission, only about 20 percent of Black or African 
American applicants to UC were associated with TAG, compared to more than 
36 percent of Asian applicants to UC.

Ultimately, TAG is unlikely to be able to serve as a comprehensive admission guarantee 
because the most competitive campuses and majors likely will not have enough 
capacity to guarantee admission to all eligible transfer applicants. Nonetheless, it 
can be a useful tool for guaranteeing admission and would be more effective if it 
served transfer students more equitably. In Chapter 3, we discuss some approaches 
that community colleges could take to ensure that students receive key information 
and support to help them transfer, including through equity plans that address 
transfer‑related disparities across demographic groups. We also discuss opportunities 
for data sharing that could help UC campuses conduct more targeted outreach to 
transfer‑intending students.

UC Transfer Pathways Functions as Admissions Guidance, but It Does Little to Streamline 
Transfer Requirements 

Unlike TAG, UC Transfer Pathways does not serve as an admission guarantee. Rather, 
the goal of the program is to help students improve their chances of admission. As of 
August 2024, UC had published a Transfer Pathway webpage for each of the 20 most 
popular UC majors for transfer students. Each webpage lists the types of courses that 
will prepare transfer students to be competitive for admission in those majors across 
the UC system. However, in practice, the UC campuses we reviewed—UC Berkeley 
and UC Santa Barbara—did not directly use the Transfer Pathways as a factor in 
their admissions processes. Admissions officials at those campuses stated that their 
application review processes do not include a consideration about whether applicants 
have completed one of the Transfer Pathways. Perhaps for this reason, Table C.3 
in Appendix C shows that UC applications from community college students who 
self‑reported completing a UC Transfer Pathway had similar admission rates to 
applications without that designation.

Another function of UC Transfer Pathways is to provide a single expansive set of 
preparatory courses for the same major systemwide. However, because the Transfer 
Pathways course lists encompass the needs of multiple campuses, they may include 
courses that some UC campuses do not require. For example, a UC systemwide special 
transfer committee report from mid–2023 explains that the UC Transfer Pathway for 
sociology identifies as preparation for transfer two introductory courses in sociology 
and a statistics course. Thus, students seeking to transfer to any UC campus might 
logically conclude that they need to take all three courses in order to obtain admission. 
However, the sociology programs at UC Davis, UC Irvine, UC Riverside, and UC Santa 
Barbara do not require any of the Transfer Pathways courses for admission. 
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Further, UC Transfer Pathways focuses on transfer admission requirements rather 
than on the lower‑division courses that would best prepare a transfer student to 
complete upper‑division coursework within a reasonable number of units. For 
example, UC Santa Barbara’s lower‑division preparation for the biology major includes 
a statistics course. However, this course is not part of the biology Transfer Pathway 
because it is not a requirement for admission—although the Transfer Pathway does 
mention this difference and indicates that a statistics course may be needed before 
graduation for some of UC’s biology majors. Similarly, both UC Santa Barbara and 
UC Berkeley include a yearlong physics course sequence in the preparation for a 
biology major, yet these courses are also not part of the official biology Transfer 
Pathway. In instances such as these, students may need to take the courses in question 
after transferring, which could add units and time to earning their degrees.

Finally, UC Transfer Pathways lacks the essential guarantees that the ADT provides 
related to time to graduate and course transferability. Specifically, UC has not 
streamlined campuses’ requirements into a limited set of lower‑division preparation 
courses that will prepare students to graduate in two years after transferring to a 
UC campus. By contrast, CSU campuses that accept the ADT for a certain major 
guarantee that a student can graduate within 60 units of transferring, regardless 
of whether the student has fulfilled all of the specific lower‑division courses that 
the particular campus would otherwise require. The ADT similarly helps reduce 
complexity for students around transferability—students earning an ADT receive 
60 units of transferable credit, meaning that they would not need to determine 
whether every course they take articulates with every relevant CSU campus’s 
requirements. UC Transfer Pathways does not offer a comparable guarantee, although 
UC campuses may decide to prioritize articulating their Transfer Pathways courses 
with community colleges.

By Aligning Their Transfer Requirements, CSU and UC Could Improve the Transfer Process 
for Community College Students

Using the cohort data we discuss in Chapter 1, we found that about 21 percent of 
community college transfer applicants to either CSU or UC applied to both systems, 
and about 26 percent of ADT earners applied to a UC campus. In other words, about 
a fourth of all relevant transfer applicants were subject to requirements for both CSU 
and UC campuses. These data underscore the fact that many students could benefit 
if the systems minimized the differences between CSU and UC requirements. To that 
end, the CCC Academic Senate has been leading an effort in which CSU and UC have 
been participating to align UC Transfer Pathways with ADT course requirements to 
streamline the transfer process for students interested in both CSU and UC. 

Nonetheless, several factors make it difficult for CSU and UC to align their transfer 
requirements. As we discuss in the Introduction, the Master Plan and state law have 
established CSU and UC as two separate systems with distinct missions. For example, 
these sources indicate that UC should be more selective than CSU and serve as the 
primary state‑supported agency for research. Even within each system, faculty at each 
campus have certain authority to develop that campus’s academic curriculum, and as a 
result, these curricula may vary significantly.
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Moreover, changes that require collaboration among the three systems can be challenging. 
No single intersegmental oversight body exists for California’s institutions of higher 
education, and faculty and officials at the three systems generally agreed that the 
establishment of such an oversight body would be problematic. For example, the past and 
current presidents of the CCC Academic Senate told us that such an oversight body would 
remove input and control from those who have the best working knowledge of the policy 
and curriculum issues of each system. In addition, UC’s constitutional independence limits 
the Legislature’s ability to compel the system to engage in such cross‑system efforts. 

In the absence of an oversight body, many of the three systems’ collaborative efforts to 
streamline transfer requirements—such as developing or revising ADTs and aligning 
CSU and UC requirements—have relied on ad hoc committees or those that lack 
dedicated state funding and require voluntary faculty participation. According to faculty 
leaders from all three systems, this lack of institutional funding has significantly delayed 
or impaired efforts to improve the transfer process. In fact, since the effort began in 
2019, these efforts have resulted in the successful alignment of only two disciplines, as 
Figure 21 demonstrates. 

Despite these challenges, CSU and UC and their campuses could do more to streamline 
requirements, especially considering that they pertain only to undergraduate education 
and transfer students’ lower‑division preparation before transferring. Efforts to align course 
requirements have continued, with added impetus from recent recommendations of the 
ADT Intersegmental Implementation Committee. Consisting of representatives from all 
three systems, this committee explicitly called for drafts of transfer model curricula that 
prepare students to transfer to both CSU and UC in pathways such as engineering, biology, 
chemistry, and computer science. The director of the Transfer Alignment Project, the main 
body that is working to align curricula between CSU and UC systems, believes that 
alignment will be most successful in mathematics and physics, with continuing work also 
in biology.

The text box lists options for UC to do more to 
align its lower‑division requirements with the 
ADT. The first option is for UC campuses to accept 
students with the ADT as sufficiently prepared for 
transfer if an ADT exists in that discipline. This 
scenario would essentially be an expansion of recent 
legislation, which establishes the new UC ADT pilot 
program. That program must begin at UCLA for at 
least eight majors by academic year 2026–27 and 
must be extended to at least 12 majors at each of 
five UC campuses by academic year 2028–29, with 
the intent that it be extended to at least 12 majors 
at every UC campus by academic year 2031–32. 
UC faculty and system officials have stated that the 
ADT does not always provide adequate preparation 
for their programs. However, the ADT framework 
often balances specific requirements with some 
flexibility at the lower‑division level. For example, 
the ADT in psychology has a required set of three 

UC Could Do More to Align Its Lower-Division 
Major Prerequisites with the ADT

For a major that is not already included in the ADT pilot 
project, a UC campus could:

1.	 Agree to accept the ADT as sufficient transfer 
preparation.

or

2.	 Agree to the same types of parameters of the ADT, 
but for UC’s own set of courses, such as the relevant 
UC Transfer Pathway.

After individual campuses make good faith attempts at 
alignment and provide rationales to the UC Office of the 
President, it could allow them to opt out of both options.

Source:  Analysis of state law; UC, C-ID, and Transfer Alignment 
Project webpages; and UC reports.
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core courses supplemented by relatively flexible categories in which students may choose 
from several types of relevant lower‑division courses. Further, because the ADT framework 
does not include any upper‑division courses, it allows for significant specialization 
at universities.

Figure 21
The Academic Senates Have Had Little Success Aligning CSU and UC Major Requirements

DISCIPLINES 
SUCCESSFULLY ALIGNED

Political Science

Sociology

DISCIPLINES FOUND NOT 
FEASIBLE FOR ALIGNMENT

Biology

Business Administration

DISCIPLINES BEING EXPLORED 
FOR POTENTIAL ALIGNMENT

Anthropology

English

Economics

Mathematics

Philosophy

History

In 2019 the CCC Academic Senate began collaborating with the CSU and UC Academic Senates to align 
a single UC Transfer Pathway in each major with an ADT—also called the Transfer Alignment Project. 

The project's goals were to align requirements if feasible and to communicate clear documentation of 
the rationale and bene�ts of separate pathways if not.

The results of this effort as of October 2023 as 
shown on the Transfer Alignment Project website:

As of Summer 2024, the transfer alignment webpage listed these �ve disciplines
plus eight additional disciplines as “exploring potential alignment.”

Example – Biology:
The Transfer Alignment Project convened faculty from all three systems during Spring 2024 to 

discuss the potential of alignment. This group will continue this work in the fall and if the faculty 
reviewers determine that alignment is feasible, it will draft a new, aligned transfer model 

curriculum for further vetting.

The website did not indicate whether 
alignment had been explored in �ve 

other transfer pathways, such as 
Psychology—one of the most popular 

majors in both systems.
The disciplines that were found not 
feasible all cited one or more UC 

requirements as the reason, but did 
not include detailed rationales.

Example-Biology:
The Faculty Discipline Review Group 
found that alignment is not feasible 

at this time due to the UC Transfer 
Pathway requirement of Organic 

Chemistry.

Source:  C‑ID website, including pages for the Transfer Alignment Project and transfer model curricula, and the UC Transfer Pathways 
admissions webpages.



61CALIFORNIA STATE AUDITOR
Report 2023-123  |  September 2024

Under the second option listed in the text box, UC campuses could agree to offer the benefits 
of an ADT but for UC’s own set of courses, such as the UC Transfer Pathways, for majors that 
are not included in the ADT pilot project described earlier in this section. In other words, 
UC could ensure that campuses participating in this option for a particular major accept 
a UC Transfer Pathway as sufficient transfer preparation, and it could also ensure that the 
pathway limits the number of units students need before and after transfer and that the pathway 
courses are consistently articulated across UC campuses and community colleges. These types 
of benefits could potentially help further reduce the time and units it takes transfer students to 
earn a UC degree. For example, students who transferred to UC within four years of their initial 
community college enrollment averaged about 70 units of transferable credit in the cohorts 
we analyzed. Further, precedent exists for a UC‑sanctioned associate degree built from the 
UC Transfer Pathways: first offered in Fall 2019, the CCC and UC systems collaborated through 
a pilot program to form UC Transfer Pathways associate degrees in chemistry and physics that 
23 community colleges still offer.

The systems have demonstrated that collaborating toward streamlined requirements is possible. 
For example, state law effective January 2022 spurred the development of a singular general 
education pathway that CCC students would need for transfer and admission to both CSU and 
UC, known as the California General Education Transfer Curriculum (Cal‑GETC), which will 
take effect in Fall 2025. Cal‑GETC ensures that only a single 34‑semester‑unit option exists for 
general education courses at the community college level, down from 37 or 39 units in prior 
course patterns. This change will not only simplify requirements for students at the community 
college level but may also allow more space for major prerequisites to fit within the ADT’s 
60‑unit limit.

Individual campuses have also identified some solutions to retain curricular autonomy while 
still meeting transfer students’ needs. For example, UC Berkeley’s computer science program 
requires major preparation courses that rarely articulate with community college courses, so 
it has created one‑unit bridge courses for students to take after transfer that supplement their 
previous education with minimal impact to the time necessary to earn a bachelor’s degree. 
Likewise, UC Santa Barbara offers nearly two dozen courses that it designed specifically for 
transfer students, including bridge courses in biology, mathematics, and physics. Despite the 
difficulties CSU and UC face in aligning the lower‑division coursework they require, faculty in 
both systems can and should work together to further streamline transfer pathways and reduce 
complexity for transfer students. 

Recommendations

Legislature

To help create transfer pathways for students in majors that require a large number of units, 
the Legislature should amend state law to allow certain transfer model curricula for the ADT, 
such as in STEM fields, to exceed the existing lower‑division 60‑unit requirement, if both the 
CCC and CSU systems agree. The Legislature should include conditions for this unit expansion, 
such as when many community colleges or CSU campuses have demonstrated an inability to fit 
courses within the 60‑unit requirement for that particular transfer model curriculum.
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To ensure that community college students can centrally access the information they 
need to prepare for transfer, the Legislature should require all CSU campuses—and 
should request all UC campuses—to publish their existing articulation agreements 
and transfer requirements on ASSIST rather than only on their own external 
websites. Further, articulation agreements for preparation in each major should use a 
standardized format or common language to describe lower‑division requirements so 
that it is clear to students whether taking specific courses will impact their chances of 
admission or the time it will take them to earn a bachelor’s degree after transferring.

To ensure that CSU, UC, and CCC continue to make progress on streamlining 
transfer requirements for students, the Legislature should consider appropriating 
funding and requiring annual status reporting for the following efforts:

•	 Developing or revising transfer model curricula and expanding the ADT’s use. 

•	 Aligning CSU and UC transfer requirements.

•	 Identifying and reducing barriers to further articulation between community 
college courses and CSU and UC transfer requirements.

CCC Chancellor’s Office, CSU Chancellor’s Office, and UC Office of the President

To ensure that a lack of course articulation is not a barrier to transfer, the three 
systems should collaborate by September 2026 to analyze articulation data 
and develop a plan for addressing the gaps in articulation that most negatively 
affect community college students. For example, the analysis could identify the 
articulation gaps that are most likely to reduce students’ chances of admission or 
to add to students’ total number of units or amount of time to transfer and earn a 
bachelor’s degree.

CCC Chancellor’s Office and CSU Chancellor’s Office

To help close existing gaps in the ADT’s availability and impact within their systems, 
the CCC Chancellor’s Office and the CSU Chancellor’s Office should each document 
a process by September 2025 for requesting and analyzing specific rationales from 
community colleges that have decided not to offer the ADT for a particular transfer 
model curriculum or from CSU campuses that have decided not to accept one as 
similar to their related majors or concentrations. These processes should also include 
taking the following actions:

•	 Review a selection of the rationales for not offering or accepting the ADT, with 
a focus on the areas in which it would most benefit students to have an available 
ADT pathway.
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•	 Using criteria such as whether other community colleges or CSU campuses are 
able to offer or accept the ADT, and consulting with the systemwide academic 
senates or other faculty as necessary, determine whether the selected rationales 
are reasonable and make recommendations to the colleges or campuses 
as appropriate. 

•	 To the extent their reviews identify specific challenges in offering or accepting the 
ADT in certain subject areas, notify the appropriate committee or group so that it 
may consider those challenges when revising transfer model curricula.

UC Office of the President

To streamline and simplify campuses’ lower‑division course requirements for transfer 
applicants in the most popular UC majors, the UC Office of the President should 
work with its Academic Senate and campuses to develop and begin implementing 
a plan by September 2026 for reviewing and updating the UC Transfer Pathways. 
Specifically, the plan should include the UC Office of the President taking the 
following actions for each UC Transfer Pathway:

•	 For pathways in which related ADT transfer model curricula exist, identify 
and publicly post which UC campuses agree to accept the ADT as sufficient 
coursework to be competitive for admission and to be able to earn a bachelor’s 
degree within a specified amount of time or units after transferring.

•	 For the UC campuses that do not accept the ADT as sufficient coursework, 
and for those pathways in which no related ADT transfer model curricula exist, 
update the pathway by establishing the community college courses that a student 
must complete before transferring to be competitive for admission and to be 
able to earn a bachelor’s degree within a specified amount of time or units after 
transferring. The Office of the President should limit the pathway to those courses 
that all participating campuses agree are reasonably necessary, and it should 
consider aligning these courses with any relevant ADT transfer model curricula.

•	 Regularly monitor articulation for pathway courses at participating UC campuses 
to ensure that the articulated pathway courses are available and consistent across 
community colleges.

•	 Require and evaluate rationales from any UC campuses that neither accept the 
ADT as sufficient coursework nor participate in the pathway.
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Chapter 3
THE THREE SYSTEMS COULD BETTER FACILITATE THE TRANSFER PROCESS BY 
INCREASING OUTREACH AND SUPPORT

Chapter Summary 

•	 Community colleges play a crucial role in helping students navigate the transfer process. 
However, their processes for doing so have some weaknesses. For example, they have not 
consistently provided students with counseling and education plans that can help to ensure 
that the students meet transfer requirements. The CCC Chancellor’s Office could provide 
more specific guidance and monitoring to help improve colleges’ efforts.

•	 Although CSU and UC have existing programs and processes to help community college 
students transfer, these efforts do not reach all transfer‑intending students. Expanding and 
standardizing data sharing among the three systems would help improve CSU’s and UC’s 
outreach efforts by enabling them to better identify and support transfer‑intending students.

Although Community Colleges Serve a Critical Role in Helping Students Transfer, Their Processes 
for Doing So Have Weaknesses

Community colleges play a critical role in helping students navigate the complexities of the transfer 
process. However, we identified weaknesses in community colleges’ processes for providing 
information and support to potential transfer students. 
Figure 22 summarizes our observations. To ensure that 
community colleges across the State make consistent efforts 
to help students transfer, the CCC Chancellor’s Office 
should increase its guidance and oversight in these areas.

The Community Colleges We Reviewed Have Not Consistently 
Provided Students With Counseling and Education Plans 

Counseling and education plans are critical to colleges’ 
efforts to assist students in transferring—so critical, in 
fact, that state law generally requires community colleges 
to take an active approach in seeking out, counseling, and 
monitoring the progress of transfer‑intending students. 
Colleges must make reasonable efforts—especially early 
in a student’s time at a community college—to provide an 
opportunity for the student to develop an education plan, 
which essentially functions as a roadmap of courses that 
the student needs to take. Students may have abbreviated 
education plans to meet their short‑term needs, or they 
may develop longer‑term, comprehensive plans that take 
into account their education goals and the steps they 
need to take to meet them, as the text box describes. 

State Law Includes Key Requirements 
for Student Education Plans

Districts or colleges shall provide each student with 
an opportunity to develop one of the two following 
types of education plans:

•	 Abbreviated education plans, which are 
designed to meet the immediate needs of 
students and are usually for one or two terms.

•	 Comprehensive education plans, which take 
into account students’ career and education 
goals, their majors, the institutions to which they 
may wish to transfer, and the steps they need to 
take to complete their identified courses of study.

Student education plans must be accessible, timely, 
and recorded in electronic form. Further, the district or 
college must review the plans as necessary to ensure 
that they continue to accurately reflect the needs and 
goals of the students.

Source:  California Code of Regulations, title 5, section 55524.
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According to CCC’s Vision for Success, colleges should strive to have all students complete 
an education plan to help them focus on a clear path from the beginning of their college 
education, and that equally important is the quality and frequent updating of those education 
plans. Similarly, the Vision for Success indicates that it is best practice for students to receive 
ongoing, proactive advising. Otherwise, community colleges run the risk that some students 
may not receive the guidance they need. 

Figure 22
We Identified Weaknesses in Community Colleges’ Approaches to Creating an Effective Transfer 
Environment

Ensure that the format and content of 
students’ education plans are e�ective.

Only Clovis and Victor Valley routinely included students' desired 
transfer destinations in the education plans we reviewed.

Make proactive e�orts to ensure that 
students receive counseling and develop 
education plans.

Only Clovis and Lassen had a process to regularly identify 
which students did not have an education plan on �le and 
reach out to them to schedule a counseling appointment.

Maintain transfer centers and counseling 
services with su�cient sta�.

None of the �ve colleges had met all of the recommended 
transfer center sta�ng criteria as of academic year 2022–23, 
and four of the �ve colleges did not meet the broader 
recommendation to have one counselor for every 370 students.*

Have plans for reducing equity gaps in 
transfer, such as lower transfer rates 
among students of underrepresented 
demographic groups.

The �ve colleges' current equity plans did not provide clear 
information about whether they had implemented their 
planned activities from the prior plan or whether they had 
experienced success in closing equity gaps because of
those activities.

Examples of Weaknesses We 
Identified at the Five Colleges 
We Reviewed

Examples of Actions �at Create 
an E�ective Community College 
Transfer Environment

Source:  Analysis of state law, regulations, public research and reports, and documents from the CCC Chancellor’s Office and selected 
community colleges. 

*	 Lassen, the fifth college, met this recommended staffing level according to an ad hoc, internal calculation by the CCC Chancellor’s 
Office for Fall 2023. However, Lassen did not meet the recommended staffing level according to the same calculation for Fall 2022.
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However, only two of the five colleges we 
reviewed—Clovis and Lassen—had a process 
to regularly identify the students who had not 
developed education plans and contact them 
to schedule counseling appointments to do so. 
The other three colleges also took key steps to 
provide students with counseling and education 
plans, some of which we describe in the text box. 
However, the colleges’ efforts were not always 
consistent or comprehensive. For instance, as 
we show in the text box, Santa Ana conducted 
a targeted outreach process similar to Clovis’s 
process but completed this process only once 
during the period we reviewed.15

Furthermore, although the Vision for Success states 
that colleges should strive to have 100 percent of 
students complete an education plan, only Clovis 
and Lassen regularly monitored the percentage 
of their students who had developed education 
plans. For example, Clovis reported in an internal 
program review that 52 percent of its enrolled 
students in academic year 2021–22 had completed 
comprehensive student education plans and that 
a much larger percentage had completed some 
type of education plan. The other three colleges 
we reviewed did not consistently document their 
progress in providing students with education 
plans. Santa Ana performed such an analysis 
to show progress it had made as part of its 2021 efforts, but it did not report this 
type of data consistently in its program reviews or similar documents. If colleges 
do not monitor this type of information, they risk not understanding whether 
their counseling and education planning efforts have been successful in reaching 
all students.

Certain specialized programs that serve specific groups of students take a more 
hands‑on approach to providing counseling and education plan services. For 
example, Extended Opportunity Programs and Services (EOPS) is a program 
designed to encourage community colleges to establish and implement programs to 
help students who face certain economic, linguistic, and educational challenges. State 
law requires that as a condition of receiving EOPS funding, colleges must provide 
eligible students with three counseling or advisement contact sessions each term

15	 Santa Ana completed this effort in 2021. According to Santa Ana’s dean of counseling, it conducted this process again in 
Fall 2023, but its efforts were still in progress when we conducted our audit work.

Examples of Community Colleges’ Efforts to 
Provide Counseling and Education Plans

Diablo Valley: It widely publicizes its counseling, education 
plan, and transfer center services but acknowledged that 
it does not have a college-wide process for identifying 
and reaching out to the students who have not received 
the services.

Clovis: Staff identify the students each semester who do not 
have education plans and reach out to them to schedule 
counseling appointments.

Lassen: Officials explained that each semester, counselors 
identify students who need education plans, and a staff 
member contacts these students to schedule appointments.

Santa Ana: In only one of the years we reviewed, staff 
called students who lacked education plans to ask them to 
connect with counselors to develop plans. 

Victor Valley: Each semester, staff identify students who 
have completed 30 or more units and contact them to 
schedule counseling appointments. However, this effort 
is meant to provide information about graduating, and no 
similar process exists for contacting students who have 
completed fewer than 30 units.

Source:  Analysis of selected colleges’ program reviews, data, 
and other documents, and interviews with college officials.
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and must develop an education plan for each of these students. In part because EOPS and 
similar programs receive specific state funding, colleges may lack the resources to follow 
the same strategy with the general student population, but the colleges can strive to emulate 
this hands‑on approach as much as possible with their general populations by proactively 
engaging with and monitoring students. We describe later in this chapter how the CCC 
Chancellor’s Office could provide guidance and clarify expectations related to this type of 
proactive engagement.

We also found that the format and content of the five colleges’ student education plans did 
not clearly meet all of the key criteria we include in the text box on page 65. For example, 
only Clovis and Victor Valley routinely included in the education plans we reviewed 
the institutions to which students may wish to transfer, largely because their templates 
have a designated area for that information. The other three colleges did not have such 
designated areas in their plans—especially those they provided to students through an 
online format—even though the plans had spaces to document students’ broader education 
goals and majors. Counselors at these three colleges sometimes included students’ potential 
transfer destinations in the electronic notes they attached to the plans or wrote to document 
education plan meetings, but this practice was not standardized. Routinely documenting this 
element helps ensure that counselors are guiding students to meet the specific requirements 
of the institutions they wish to attend.

Regulations also require education plans to be accessible and recorded in electronic form. 
Four of the five colleges we reviewed transitioned to making education plans available 
through interactive online systems before or during our audit period. Clovis currently 
provides all of its education plans as PDF documents, an approach that lacks some of the 
functionality that online systems can provide. These online systems can allow students to 
access and update their plans at any time and to register for classes through the same system. 
Moreover, Chancellor’s Office officials told us that all campuses should use an electronic 
system for education plans. Clovis’s dean of student services stated that the college tried 
using such a system but that counselors preferred not to use that particular system because 
it did not accurately account for some key course information and did not come with 
additional counselor resources for interventions when students make changes to their plans. 
The dean also stated that Clovis is open to using an electronic education planning system as 
long as it works accurately and effectively. Notwithstanding Clovis’s concerns, community 
colleges should be able to ensure both that education plans are accessible online and that 
staff actively review them. 

In fact, CCC’s Vision for Success states that colleges should monitor student progress more 
closely and intervene more assertively using strategies such as online tools that help students 
clearly see their own progress toward their educational goals, alerts that remind students of 
upcoming deadlines, and automatic flags for intervention when students miss an enrollment 
deadline or fail a class. This type of functionality could help colleges meet another important 
requirement: reviewing an education plan and its implementation as necessary to ensure 
that it continues to reflect a student’s needs and goals. The education planning systems at 
the colleges we visited already include functionalities such as allowing students to request 
counselor reviews, tracking which counselors have reviewed an education plan, logging the 
counselors’ notes, and showing whether the student actually enrolled in the planned courses. 
Wider and more consistent use of these types of interactive education planning systems 
could help colleges ensure that students receive critical transfer services. 
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The Five Colleges We Visited Do Not Have Sufficient Numbers of Transfer and Counseling Staff 

Several indicators suggest that the five community colleges we reviewed lack the number 
of staff they require to provide important transfer‑related guidance to students. This is due, 
in part, to challenges associated with funding additional positions. For example, although 
regulations require each community college district to designate a location on campus to 
serve as the focal point of transfer functions (transfer center) and provide staffing for it, 
transfer center staffing was a concern officials raised at each of the colleges we visited. A 
college’s transfer center generally coordinates transfer activities. For instance, it may organize 
transfer outreach events or provide counseling appointments. The CCC Chancellor’s Office 
recommends that a transfer center have at least three to five full‑time positions, including a 
director, one or two counselors, and one or two support staff. 

However, none of the five colleges we visited had met all of the Chancellor’s Office’s 
recommended transfer center staffing criteria as of academic year 2022–23. Without 
adequate staff, transfer centers may struggle to 
provide guidance and outreach to help students 
transfer. For example, Victor Valley—which 
reported only 1.5 full‑time equivalent transfer 
center positions in 2022–23—conducted a program 
review that identified transfer center staffing as a 
challenge and stated that in several instances, 
students who visited the transfer center left the 
office without receiving prompt help. The program 
review also found that students may need to wait 
up to two weeks for a scheduled appointment. 
Victor Valley’s transfer center coordinator told us 
that the college assigned a part‑time counselor to 
the transfer center in Spring 2024 and is working to 
hire an additional support staff person. Beyond the 
five colleges we reviewed, transfer center officials 
statewide have consistently ranked staffing as the 
top operational barrier they face.

Staffing challenges also limit students’ ability 
to receive guidance outside of the transfer 
center. For colleges’ broader counseling efforts, 
the CCC Academic Senate recommends that 
community colleges maintain a ratio of one 
counselor for every 370 students—and it adopted 
a resolution in Fall 2022 to work with the CCC 
Chancellor’s Office to advocate for incorporating 
that ratio into regulations. However, four of the 
five colleges we reviewed reported significantly 
higher ratios, as the text box shows. The colleges 
used different methodologies to calculate their 
counselor‑to‑student ratios, making comparisons 
between them difficult. Nonetheless, officials at 
all five colleges acknowledged that their levels 

Counselor-to-Student Ratios and the 
Methodologies Used to Calculate Them at the 

Five Colleges We Reviewed 

Examples of counselor-to-student ratios that the colleges 
calculated:

Clovis: 1:952 in academic year 2020-2021.

Diablo Valley: 1:538 expected in Fall 2024.

Lassen: 1:234 for its non-incarcerated student 
population as of academic year 2020-21.*

Santa Ana: 1:891 in Spring 2023.

Victor Valley: 1:724 in Spring 2023.

Examples of the differing methodologies the colleges used 
to calculate the ratios above:

•	 Clovis used the full-time equivalent (FTE) of 
counselors based on the time they have available to 
meet with students.

•	 Santa Ana used full-time faculty and excluded 
part‑time counselors.

•	 Victor Valley included general students and 
calculated separate ratios for students in 
specialized programs.

Source:  Internal program reviews, hiring request forms, and 
related documents from the colleges we reviewed.

*	 Lassen reported a ratio that year of 1:1,000 for its incarcerated 
student population. However, Lassen was also the only college 
we reviewed for which the Chancellor’s Office calculated a 
ratio below 1:370 in either 2022 or 2023: it calculated a ratio 
for Lassen of 1:416 in Fall 2022 and 1:256 in Fall 2023.
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of counselor staffing were insufficient. For example, a form to request additional 
counselor positions at Diablo Valley states that there are not enough counselors 
to meet the student demand for services, and that as a result, it is not uncommon 
for students to have spent a year or two at the college without seeing a counselor—
leading to consequences such as students making mistakes in course selection. 

The CCC Chancellor’s Office has measured and reported counselor‑to‑student 
ratios in the past: for example, it reported a ratio of one counselor for every 
563 students in academic year 2017–18. More recently, it conducted an internal, 
informal calculation that showed average ratios of 1:420 in Fall 2022 and 1:440 in 
Fall 2023, with significant variation by college. However, the assistant vice chancellor 
for data, visualization, and research indicated that the CCC Chancellor’s Office 
has not established a permanent process for monitoring and reporting these ratios 
because such monitoring is not a requirement in state law and because these ratios 
provide limited value in directly measuring student success. Specifically, he added 
that although the ratios are informative about workloads, their value is limited 
because they do not show the full picture of the factors that directly impact student 
success. Nevertheless, establishing a consistent methodology to measure and report 
community colleges’ counselor‑to‑student ratios could help the CCC Chancellor’s 
Office identify where staffing challenges may be affecting students’ ability to receive 
critical guidance about transferring. 

Funding is a key barrier to increasing staffing levels. The CCC Academic Senate 
has stated that as colleges receive new funding to provide for an increase in student 
enrollment, they do not simultaneously receive equal funding to increase support 
services, such as counseling. In addition, a state law—commonly referred to as the 
50 percent law—requires community college districts to annually spend at least half 
of their education expenses on the salaries of classroom instructors. Because the law 
does not allow a college to include the portion of a salary that is related to counseling 
as an instructional cost, hiring counselors can make it difficult for colleges to 
comply with the law. Four of the five community colleges we reviewed indicated that 
funding limitations like this hinder their ability to hire counselors. The fifth college, 
Santa Ana, classifies its counselors as faculty who perform both counseling and 
counseling‑related instruction, which it has concluded allows the college to include 
counselors as part of the salaries of classroom instructors. The State has earmarked 
funding for some specialized programs, such as EOPS, which community college 
officials told us is not subject to the 50 percent law and can result in these programs 
having more counselors per eligible student. However, these programs do not serve 
the general student population.

The Colleges We Reviewed Could Improve Their Plans for Helping Underrepresented 
Students Transfer 

State law and CCC goals establish that community colleges should provide services 
to students from historically disadvantaged or underrepresented groups to help them 
achieve outcomes like successfully transferring. For example, state law established the 
Student Equity and Achievement Program to assist community colleges in boosting 
the achievement of all students with an emphasis on eliminating achievement gaps 
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for students from traditionally underrepresented groups in higher education. As 
we explain in Chapter 1, significant gaps still exist in transfer rates between certain 
demographic groups, likely for a variety of reasons—some of which may be difficult 
for community colleges to address. However, colleges can position themselves to 
reduce achievement gaps as much as possible by identifying the causes for their gaps 
and measuring the effectiveness of their subsequent efforts to address those causes.

State‑mandated equity plans are community colleges’ most comprehensive tool for 
addressing gaps in transfer outcomes. State law requires community college districts 
to maintain student equity plans for each college in exchange for receiving Student 
Equity and Achievement Program funding to serve, among others, high‑need 
or disadvantaged students, whom the equity plans refer to as disproportionately 
impacted students. To meet this requirement, the CCC Chancellor’s Office collects 
an updated equity plan for each college every three years that includes the college’s 
research about equity gaps, describes its goals for disadvantaged groups, and 
identifies specific activities that are likely to help it meet those goals and address 
disparities. Transfer rates are one important metric, but these plans also measure 
gaps related to other outcomes, such as student retention and certificate and 
degree completion. 

As part of their student equity plans, colleges are asked to identify the causes of their 
transfer‑related equity gaps so they can begin to address them. However, we were 
unable to determine if the five colleges we reviewed had appropriately performed this 
step because their equity plans did not always articulate how they had researched and 
established these causes. For example, Santa Ana’s and Victor Valley’s 2022–25 equity 
plans identified students’ lack of awareness of transfer requirements and resources 
as a key structural barrier to transfer, but the plans did not specify how the colleges 
had arrived at this conclusion—such as by analyzing data to show disproportionate 
awareness of transfer across demographic groups. Although the equity plans of 
these two colleges indicated that they had conducted student surveys, it was unclear 
whether the survey results informed their analyses of structural barriers, and their 
plans stated that the colleges intended to regularly review data to further understand 
why gaps may persist. In Diablo Valley’s plan, the college wrote that it lacked the 
infrastructure to conduct deeper inquiries to understand the causes of its equity 
gaps and the effectiveness of its existing activities to address those gaps. Without a 
more complete understanding of the underlying causes of students’ disproportionate 
outcomes, colleges are not in a position to most effectively use their limited resources 
to close equity gaps. 

Although the CCC Chancellor’s Office has produced an equity plan template that 
asks colleges to identify structural barriers that have produced inequitable outcomes 
and to include changes they will make to reduce those inequities, it does not provide 
guidance about how to correctly identify the causes of those barriers. This lack of 
detail contrasts with the guidance the CCC Chancellor’s Office has provided in other 
areas: for instance, it established guidance for how colleges should measure which 
demographic groups experience the largest gaps in equity.
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Over the course of our audit period, the CCC Chancellor’s Office improved certain 
aspects of its template and guidance for colleges’ equity plans. During this period, 
community colleges submitted two equity plans: one covering academic years 
2019 through 2022 and a second for academic years 2022 through 2025. The CCC 
Chancellor’s Office made several changes to its template and guidance between these 
two plans. For instance, the 2019 through 2022 equity plan template asked colleges 
to evaluate all equity gaps for each metric, whereas the 2022 through 2025 template 
asked colleges to focus on at least one disproportionally impacted student group 
for each metric, including transfer. Although not all of the five colleges we reviewed 
made similar statements, Diablo Valley and Lassen both indicated that the broader 
focus of the first version of the equity plan template reduced its effectiveness. 

In general, the CCC Chancellor’s Office’s changes have provided a more focused 
approach for identifying and addressing specific equity gaps. However, the changes 
to the equity plan template and the format in which colleges have reported 
their progress—including within annual updates—have made it difficult to hold 
colleges accountable for implementing action items. In particular, the equity plans 
covering 2022 through 2025 for the five colleges we reviewed did not provide clear 
information about whether the colleges had implemented their planned activities 
from the prior equity plan or whether they had experienced success in closing equity 
gaps because of those activities. Although the new template contains a section 
for colleges to summarize the activities from 2019 through 2022, the colleges we 
reviewed often included only lists of all their recent activities or initiatives without 
explaining which student populations those activities served or how successful they 
were in meeting their own goals. Figure 23 summarizes our concerns about the 
equity plan with respect to monitoring colleges’ progress.

Beyond the initiatives contained in their equity plans, community colleges may also 
address demographic disparities in metrics such as transfer rates through special 
programs that serve traditionally underrepresented groups. These programs can 
have several benefits for students, including priority registration, financial aid or 
other monetary benefits, counseling and tutoring, and a dedicated study space. 
However, these programs are often too limited in their funding and resources to 
serve all underrepresented students. For example, Umoja—a learning community 
dedicated primarily to the academic success of Black or African American students—
exists at more than half of all community colleges in the State, but it served only 
6,200 students during Fall 2022, which was less than 9 percent of the 70,400 Black or 
African American students enrolled statewide. Because these programs are unlikely 
to be able to reach all students who could benefit from them, it is even more critical 
that colleges develop thorough and effective equity plans to guide their efforts in 
reducing demographic disparities.
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Figure 23
The Template for Community Colleges’ Equity Plans Does Not Ensure That Colleges Adequately 
Track and Report Their Progress

�e Most Recent Equity Plan Template Did Not 
Specifically Require Colleges to Report:
• Outcomes related to each metric, such as transfer.
• E�ectiveness of their speci�c activities toward meeting their goals.

Therefore, the CCC Chancellor’s O�ce or other interested parties lack information 
to assess whether colleges made progress in meeting the goals they had 
previously identi�ed.

�e Equity Plan Could Help 
Hold Colleges Accountable for 
Addressing Equity Gaps by 
Including:
• A clear list of the equity gaps that the college 

previously identi�ed.
• The updated status of each equity gap and 

whether any new gaps exist.
• A section for each metric, such as transfer, and an 

evaluation of whether the initiatives or activities 
that the college undertook reduced equity gaps 
by addressing their root causes.

�e CCC Chancellor’s O�ce 
Should Provide Guidance to 
the Colleges on How Best to:
• Undertake inquiry to correctly identify causes 

of equity gaps.
• Perform analyses to measure the impact of 

colleges’ activities in attempting to address 
those causes.

Source:  CCC Chancellor’s Office template for the Student Equity Plan covering 2022 through 2025 and analysis of selected 
colleges’ equity plans.

The CCC Chancellor’s Office Could Provide More Specific Guidance and Monitoring to Help 
Improve Colleges’ Transfer Efforts

When we asked officials in the CCC Chancellor’s Office about its guidance and oversight 
related to the issues we describe throughout this section, they provided several examples 
of existing systemwide guidance and professional development opportunities, such as 
guidance that all students should develop an education plan. However, the officials also 
acknowledged that limited authority and resources can be a challenge: for example, they 
stated that the Chancellor’s Office does not provide customized guidance that delves 
into each college’s operations and unique circumstances because that falls within the 
sphere of local control. We recognize that the CCC system is decentralized and involves 
significant local control at the community college district level. Even so, these limitations 
do not preclude the CCC Chancellor’s Office from taking a greater role in certain critical 
areas. In fact, state law requires the Chancellor’s Office to establish guidelines related 
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to the provision of counseling and education plans. Because the CCC system has 
already established regulations for these critical services, the Chancellor’s Office is well 
positioned to provide more specific guidance to colleges and monitor whether they are 
adhering to the regulations.

The CCC Chancellor’s Office currently monitors colleges’ transfer‑related efforts 
primarily by collecting and publishing certain data and by overseeing the colleges’ 
mandated transfer center reports and equity plans. It is also currently developing a 
Vision‑Aligned Reporting system, which will be designed in part to help track and 
analyze colleges’ student service metrics—including certain transfer and counseling 
metrics. However, as part of these efforts, it could improve aspects of its oversight 
to address some of the concerns we discuss earlier. For example, it already collects 
and publishes data about community colleges’ education planning and counseling 
services, but these data do not show the percentage of students who have current, 
comprehensive education plans or the percentage who have received timely 
counseling services. Chancellor’s Office officials agreed that publishing this type of 
data may be useful for improving the State’s transfer efforts but would require a clear 
and consistent methodology for colleges to provide and for users to interpret the 
data. Further, the CCC Chancellor’s Office could provide more detailed guidance 
about the specific actions colleges should take—such as the practice of identifying 
and reaching out to students without education plans—to monitor students’ progress 
and ensure that as many students as possible have received critical guidance to help 
them transfer. 

CSU and UC Could Use CCC Data to More Effectively Engage Transfer‑Intending 
Students Early in Their College Education

Like CCC, CSU and UC also have roles in helping community college students 
understand transfer requirements and navigate barriers. State law makes all three 
systems of higher education responsible for providing students with clear information 
about transfer options. CSU’s and UC’s efforts in this area are clearly critical given that 
they impose specific requirements that community college students must meet to be 
eligible for transfer. As the text box shows, best practices exist for CSU and UC to help 
students navigate the transfer process. Although CSU and UC have several programs 

and methods for advising community college 
students, the systems have lacked the CCC data 
necessary to identify and reach transfer‑intending 
students early in the transfer process. As a result, 
some students may not receive resources and 
information from CSU and UC that could help 
them transfer.

CSU and UC campuses provide outreach and 
guidance to community college students, but 
their efforts can be limited in scope without data 
to identify and contact transfer‑intending 
students more effectively. For example, Stanislaus 
State embeds advisors at three local community 

Best Practices for Universities Providing 
Information to Transfer-Intending Students

1.  Identify potential transfer students.

2.  Conduct targeted communications, outreach, and 
recruitment.

3.  Provide tailored advising and counseling.

Source:  Reports from the Aspen Institute, the Western Interstate 
Commission for Higher Education, the National Institute for the 
Study of Transfer Students, and the California Governor’s Council 
for Post-Secondary Education.
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colleges. According to its dean of admissions, this approach allows the advisors to 
contact potential transfer students earlier in their collegiate paths. However, the 
benefits of this program are understandably limited to students at those three 
community colleges. CSU and UC campus representatives also host and attend 
various informational events for transfer students, but these events similarly may not 
reach all students who intend to transfer. 

Similarly, CSU and UC have systemwide programs 
and processes to help transfer‑intending students, 
but the systems could reach more of these students 
if they used CCC data to systematically identify 
them. For example, as the text box shows, both 
systems offer online transfer planning tools that 
provide useful information for those students who 
are aware of them. In compliance with state law, 
both systems have also pursued dual admission 
programs that could help eligible students transfer 
more easily. Although transfer planners and dual 
admission programs are helpful resources for 
advising and supporting students, they may not 
reach all eligible students, especially if students are 
not sure of their specific transfer goals.

Officials at the CSU and UC campuses we visited 
said that they have been largely dependent 
on community college students identifying 
themselves as transfer‑intending students or 
independently learning of key tools and programs. 
One reason has been that the three systems—
CCC, CSU, and UC—operate independently of each other in many ways, as we 
discuss in Chapter 2. Thus, data on transfer‑intending students largely exists in 
CCC’s data system but not in CSU’s and UC’s systems. 

In 2021 the California Governor’s Council for Post‑Secondary Education 
recommended that the State implement an integrated admissions platform 
by 2030 that could provide CSU and UC with comprehensive information on 
transfer‑intending students. In the meantime, the three systems could coordinate 
their efforts to provide greater numbers of transfer‑intending students with key 
transfer information and thus increase transfer rates. Specifically, by sharing 
community college data with CSU and UC campuses, CCC could help those 
campuses reach out to students, which could facilitate the transfer process as 
Figure 24 shows. CCC could share data specifically for students who have indicated 
their intent to transfer or who demonstrate behavior consistent with intending 
to transfer, similar to our method for establishing cohorts of transfer‑intending 
students. CSU and UC could use the data to provide tailored advising and help guide 
the students to successfully transfer. Finally, CSU and UC should continue to share 
data with CCC about their students who have successfully transferred, to enable 
individual community colleges to evaluate the success of their transfer‑related efforts.

CSU and UC Each Have Systemwide 
Planning Tools and Programs for 

Transfer‑Intending Students

CSU and UC each have their own versions of the following:

Transfer planners are online tools that allow 
community college students to log their community 
college coursework to track their progress. The 
transfer planners also provide students with important 
information from the university system, such as 
major-specific feedback before application periods 
and information about upcoming visits from campus 
admission representatives.

Dual admission grants high school seniors who meet 
certain requirements, including attending a California 
community college, conditional admission to a CSU or 
UC campus.

Source:  CSU and UC websites and state law.
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Figure 24
The Sharing of Community College Data Would Help CSU and UC Campuses More Effectively 
Facilitate Transfer

Can I 
transfer?

What’s the 
process?

CSU and UC have a role in helping potential transfer students 
navigate barriers to transfer, but they lack data to identify all 

of these students systematically …

CCC could send key information about 
transfer-intending students to CSU and UC 

campuses for outreach, advising, and recruitment.

CSU and UC could send CCC campuses 
information about how many and which of their 
students have applied or successfully transferred.

… and sharing community college data with CSU and UC 
campuses would help those campuses reach out to students, 

which could facilitate transfer.

CSU and UC campus officials told us that it would be helpful to 
receive comprehensive data on transfer-intending students for 

outreach and recruitment purposes.

Tailored CSU and UC
Counseling/Advising

CCC Students 

CSU

CSU and UC campuses host events and provide 
information to community college students 
who self-identify as transfer students. 
However, not all transfer-intending students 
attend these events or receive these materials.

UC

CCC System and 
Community Colleges

CCC System and 
Community Colleges

CSU and UC Systems
and Campuses

CSU and UC Systems
and Campuses

Tailored CSU and UC
Counseling/Advising

CCC Students 

Source:  Analysis of CSU and UC programs, services, and data sharing agreements, and interviews with system and campus officials.
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The three systems have already begun to take steps toward this type of data 
sharing. Most notably, officials from the CCC Chancellor’s Office and UC Office 
of the President stated that in Fall 2023, CCC began sharing with UC some of its 
enrollment data—such as students’ basic contact information and fields of study—for 
purposes of outreach. However, the data did not include when the students intended 
to transfer. According to UC Santa Barbara’s executive director of admissions, the 
data did not allow that campus to identify potential transfer students. For instance, 
UC Santa Barbara contacted students from the data who informed it that they did 
not intend to transfer—such as an older student who was taking an art class for 
personal benefit. CSU’s assistant vice chancellor of enrollment management services 
informed us that CCC has also shared data with CSU about community college ADT 
earners for purposes of outreach but that CSU currently does not have any formal 
memorandums of understanding with CCC on data sharing for outreach purposes. 

Officials at each of the CSU and UC campuses we reviewed told us that it would be 
helpful for them to receive comprehensive data on potential transfer students for 
outreach and recruitment purposes. In fact, UC Santa Barbara’s executive director 
of admissions stated that she believes all UC campuses would benefit from having 
contact information from community college campuses for outreach purposes. 
Although legal barriers exist to sharing students’ data, they do not appear to 
prevent CCC from sharing helpful information about transfer-intending students. 
The federal Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act of 1974 (FERPA) generally 
requires colleges and universities that receive federal education funding to have 
written permission from a student in order to release information from that student’s 
education record. However, there are some exceptions, including for disclosing 
directory information such as a student’s name, address, major, and degrees received. 
More significantly, CCC’s application for new community college students asks 
them if they consent to share their personal information to universities to promote 
outreach and to enhance transfer. 

Nonetheless, officials from the three systems stated that data quality and timing 
pose challenges to the success of this type of data sharing. CCC Chancellor’s 
Office officials explained that the community colleges use different tools to record 
information that is received during counseling or academic planning sessions, and 
they do not share information about students’ potential transfer destinations with 
the Chancellor’s Office. As a result, it may be difficult for the CCC Chancellor’s 
Office to collect and share information about the specific CSU and UC campuses to 
which students are interested in transferring. Those officials also stated that the CCC 
Chancellor’s Office does not have up‑to‑date contact information for community 
college students because it does not receive directory information from the colleges. 
The officials further added that the Chancellor’s Office does not receive fall term data 
from colleges until at least the end of January, which may be too late for students to 
receive guidance about critical issues such as the spring term courses that would best 
prepare them to transfer. CSU’s assistant vice chancellor of enrollment management 
services agreed that the timing of data sharing for outreach purposes is important. 
She added that CSU would need this information at least a year before students 
complete their community college education to have enough time to reach out to 
them so the student avoids a break in their enrollment when transferring. 
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CCC Chancellor’s Office officials added that establishing a common information 
system for all community colleges would help solve these issues, as well as many 
other challenges. Such a system could allow the Chancellor’s Office or other entities 
to access accurate, updated information about the transfer‑intending students at 
each community college. However, Chancellor’s Office officials indicated that such a 
system could cost well over $100 million and take several years to implement. 

Recommendations

CCC Chancellor’s Office

To help community colleges provide students with the information they need to 
transfer, the CCC Chancellor’s Office should disseminate guidance to districts and 
colleges by September 2025 that includes the following:

•	 Specific actions that districts or colleges should take to ensure that as many 
transfer‑intending students as possible receive counseling and have a current, 
comprehensive education plan. For example, these actions could include routinely 
identifying and reaching out to schedule counseling appointments with the 
specific students who do not have a current, comprehensive education plan.

•	 Guidance about the format and content of education plans, including how districts 
or colleges can ensure that the plans are accessible online and contain a student’s 
potential transfer destinations. The guidance should also include any ways in 
which online education planning systems could assist districts or colleges in 
meeting the objectives we include in this recommendation.

To help evaluate and improve colleges’ efforts to advise students about transfer, 
the CCC Chancellor’s Office should develop a method by September 2026 for 
community colleges to monitor and report the percentage of their transfer‑intending 
students who have a current, comprehensive education plan and the percentage who 
have received timely counseling services. For example, the Chancellor’s Office could 
refine the data that it collects and publicly reports to ensure that it shows these types 
of metrics. Further, the Chancellor’s Office could consider following up with districts 
or colleges that have low percentages of such students to help them improve.

To help ensure that community colleges have the staffing necessary to assist 
transfer‑intending students, the CCC Chancellor’s Office should establish a process 
by September 2025 for identifying community colleges with staffing levels that are 
insufficient to provide necessary transfer‑related guidance and taking follow‑up 
action when warranted. For example, using existing staffing criteria and information 
it already collects, the Chancellor’s Office could identify colleges that lack sufficient 
transfer center staffing or have inadequate counselor‑to‑student ratios. It could then 
notify or follow up with officials at these colleges to help advocate for increasing their 
staffing levels or to support the colleges’ efforts in other ways.
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To ensure that colleges are making effective efforts to close equity gaps in student 
transfer rates, the CCC Chancellor’s Office should update its equity plan template or 
its related equity plan annual report template by September 2025 to require colleges 
to report outcomes related to their established goals. The Chancellor’s Office should 
also provide guidance to help colleges address the root causes of their transfer‑related 
equity gaps and to evaluate the effectiveness of their initiatives designed to reduce 
those gaps.

CCC Chancellor’s Office, CSU Chancellor’s Office, and UC Office of the President

To improve outreach efforts and help students transfer, the three systems should 
establish formal agreements by September 2025 to share information for outreach 
and recruitment purposes about transfer‑intending students in a manner permitted 
by FERPA and any other applicable privacy laws. The agreements should:

•	 Ensure that the information that CCC shares with CSU and UC is specific, 
detailed, and timely enough to allow CSU and UC campuses to conduct tailored 
outreach to students to help them transfer. In particular, the CCC Chancellor’s 
Office should evaluate its options for determining students’ intent to transfer 
and work with CSU and UC to ensure that the data it shares is useful for their 
campuses’ outreach purposes.

•	 Specify that CSU and UC will also regularly share information with CCC about 
their students who successfully transferred, in a format and level of specificity that 
allows community colleges to assess the effectiveness of their transfer efforts.
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We conducted this performance audit in accordance with generally accepted 
government auditing standards and under the authority vested in the California 
State Auditor by Government Code section 8543 et seq. Those standards require that 
we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a 
reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on the audit objectives. We 
believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and 
conclusions based on our audit objectives.

Respectfully submitted,

GRANT PARKS 
California State Auditor

September 24, 2024

Staff:	 Vance Cable, Audit Principal 
	 Michelle Sanders, PMP, Audit Principal 
	 Nick Versaci, Senior Auditor 
	 Maggie Carroll 
	 Taylor Gray, Ph.D. 
	 Bikash Gupta 
	 Parris Lee

Data Analytics:	 Ben Ward, MSA, CISA, Audit Principal 
	 Ryan P. Coe, MBA, CISA 
	 Andrew Jun Lee 
	 Grant Volk, MA, CFE

Legal Counsel:	 Natalie Moore
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Appendix A
CCC TRANSFER DATA

We used data from CCC to create cohorts of transfer‑intending students who 
enrolled as first‑time CCC students during academic years 2017–18, 2018–19, and 
2019–20. We then used data from CCC, CSU, and UC to determine the cohorts’ 
students’ rates of transfer and to explore related trends. Table A.1 shows the 
statewide rates of transferring within four years of enrolling in the CCC system 
for students in our 2017, 2018, and 2019 cohorts. Tables A.2, A.3, and A.4 display 
the colleges or campuses with the highest and lowest transfer rates within the 
CCC, CSU, and UC systems. Tables A.5 and A.6 show that transfer rates vary by 
demographic group and region. Finally, Tables A.7, A.8, and A.9 present information 
related to students’ earned college units, time spent in community college, and 
degrees earned before transfer.

Table A.1
Percentage of the 2017, 2018, and 2019 Cohorts Who Transferred Within Four Years of Enrolling 
(Statewide)

COHORT
(YEAR ENTERED 

CCC SYSTEM)

NUMBER OF 
TRANSFER‑INTENDING 

STUDENTS

PERCENT 
TRANSFERRED TO 

UC WITHIN 4 YEARS

PERCENT 
TRANSFERRED TO CSU 

WITHIN 4 YEARS

PERCENT TRANSFERRED 
TO ANOTHER UNIVERSITY 

WITHIN 4 YEARS

TOTAL PERCENT 
WHO TRANSFERRED 

WITHIN 4 YEARS

2017 325,000 3.8% 8.5% 7.7% 19.9%

2018 310,000 4.2% 9.3% 7.8% 21.3%

2019 305,000 4.4% 9.3% 7.1% 20.7%

Source:  CCC student and course data, and CSU and UC admissions data.

Note:  Percentages may not sum to the total due to rounding.
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Table A.2
Percentage of the 2017, 2018, and 2019 Cohorts of Transfer-Intending Students Who Transferred Within Four Years 
of Enrolling (by Community College)

COMMUNITY 
COLLEGES

2017 COHORT – PERCENT 
TRANSFERRED WITHIN 4 YEARS

2018 COHORT – PERCENT 
TRANSFERRED WITHIN 4 YEARS

2019 COHORT – PERCENT 
TRANSFERRED WITHIN 4 YEARS

Five Community Colleges We Reviewed:

Clovis
27.0%

(of 1,975 students)
28.4% 

(of 1,943 students)
27.7%

(of 2,088 students)

Diablo Valley
30.3% 

(of 3,774 students)
34.4% 

(of 4,198 students)
35.6% 

(of 4,416 students)

Lassen
18.6% 

(of 387 students)
17.2% 

(of 378 students)
16.4%

(of 268 students)

Santa Ana
12.6% 

(of 4,292 students)
13.0% 

(of 4,454 students)
11.3% 

(of 3,228 students)

Victor Valley
12.8% 

(of 3,056 students)
12.2%

(of 2,744 students)
12.8%

(of 2,929 students)

Top Five Community Colleges by Transfer Rates:

Moorpark
37.0% 

(of 3,675 students)
36.8%

(of 3,647 students)
37.7% 

(of 3,314 students)

Irvine Valley
34.7% 

(of 3,338 students)
36.1%

(of 3,339 students)
36.9%

(of 3,137 students)

Diablo Valley
30.3% 

(of 3,774 students)
34.4% 

(of 4,198 students)
35.6% 

(of 4,416 students)

Saddleback
31.5%

(of 4,022 students)
35.7%

(of 3,836 students)
33.2%

(of 3,973 students)

Las Positas
31.9%

(of 2,066 students)
31.9%

(of 1,943 students)
35.1%

(of 1,870 students)

Bottom Five Community Colleges by Transfer Rates:

Los Angeles Southwest
10.3%

(of 1,472 students)
12.3%

(of 1,156 students)
10.2%

(of 1,056 students)

L.A. Mission
10.3%

(of 2,507 students)
10.1%

(of 1,930 students)
11.9%

(of 1,708 students)

Compton
9.7%

(of 1,182 students)
11.4%

(of 976 students)
9.1%

(of 823 students)

L.A. Trade‑Tech
7.6%

(of 2,631 students)
7.1%

(of 1,999 students)
6.1% 

 (of 1,585 students)

Palo Verde
2.3%

(of 644 students)
2.5%

(of 632 students)
3.4%

 (of 682 students)

Source:  CCC student and course data, and CSU and UC admissions data.
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Table A.3
CSU Campuses to Which Students From the 2017, 2018, and 2019 Cohorts Transferred 

CSU CAMPUSES
2017 COHORT – PERCENT OF 

COHORT STUDENTS WHO 
TRANSFERRED TO CSU BY CAMPUS

2018 COHORT – PERCENT OF 
COHORT STUDENTS WHO 

TRANSFERRED TO CSU BY CAMPUS

2019 COHORT – PERCENT OF 
COHORT STUDENTS WHO 

TRANSFERRED TO CSU BY CAMPUS

Five Most Common CSU Transfer Destinations:

Fullerton 11.4% 11.2% 11.4%

Long Beach 9.2% 8.9% 8.7%

Sacramento 8.0% 8.9% 9.1%

Northridge 8.5% 8.5% 8.9%

San José 7.5% 7.4% 7.1%

Five Least Common CSU Transfer Destinations:

Monterey Bay 1.9% 1.8% 2.1%

San Luis Obispo 1.6% 2.0% 1.9%

Sonoma 1.4% 1.4% 1.4%

Humboldt 1.5% 1.2% 1.2%

Maritime Academy 0.2% 0.1% 0.1%

Source:  CCC student and course data, and CSU admissions data.

Table A.4
UC Campuses to Which Students From the 2017, 2018, and 2019 Cohorts Transferred

UC CAMPUSES
2017 COHORT – PERCENT OF 

COHORT STUDENTS WHO 
TRANSFERRED TO UC BY CAMPUS

2018 COHORT – PERCENT OF 
COHORT STUDENTS WHO 

TRANSFERRED TO UC BY CAMPUS

2019 COHORT – PERCENT OF 
COHORT STUDENTS WHO 

TRANSFERRED TO UC BY CAMPUS

Los Angeles 18.7% 17.8% 19.0%

San Diego 14.4% 14.2% 14.6%

Berkeley 13.0% 13.0% 13.3%

Davis 13.1% 13.2% 12.9%

Irvine 13.1% 12.8% 13.3%

Santa Barbara 11.6% 11.5% 11.4%

Riverside 8.7% 9.0% 7.7%

Santa Cruz 6.7% 7.5% 6.5%

Merced 0.8% 0.9% 1.2%

Source:  CCC student and course data, and UC admissions data. 
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Table A.5
Rates of Transfer Within Four Years of Enrolling for Key Demographic Groups in the 2017, 2018, and 2019 Cohorts

DEMOGRAPHIC GROUP

NUMBER OF 
TRANSFER‑INTENDING 

STUDENTS
(TOTAL FOR 2017, 2018, AND 

2019 COHORTS)

PERCENT TRANSFERRED 
WITHIN 4 YEARS
(2017 COHORT)

PERCENT TRANSFERRED 
WITHIN 4 YEARS
(2018 COHORT)

PERCENT TRANSFERRED 
WITHIN 4 YEARS
(2019 COHORT)

All Ethnicities 938,845 19.9% 21.3% 20.7%

American Indian or 
Alaska Native

3,263 13.5% 17.3% 14.0%

Asian 125,302 26.2% 29.9% 29.4%

Black or African 
American

57,998 16.5% 17.3% 16.1%

Hispanic or Latino 463,797 14.5% 15.6% 15.2%

Native Hawaiian or 
Other Pacific Islander

4,541 17.1% 15.5% 15.3%

Two or More Races or 
Ethnicities

42,789 24.8% 26.2% 26.0%

White 209,528 28.1% 29.2% 28.9%

Unknown/
Non‑Respondent

31,627 17.2% 19.3% 20.7%

Source:  CCC student and course data, and CSU and UC admissions data.

Table A.6
Rates of Transfer Within Four Years of Enrolling for the 2017, 2018, and 2019 Cohorts by Region

REGION

NUMBER OF 
TRANSFER‑INTENDING 

STUDENTS
(COMBINED FOR 2017, 2018, 

AND 2019 COHORTS)

2017 COHORT –  
PERCENT TRANSFERRED 

WITHIN 4 YEARS

2018 COHORT –  
PERCENT TRANSFERRED 

WITHIN 4 YEARS

2019 COHORT –  
PERCENT TRANSFERRED 

WITHIN 4 YEARS

All Regions 938,845 19.9% 21.3% 20.7%

Bay Area 169,455 22.7% 25.1% 24.5%

Central Valley 107,334 17.0% 17.2% 16.6%

Inland Empire 98,953 15.8% 16.1% 15.5%

Los Angeles 318,272 19.0% 21.1% 20.7%

Northern 84,640 18.8% 20.3% 20.0%

San Diego 91,097 22.3% 22.7% 21.4%

South Central 69,094 25.7% 26.1% 26.0%

Source: CCC student and course data, and CSU and UC admissions data.
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Table A.7
Average Time, Units Earned, and Degrees Received Before Transferring to CSU or UC Within Four Years, for the 
2017, 2018, and 2019 Cohorts

STUDENT OUTCOMES BEFORE TRANSFERRING 
TO CSU OR UC

2017 COHORT STUDENTS 
WHO TRANSFERRED TO 

CSU OR UC

2018 COHORT STUDENTS 
WHO TRANSFERRED TO 

CSU OR UC

2019 COHORT STUDENTS 
WHO TRANSFERRED TO

CSU OR UC

Average Number of Transferable Semester Units 66.4 66.6 66.3

Average GPA for Transferable Units 3.34 3.38 3.41

Average Number of Total Semester Units 70.7 69.4 67.9

Average GPA for Total Units 3.31 3.35 3.39

Average Number of Years at Community College 2.5 2.4 2.4

Percent Who Received a CCC Degree 65.3% 65.8% 61.9%

Source: CCC student and course data, and CSU and UC admissions data.

Table A.8
Students in the 2017, 2018, and 2019 Cohorts Who Obtained an ADT and Applied to Transfer to CSU or 
UC Within Four Years of Enrollment 

2017 COHORT 2018 COHORT 2019 COHORT

Total Students in Cohort 324,752 309,491 304,602

Students Who Earned an ADT (Within 4 years)
37,891

(11.7% of cohort)
34,755

(11.2% of cohort)
27,367

(9.0% of cohort)

ADT Earners Who Applied to CSU
29,457
(77.7%)

26,901
(77.4%)

20,701
(75.6%)

ADT Earners Who Applied to UC
8,912

(23.5%)
9,029

(26.0%)
8,127

(29.7%)

ADT Earners Who Did Not Apply to CSU or UC
6,118

(16.1%)
5,425

 (15.6%)
4,343

(15.9%)

Source:  CCC student and course data, and CSU and UC admissions data.
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Table A.9
Types of CCC Degrees Students in the 2017, 2018, and 2019 Cohorts Earned 

2017 COHORT 2018 COHORT 2019 COHORT

Total Students in Cohort 324,752 309,491 304,602

For students who successfully transferred within four years:

Earned an ADT
18,567 

(5.7% of cohort)
20,551 

(6.6% of cohort)
19,577 

(6.4% of cohort)

Earned Another CCC Degree
7,345 

(2.3% of cohort)
6,894 

(2.2% of cohort)
6,205 

(2.0% of cohort)

Did Not Earn Any CCC Degrees
13,763 

(4.2% of cohort)
14,275 

(4.6% of cohort)
15,892 

(5.2% of cohort)

For students who DID NOT successfully transfer within four years:

Earned an ADT
19,324 

(6.0% of cohort)
14,204 

(4.6% of cohort)
7,790 

(2.6% of cohort)

Earned Another CCC Degree
21,239 

(6.5% of cohort)
15,930 

(5.1% of cohort)
10,334 

(3.4% of cohort)

Did Not Earn Any CCC Degrees
244,514 

(75.3% of cohort)
237,637 

(76.8% of cohort)
244,804 

(80.4% of cohort)

Source:  CCC student and course data, and CSU and UC admissions data.

Note:  Percentages may not add to 100 percent due to rounding.
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Appendix B
CSU TRANSFER DATA

We used CSU’s application and enrollment data to identify trends in application 
denials and admissions and in enrollments of transfer applicants from CCC. Table B.1 
shows that the CSU system as a whole admitted more than 90 percent of community 
college transfer applicants to at least one campus. However, Table B.2 shows that 
admission rates varied significantly by individual campus. Tables B.3 and B.4 also 
show that admission decisions varied across several demographic categories relative 
to the applicants’ GPAs and the types of degrees they earned. Table B.5 examines more 
closely the degrees applicants earned and shows that students who transferred from a 
community college with an ADT graduated with fewer accumulated units than their 
peers. Finally, Table B.6 shows admission decisions grouped by academic discipline.

Table B.1 
CCC Transfer Students Who Applied to, Were Admitted by, and Enrolled in CSU

ACADEMIC YEAR
NUMBER OF 

CCC STUDENTS 
WHO APPLIED

NUMBER AND RATE OF 
STUDENTS DENIED BY 

EVERY CAMPUS TO WHICH 
THEY APPLIED

NUMBER AND RATE OF 
STUDENTS ADMITTED BY AT 

LEAST ONE CAMPUS

NUMBER AND RATE OF 
ADMITTED STUDENTS WHO 

ENROLLED AT CSU

2018–19  109,325  17,358 16%  91,967 84%  61,338 67%

2019–20  116,635  12,865 11%  103,770 89%  66,999 65%

2020–21  119,455  9,458 8%  109,997 92%  73,011 66%

2021–22  114,578  11,306 10%  103,272 90%  66,371 64%

2022–23  103,855  8,395 8%  95,460 92%  60,574 63%

5‑Year Unduplicated Totals 
(2018–19 through 2022–23)*

 497,821  35,786 7%  462,035 93%  325,905 71%

Source:  Analysis of CSU application and enrollment data.
*	 An individual student can apply to CSU multiple times across the five‑year period we display. Therefore, we used 

unduplicated totals within each academic year, consolidating a student’s multiple applications into one outcome. We also 
calculated unduplicated totals in this manner across the five‑year period, which we display in the last row. As a result, this 
five‑year total will not equal the sum of each academic year’s totals.
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Table B.2
CCC Transfer Applications and Admissions Decisions by CSU Campus (2018–19 through 2022–23)

DENIALS ADMISSIONS ENROLLEES

CSU CAMPUS NUMBER OF 
APPLICATIONS NUMBER (%) GPA RANGE* NUMBER (%) GPA RANGE* NUMBER (%) GPA RANGE*

Bakersfield  26,949  2,465 9% 2.3 3.2  24,484 91% 2.7 3.5  8,054 33% 2.7 3.4

Channel Islands  31,346  5,500 18% 2.5 3.4  25,846 82% 2.7 3.5  6,909 27% 2.7 3.4

Chico  32,133  4,396 14% 2.5 3.3  27,737 86% 2.9 3.6  10,026 36% 2.8 3.5

Dominguez Hills  53,666  3,852 7% 1.9 2.9  49,814 93% 2.7 3.3  14,793 30% 2.6 3.2

East Bay  49,612  3,317 7% 2.4 3.2  46,295 93% 2.7 3.5  12,456 27% 2.7 3.4

Fresno  32,191  5,937 18% 2.4 3.0  26,254 82% 3.0 3.6  15,165 58% 2.9 3.6

Fullerton  131,139  52,018 40% 2.5 3.0  79,121 60% 3.1 3.7  31,216 39% 3.0 3.6

Humboldt  20,156  558 3% 2.3 3.3  19,598 97% 2.7 3.4  4,426 23% 2.8 3.5

Long Beach  150,748  78,198 52% 2.8 3.4  72,550 48% 3.1 3.7  28,280 39% 3.0 3.6

Los Angeles  89,288  24,797 28% 2.4 3.2  64,491 72% 2.9 3.5  16,907 26% 2.8 3.4

Maritime Academy  1,043  83 8% 2.1 2.8  960 92% 2.8 3.5  282 29% 2.7 3.5

Monterey Bay  23,574  2,685 11% 2.3 3.2  20,889 89% 2.8 3.5  5,969 29% 2.8 3.5

Northridge  74,200  15,479 21% 2.6 3.4  58,721 79% 2.8 3.5  29,302 50% 2.8 3.5

Pomona  72,348  26,482 37% 2.5 3.2  45,866 63% 2.9 3.6  17,809 39% 2.9 3.5

Sacramento  74,379  7,146 10% 2.2 3.2  67,233 90% 2.8 3.5  26,213 39% 2.8 3.5

San Bernardino  39,563  6,470 16% 2.2 3  33,093 84% 2.9 3.5  14,193 43% 2.8 3.5

San Diego  116,874  81,562 70% 2.8 3.5  35,312 30% 3.1 3.7  19,881 56% 3.1 3.6

San Francisco  71,703  3,622 5% 2.0 3.2  68,081 95% 2.8 3.5  18,435 27% 2.7 3.4

San José  63,333  10,824 17% 2.5 3.3  52,509 83% 2.9 3.6  21,919 42% 2.9 3.6

San Luis Obispo  46,215  37,546 81% 2.9 3.6  8,669 19% 3.2 3.8  4,085 47% 3.2 3.8

San Marcos  26,654  5,240 20% 2.7 3.5  21,414 80% 2.8 3.5  9,785 46% 2.8 3.4

Sonoma  16,908  2,364 14% 2.5 3.5  14,544 86% 2.9 3.5  4,675 32% 2.9 3.5

Stanislaus  22,969  1,151 5% 2.4 3.2  21,818 95% 2.7 3.5  8,086 37% 2.8 3.5

Systemwide Totals  1,266,991  381,692 30% 1.9 3.6  885,299 70% 2.7 3.8  328,866 37% 2.6 3.8

Source:  Analysis of CSU application and enrollment data.

*	 The GPA range represents the 25th and 75th percentiles for all five academic years for each campus. However, the GPA range displayed in the 
Systemwide Totals line does not display the actual 25th and 75th percentile, but rather the range of GPAs listed above for all campuses. Because 
CSU only corrects the self‑reported GPA of admitted applicants, we excluded any invalid values from our calculations of the mean.
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Table B.3
CSU Campus Admissions Decisions and GPA Ranges by Demographics on CCC Transfer Applications 
(2018–19 Through 2022–23)

DENIALS DENIED GPA 
RANGE* ADMISSIONS ADMISSION 

GPA RANGE*

DEMOGRAPHICS TOTAL 
APPLICATIONS NUMBER RATE 25TH 75TH NUMBER RATE 25TH 75TH

ETHNICITY

American Indian or 
Alaska Native

 2,684  746  28% 2.6 3.3  1,938  72% 2.8 3.4

Asian  218,304  68,399  31% 2.7 3.5  149,905  69% 3.0 3.7

Black or African American  55,594  18,823  34% 2.4 3.2  36,771  66% 2.7 3.4

Hispanic or Latino  609,393  181,244  30% 2.5 3.2  428,149  70% 2.8 3.5

Native Hawaiian or 
Other Pacific Islander

 4,466  1,342  30% 2.5 3.2  3,124  70% 2.7 3.4

Two or More Races or 
Ethnicities

 51,583  16,140  31% 2.7 3.5  35,443  69% 2.9 3.6

White  275,466  80,800  29% 2.8 3.5  194,666  71% 3.0 3.7

Unknown  49,501  14,198  29% 2.6 3.4  35,303  71% 2.9 3.6

SEX/GENDER

Female  713,303  202,189  28% 2.6 3.4  511,114  72% 2.9 3.6

Male  551,802  178,981  32% 2.6 3.3  372,821  68% 2.8 3.5

Other  1,886  522  28% 2.6 3.4  1,364  72% 3.0 3.6

AGE ON APPLICATION

21 years old and under  517,664  160,334  31% 2.8 3.5  357,330  69% 3.0 3.7

22–25 years old  466,601  147,456  32% 2.5 3.2  319,145  68% 2.8 3.4

26–30 years old  169,183  48,706  29% 2.4 3.1  120,477  71% 2.7 3.4

Over 30 years old  113,543  25,196  22% 2.5 3.4  88,347  78% 2.9 3.6

RESIDENCY

California Resident  1,244,246  375,493  30% 2.6 3.4  868,753  70% 2.9 3.6

Domestic Non‑California  2,070  728  35% 2.6 3.4  1,342  65% 2.9 3.6

Foreign or International  18,361  3,851  21% 2.7 3.5  14,510  79% 3.1 3.8

Not Specified  2,314  1,620  70% 2.6 3.3  694  30% 3.1 3.8

continued on next page . . .
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DENIALS DENIED GPA 
RANGE* ADMISSIONS ADMISSION 

GPA RANGE*

DEMOGRAPHICS TOTAL 
APPLICATIONS NUMBER RATE 25TH 75TH NUMBER RATE 25TH 75TH

MACRO‑REGIONS

Bay Area  266,377  68,132  26% 2.7 3.5  198,245  74% 2.9 3.6

Central Valley  99,186  19,922  20% 2.5 3.4  79,264  80% 2.8 3.5

Inland Empire  98,759  34,295  35% 2.5 3.3  64,464  65% 2.9 3.6

Los Angeles  512,125  173,970  34% 2.6 3.3  338,155  66% 2.9 3.5

Northern  78,006  15,716  20% 2.7 3.5  62,290  80% 2.9 3.6

San Diego  105,170  35,657  34% 2.7 3.4  69,513  66% 2.9 3.6

South Central  107,368  34,000  32% 2.7 3.4  73,368  68% 2.9 3.6

PARENT INCOME

Less than $24,000 per year  139,993  46,272  33% 2.6 3.4  93,721  67% 2.9 3.6

$24,000 to $35,999  96,847  30,124  31% 2.6 3.4  66,723  69% 2.9 3.6

$36,000 to $47,999  76,939  23,481  31% 2.6 3.4  53,458  69% 2.9 3.6

$48,000 to $59,999  57,038  17,097  30% 2.6 3.4  39,941  70% 2.9 3.6

$60,000 to $71,999  49,822  15,093  30% 2.6 3.4  34,729  70% 2.9 3.6

$72,000 or more  332,857  107,379  32% 2.7 3.5  225,478  68% 3.0 3.7

No response  513,495  142,246  28% 2.5 3.2  371,249  72% 2.8 3.5

PELL GRANT RECIPIENT†

Yes  413,757  106,606  26% 2.5 3.2  307,151  74% 2.8 3.5

No  853,234  275,086  32% 2.6 3.4  578,148  68% 2.9 3.6
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DENIALS DENIED GPA 
RANGE* ADMISSIONS ADMISSION 

GPA RANGE*

DEMOGRAPHICS TOTAL 
APPLICATIONS NUMBER RATE 25TH 75TH NUMBER RATE 25TH 75TH

DEGREE TYPE

Transfer with ADT  512,470  106,590  21% 2.5 3.2  405,880  79% 2.9 3.6

Transfer with other associate 
(AA or AS)

 157,130  40,694  26% 2.5 3.3  116,436  74% 2.9 3.5

Transfer with other degree 
(bachelor’s, master’s, doctoral)

 13,103  7,693  59% 2.8 3.5  5,410  41% 3.0 3.6

Transfer with no degree  584,288  226,715  39% 2.6 3.4  357,573  61% 2.9 3.6

Systemwide Totals  1,266,991  381,692  30% 2.4 3.5  885,299  70% 2.7 3.8

Source:  Analysis of CSU application data.

*	 The GPA range represents the 25th and 75th percentiles for all five academic years for each demographic category. 
However, the GPA range displayed in the Systemwide Totals line does not display the actual 25th and 75th percentile, but 
rather the range of GPAs listed above for all demographic categories. Because CSU only corrects the self‑reported GPA of 
admitted applicants, we excluded any invalid values from our calculations of the mean.

†	 Pell Grant information is limited to award information for students while they are enrolled in the CSU system. Because 
the table presents information by application, students who were denied from multiple campuses but enrolled at one 
CSU campus and received a Pell Grant will be flagged as Pell Grant recipients on their denied applications. Further, some 
students may have obtained a Pell Grant while attending a non‑CSU college or university.
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Table B.4
CSU Campus Admissions Decisions by Demographics and Degree Type on CCC Transfer Applications 
(2018–19 Through 2022–23)

DEGREE TYPE TRANSFER WITH ADT TRANSFER WITH NO DEGREE TRANSFER WITH OTHER ASSOCIATE  
(AA OR AS) 

TRANSFER WITH OTHER DEGREE  
(BACHELOR’S, MASTER’S, DOCTORAL) 

DEMOGRAPHICS TOTAL 
APPLICATIONS ADMISSIONS DENIALS DENIAL 

RATE
TOTAL 

APPLICATIONS ADMISSIONS DENIALS DENIAL 
RATE

TOTAL 
APPLICATIONS ADMISSIONS DENIALS DENIAL 

RATE
TOTAL 

APPLICATIONS ADMISSIONS DENIALS DENIAL 
RATE

ETHNICITY

American Indian or 
Alaska Native

 1,060  860  200  19%  1,213  769  444  37%  395  303  92  23%  16  6  10  62% 

Asian  68,036  54,232  13,804  20%  125,053  77,565  47,488  38%  22,495  16,830  5,665  25%  2,720  1,278  1,442  53% 

Black or African American  21,429  16,135  5,294  25%  25,027  14,372  10,655  43%  8,421  6,014  2,407  29%  717  250  467  65% 

Hispanic or Latino  283,967  222,299  61,668  22%  240,068  145,051  95,017  40%  79,210  58,442  20,768  26%  6,148  2,357  3,791  62% 

Native Hawaiian or 
Other Pacific Islander

 1,702  1,376  326  19%  2,161  1,316  845  39%  552  418  134  24%  51  14  37  73% 

Two or More Races or 
Ethnicities

 19,363  15,438  3,925  20%  25,649  15,316  10,333  40%  6,067  4,480  1,587  26%  504  209  295  59% 

White  99,774  81,551  18,223  18%  139,874  87,080  52,794  38%  33,335  24,942  8,393  25%  2,483  1,093  1,390  56% 

Unknown  17,139  13,989  3,150  18%  25,243  16,104  9,139  36%  6,655  5,007  1,648  25%  464  203  261  56% 

SEX/GENDER

Female  308,780  246,357  62,423  20%  301,134  188,878  112,256  37%  95,760  72,825  22,935  24%  7,629  3,054  4,575  60% 

Male  202,859  158,846  44,013  22%  282,337  168,184  114,153  40%  61,144  43,442  17,702  29%  5,462  2,349  3,113  57% 

Other  831  677  154  19%  817  511  306  37%  226  169  57  25%  12  7  5  42% 

AGE ON APPLICATION

21 years old and under  211,760  170,010  41,750  20%  251,840  149,394  102,446  41%  49,547  36,092  13,455  27%  4,517  1,834  2,683  59% 

22–25 years old  187,600  144,196  43,404  23%  214,429  129,576  84,853  40%  59,477  43,277  16,200  27%  5,095  2,096  2,999  59% 

26–30 years old  67,781  53,364  14,417  21%  73,131  46,652  26,479  36%  26,246  19,643  6,603  25%  2,025  818  1,207  60% 

Over 30 years old  45,329  38,310  7,019  15%  44,888  31,951  12,937  29%  21,860  17,424  4,436  20%  1,466  662  804  55% 

RESIDENCY

California Resident  505,907  400,530  105,377  21%  571,068  348,557  222,511  39%  154,616  114,477  40,139  26%  12,655  5,189  7,466  59% 

Domestic Non‑California  626  477  149  24%  1,136  642  494  43%  289  219  70  24%  19  4  15  79% 

Foreign or International  5,483  4,700  783  14%  10,519  7,937  2,582  25%  2,003  1,659  344  17%  356  214  142  40% 

Not Specified  454  173  281  62%  1,565  437  1,128  72%  222  81  141  64%  73  3  70  96% 
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Table B.4
CSU Campus Admissions Decisions by Demographics and Degree Type on CCC Transfer Applications 
(2018–19 Through 2022–23)

DEGREE TYPE TRANSFER WITH ADT TRANSFER WITH NO DEGREE TRANSFER WITH OTHER ASSOCIATE  
(AA OR AS) 

TRANSFER WITH OTHER DEGREE  
(BACHELOR’S, MASTER’S, DOCTORAL) 

DEMOGRAPHICS TOTAL 
APPLICATIONS ADMISSIONS DENIALS DENIAL 

RATE
TOTAL 

APPLICATIONS ADMISSIONS DENIALS DENIAL 
RATE

TOTAL 
APPLICATIONS ADMISSIONS DENIALS DENIAL 

RATE
TOTAL 

APPLICATIONS ADMISSIONS DENIALS DENIAL 
RATE

ETHNICITY

American Indian or 
Alaska Native

 1,060  860  200  19%  1,213  769  444  37%  395  303  92  23%  16  6  10  62% 

Asian  68,036  54,232  13,804  20%  125,053  77,565  47,488  38%  22,495  16,830  5,665  25%  2,720  1,278  1,442  53% 

Black or African American  21,429  16,135  5,294  25%  25,027  14,372  10,655  43%  8,421  6,014  2,407  29%  717  250  467  65% 

Hispanic or Latino  283,967  222,299  61,668  22%  240,068  145,051  95,017  40%  79,210  58,442  20,768  26%  6,148  2,357  3,791  62% 

Native Hawaiian or 
Other Pacific Islander

 1,702  1,376  326  19%  2,161  1,316  845  39%  552  418  134  24%  51  14  37  73% 

Two or More Races or 
Ethnicities

 19,363  15,438  3,925  20%  25,649  15,316  10,333  40%  6,067  4,480  1,587  26%  504  209  295  59% 

White  99,774  81,551  18,223  18%  139,874  87,080  52,794  38%  33,335  24,942  8,393  25%  2,483  1,093  1,390  56% 

Unknown  17,139  13,989  3,150  18%  25,243  16,104  9,139  36%  6,655  5,007  1,648  25%  464  203  261  56% 

SEX/GENDER

Female  308,780  246,357  62,423  20%  301,134  188,878  112,256  37%  95,760  72,825  22,935  24%  7,629  3,054  4,575  60% 

Male  202,859  158,846  44,013  22%  282,337  168,184  114,153  40%  61,144  43,442  17,702  29%  5,462  2,349  3,113  57% 

Other  831  677  154  19%  817  511  306  37%  226  169  57  25%  12  7  5  42% 

AGE ON APPLICATION

21 years old and under  211,760  170,010  41,750  20%  251,840  149,394  102,446  41%  49,547  36,092  13,455  27%  4,517  1,834  2,683  59% 

22–25 years old  187,600  144,196  43,404  23%  214,429  129,576  84,853  40%  59,477  43,277  16,200  27%  5,095  2,096  2,999  59% 

26–30 years old  67,781  53,364  14,417  21%  73,131  46,652  26,479  36%  26,246  19,643  6,603  25%  2,025  818  1,207  60% 

Over 30 years old  45,329  38,310  7,019  15%  44,888  31,951  12,937  29%  21,860  17,424  4,436  20%  1,466  662  804  55% 

RESIDENCY

California Resident  505,907  400,530  105,377  21%  571,068  348,557  222,511  39%  154,616  114,477  40,139  26%  12,655  5,189  7,466  59% 

Domestic Non‑California  626  477  149  24%  1,136  642  494  43%  289  219  70  24%  19  4  15  79% 

Foreign or International  5,483  4,700  783  14%  10,519  7,937  2,582  25%  2,003  1,659  344  17%  356  214  142  40% 

Not Specified  454  173  281  62%  1,565  437  1,128  72%  222  81  141  64%  73  3  70  96% 

continued on next page . . .
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DEGREE TYPE TRANSFER WITH ADT TRANSFER WITH NO DEGREE TRANSFER WITH OTHER ASSOCIATE  
(AA OR AS) 

TRANSFER WITH OTHER DEGREE  
(BACHELOR’S, MASTER’S, DOCTORAL) 

DEMOGRAPHICS TOTAL 
APPLICATIONS ADMISSIONS DENIALS DENIAL 

RATE
TOTAL 

APPLICATIONS ADMISSIONS DENIALS DENIAL 
RATE

TOTAL 
APPLICATIONS ADMISSIONS DENIALS DENIAL 

RATE
TOTAL 

APPLICATIONS ADMISSIONS DENIALS DENIAL 
RATE

MACRO‑REGIONS

Bay Area  94,358  79,746  14,612  15%  137,748  91,979  45,769  33%  31,967  25,233  6,734  21%  2,304  1,287  1,017  44% 

Central Valley  45,813  39,675  6,138  13%  44,658  33,067  11,591  26%  8,250  6,321  1,929  23%  465  201  264  57% 

Inland Empire  41,534  30,455  11,079  27%  40,392  22,680  17,712  44%  15,804  10,998  4,806  30%  1,029  331  698  68% 

Los Angeles  222,090  166,906  55,184  25%  213,781  118,323  95,458  45%  68,997  50,255  18,742  27%  7,257  2,671  4,586  63% 

Northern  29,227  25,668  3,559  12%  41,356  30,902  10,454  25%  7,023  5,555  1,468  21%  400  165  235  59% 

San Diego  33,226  26,624  6,602  20%  60,281  34,532  25,749  43%  10,884  7,970  2,914  27%  779  387  392  50% 

South Central  46,222  36,806  9,416  20%  46,072  26,090  19,982  43%  14,205  10,104  4,101  29%  869  368  501  58% 

PARENT INCOME

Less than 
$24,000 per year

 58,270  45,059  13,211  23%  64,127  36,399  27,728  43%  16,215  11,675  4,540  28%  1,381  588  793  57% 

$24,000 to $35,999  42,395  33,238  9,157  22%  42,751  25,303  17,448  41%  10,732  7,774  2,958  28%  969  408  561  58% 

$36,000 to $47,999  33,669  26,616  7,053  21%  34,205  20,416  13,789  40%  8,380  6,150  2,230  27%  685  276  409  60% 

$48,000 to $59,999  24,193  19,376  4,817  20%  26,141  15,813  10,328  40%  6,186  4,542  1,644  27%  518  210  308  59% 

$60,000 to $71,999  20,492  16,362  4,130  20%  23,552  14,301  9,251  39%  5,317  3,880  1,437  27%  461  186  275  60% 

$72,000 or more  122,641  97,169  25,472  21%  172,825  102,338  70,487  41%  34,300  24,742  9,558  28%  3,091  1,229  1,862  60% 

No response  210,810  168,060  42,750  20%  220,687  143,003  77,684  35%  76,000  57,673  18,327  24%  5,998  2,513  3,485  58% 

PELL GRANT RECIPIENT*

Yes  181,448  145,983  35,465  20%  172,711  115,726  56,985  33%  55,210  43,480  11,730  21%  4,388  1,962  2,426  55% 

No  331,022  259,897  71,125  21%  411,577  241,847  169,730  41%  101,920  72,956  28,964  28%  8,715  3,448  5,267  60% 

Systemwide Totals  512,470  405,880  106,590 21%  584,288  357,573  226,715 39%  157,130  116,436  40,694 26%  13,103  5,410  7,693 59%

Source:  Analysis of CSU application data.

*	 Pell Grant information is limited to award information for students while they are enrolled in the CSU system. Because the table presents 
information by application, students who were denied from multiple campuses but enrolled at one CSU campus and received a Pell Grant 
will be flagged as Pell Grant recipients on their denied applications. Further, some students may have obtained a Pell Grant while attending 
a non‑CSU college or university.
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DEGREE TYPE TRANSFER WITH ADT TRANSFER WITH NO DEGREE TRANSFER WITH OTHER ASSOCIATE  
(AA OR AS) 

TRANSFER WITH OTHER DEGREE  
(BACHELOR’S, MASTER’S, DOCTORAL) 

DEMOGRAPHICS TOTAL 
APPLICATIONS ADMISSIONS DENIALS DENIAL 

RATE
TOTAL 

APPLICATIONS ADMISSIONS DENIALS DENIAL 
RATE

TOTAL 
APPLICATIONS ADMISSIONS DENIALS DENIAL 

RATE
TOTAL 

APPLICATIONS ADMISSIONS DENIALS DENIAL 
RATE

MACRO‑REGIONS

Bay Area  94,358  79,746  14,612  15%  137,748  91,979  45,769  33%  31,967  25,233  6,734  21%  2,304  1,287  1,017  44% 

Central Valley  45,813  39,675  6,138  13%  44,658  33,067  11,591  26%  8,250  6,321  1,929  23%  465  201  264  57% 

Inland Empire  41,534  30,455  11,079  27%  40,392  22,680  17,712  44%  15,804  10,998  4,806  30%  1,029  331  698  68% 

Los Angeles  222,090  166,906  55,184  25%  213,781  118,323  95,458  45%  68,997  50,255  18,742  27%  7,257  2,671  4,586  63% 

Northern  29,227  25,668  3,559  12%  41,356  30,902  10,454  25%  7,023  5,555  1,468  21%  400  165  235  59% 

San Diego  33,226  26,624  6,602  20%  60,281  34,532  25,749  43%  10,884  7,970  2,914  27%  779  387  392  50% 

South Central  46,222  36,806  9,416  20%  46,072  26,090  19,982  43%  14,205  10,104  4,101  29%  869  368  501  58% 

PARENT INCOME

Less than 
$24,000 per year

 58,270  45,059  13,211  23%  64,127  36,399  27,728  43%  16,215  11,675  4,540  28%  1,381  588  793  57% 

$24,000 to $35,999  42,395  33,238  9,157  22%  42,751  25,303  17,448  41%  10,732  7,774  2,958  28%  969  408  561  58% 

$36,000 to $47,999  33,669  26,616  7,053  21%  34,205  20,416  13,789  40%  8,380  6,150  2,230  27%  685  276  409  60% 

$48,000 to $59,999  24,193  19,376  4,817  20%  26,141  15,813  10,328  40%  6,186  4,542  1,644  27%  518  210  308  59% 

$60,000 to $71,999  20,492  16,362  4,130  20%  23,552  14,301  9,251  39%  5,317  3,880  1,437  27%  461  186  275  60% 

$72,000 or more  122,641  97,169  25,472  21%  172,825  102,338  70,487  41%  34,300  24,742  9,558  28%  3,091  1,229  1,862  60% 

No response  210,810  168,060  42,750  20%  220,687  143,003  77,684  35%  76,000  57,673  18,327  24%  5,998  2,513  3,485  58% 

PELL GRANT RECIPIENT*

Yes  181,448  145,983  35,465  20%  172,711  115,726  56,985  33%  55,210  43,480  11,730  21%  4,388  1,962  2,426  55% 

No  331,022  259,897  71,125  21%  411,577  241,847  169,730  41%  101,920  72,956  28,964  28%  8,715  3,448  5,267  60% 

Systemwide Totals  512,470  405,880  106,590 21%  584,288  357,573  226,715 39%  157,130  116,436  40,694 26%  13,103  5,410  7,693 59%

Source:  Analysis of CSU application data.

*	 Pell Grant information is limited to award information for students while they are enrolled in the CSU system. Because the table presents 
information by application, students who were denied from multiple campuses but enrolled at one CSU campus and received a Pell Grant 
will be flagged as Pell Grant recipients on their denied applications. Further, some students may have obtained a Pell Grant while attending 
a non‑CSU college or university.



96 CALIFORNIA STATE AUDITOR
September 2024  |  Report 2023-123

Table B.5
CCC and CSU Credits Completed by CCC Transfer Students Upon Graduation by Discipline 
and Degree Type (2018–19 Through 2022–23)

DEGREE TYPE TRANSFER WITH ADT TRANSFER WITH OTHER ASSOCIATE 
(AA OR AS) TRANSFER WITH NO DEGREE

DISCIPLINE AVERAGE CCC 
CREDITS

AVERAGE CSU 
CREDITS

TOTAL AVERAGE 
CREDITS

AVERAGE CCC 
CREDITS

AVERAGE CSU 
CREDITS

TOTAL AVERAGE 
CREDITS

AVERAGE CCC 
CREDITS

AVERAGE CSU 
CREDITS

TOTAL AVERAGE 
CREDITS

Agriculture and Natural Resources 84 66 150 99 74 173 81 75 156

Architecture and Environmental Design 90 89 179 95 97 192 86 92 178

Area Studies 85 56 141 87 67 154 83 64 147

Biological Science 101 62 163 106 74 180 97 72 169

Business and Management 86 62 148 96 67 163 84 67 151

Communications 79 58 137 84 61 145 77 62 139

Computer and Information Sciences 98 64 162 104 68 172 95 72 167

Education 84 61 145 87 64 151 82 66 148

Engineering 119 76 195 115 81 196 97 81 178

Fine and Applied Arts 89 64 153 93 69 162 84 69 153

Foreign Languages 78 60 138 88 64 152 83 64 147

Health Professions 94 61 155 111 53 164 91 61 152

Home Economics 88 60 148 94 72 166 83 68 151

Interdisciplinary Studies 80 63 143 87 66 153 80 66 146

Letters 77 59 136 83 62 145 78 62 140

Mathematics 97 62 159 102 71 173 92 68 160

Physical Science 109 66 175 106 74 180 96 73 169

Psychology 77 58 135 86 59 145 80 60 140

Public Affairs and Services 77 59 136 85 60 145 79 62 141

Social Sciences 78 57 135 85 58 143 80 60 140

Systemwide Averages 82 60 142 95 64 159 85 67 152

Source:  Analysis of CSU enrollment reporting system data.
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Table B.5
CCC and CSU Credits Completed by CCC Transfer Students Upon Graduation by Discipline 
and Degree Type (2018–19 Through 2022–23)

DEGREE TYPE TRANSFER WITH ADT TRANSFER WITH OTHER ASSOCIATE 
(AA OR AS) TRANSFER WITH NO DEGREE

DISCIPLINE AVERAGE CCC 
CREDITS

AVERAGE CSU 
CREDITS

TOTAL AVERAGE 
CREDITS

AVERAGE CCC 
CREDITS

AVERAGE CSU 
CREDITS

TOTAL AVERAGE 
CREDITS

AVERAGE CCC 
CREDITS

AVERAGE CSU 
CREDITS

TOTAL AVERAGE 
CREDITS

Agriculture and Natural Resources 84 66 150 99 74 173 81 75 156

Architecture and Environmental Design 90 89 179 95 97 192 86 92 178

Area Studies 85 56 141 87 67 154 83 64 147

Biological Science 101 62 163 106 74 180 97 72 169

Business and Management 86 62 148 96 67 163 84 67 151

Communications 79 58 137 84 61 145 77 62 139

Computer and Information Sciences 98 64 162 104 68 172 95 72 167

Education 84 61 145 87 64 151 82 66 148

Engineering 119 76 195 115 81 196 97 81 178

Fine and Applied Arts 89 64 153 93 69 162 84 69 153

Foreign Languages 78 60 138 88 64 152 83 64 147

Health Professions 94 61 155 111 53 164 91 61 152

Home Economics 88 60 148 94 72 166 83 68 151

Interdisciplinary Studies 80 63 143 87 66 153 80 66 146

Letters 77 59 136 83 62 145 78 62 140

Mathematics 97 62 159 102 71 173 92 68 160

Physical Science 109 66 175 106 74 180 96 73 169

Psychology 77 58 135 86 59 145 80 60 140

Public Affairs and Services 77 59 136 85 60 145 79 62 141

Social Sciences 78 57 135 85 58 143 80 60 140

Systemwide Averages 82 60 142 95 64 159 85 67 152

Source:  Analysis of CSU enrollment reporting system data.
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Table B.6
CSU Campus Admissions Decisions by Discipline, Based on Major on CCC Transfer Applications 
(2018–19 Through 2022–23)

  DENIALS  ADMISSIONS  ENROLLEES 

DISCIPLINE  NUMBER OF 
APPLICATIONS NUMBER RATE GPA CREDITS  NUMBER RATE GPA CREDITS  NUMBER YIELD GPA CREDITS

Agriculture and Natural Resources  10,739  3,430 32% 2.9 82  7,309 68% 3.2 84  3,692 51% 3.2 82

Architecture and Environmental Design  5,975  2,851 48% 3.2 88  3,124 52% 3.3 86  1,401 45% 3.3 87

Area Studies  562  121 22% 2.8 77  441 78% 3.2 82  135 31% 3.1 76

Biological Science  52,301  15,061 29% 3.0 88  37,240 71% 3.2 91  10,128 27% 3.1 90

Business and Management  234,364  66,492 28% 2.9 81  167,872 72% 3.2 84  64,378 38% 3.2 84

Communications  48,051  11,932 25% 2.8 77  36,119 75% 3.2 77  13,847 38% 3.1 77

Computer and Information Sciences  59,218  24,021 41% 3.1 90  35,197 59% 3.2 92  13,750 39% 3.2 91

Education  78,054  21,369 27% 2.9 81  56,685 73% 3.2 84  23,401 41% 3.2 84

Engineering  69,534  26,393 38% 2.9 92  43,141 62% 3.2 96  16,561 38% 3.2 95

Fine and Applied Arts  62,501  18,085 29% 3.1 82  44,416 71% 3.3 84  17,771 40% 3.3 84

Foreign Languages  7,929  1,470 19% 2.8 81  6,459 81% 3.2 83  2,316 36% 3.2 82

Health Professions  77,340  29,800 39% 3.3 81  47,540 61% 3.3 85  17,578 37% 3.3 87

Home Economics  15,681  4,064 26% 3.0 84  11,617 74% 3.2 86  4,901 42% 3.2 86

Interdisciplinary Studies  44,980  9,779 22% 2.9 77  35,201 78% 3.1 81  15,688 45% 3.2 81

Letters  66,791  22,648 34% 2.9 76  44,143 66% 3.2 78  15,791 36% 3.2 78

Mathematics  14,565  3,734 26% 2.9 86  10,831 74% 3.2 89  3,668 34% 3.2 88

Physical Science  15,561  4,177 27% 2.9 89  11,384 73% 3.2 94  3,284 29% 3.1 92

Psychology  147,540  52,186 35% 3.0 76  95,354 65% 3.2 77  38,021 40% 3.2 78

Public Affairs and Services  70,773  19,833 28% 2.8 79  50,940 72% 3.1 80  21,324 42% 3.1 80

Social Sciences  157,235  41,539 26% 2.8 77  115,696 74% 3.1 79  38,621 33% 3.1 79

Undeclared  27,297  2,707 10% 3.0 76  24,590 90% 3.2 82  2,610 11% 3.2 83

Systemwide Totals  1,266,991  381,692 30% 3.0 81  885,299 70% 3.2 83  328,866 37% 3.2 83

Source:  Analysis of CSU application and enrollment data.

Note:  The GPA and credits represent the mean of each discipline over the five college years. Because CSU only corrects the 
self‑reported GPA and credits of admitted applicants, we excluded any invalid or outlier values from our calculations of the mean.
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Table B.6
CSU Campus Admissions Decisions by Discipline, Based on Major on CCC Transfer Applications 
(2018–19 Through 2022–23)

  DENIALS  ADMISSIONS  ENROLLEES 

DISCIPLINE  NUMBER OF 
APPLICATIONS NUMBER RATE GPA CREDITS  NUMBER RATE GPA CREDITS  NUMBER YIELD GPA CREDITS

Agriculture and Natural Resources  10,739  3,430 32% 2.9 82  7,309 68% 3.2 84  3,692 51% 3.2 82

Architecture and Environmental Design  5,975  2,851 48% 3.2 88  3,124 52% 3.3 86  1,401 45% 3.3 87

Area Studies  562  121 22% 2.8 77  441 78% 3.2 82  135 31% 3.1 76

Biological Science  52,301  15,061 29% 3.0 88  37,240 71% 3.2 91  10,128 27% 3.1 90

Business and Management  234,364  66,492 28% 2.9 81  167,872 72% 3.2 84  64,378 38% 3.2 84

Communications  48,051  11,932 25% 2.8 77  36,119 75% 3.2 77  13,847 38% 3.1 77

Computer and Information Sciences  59,218  24,021 41% 3.1 90  35,197 59% 3.2 92  13,750 39% 3.2 91

Education  78,054  21,369 27% 2.9 81  56,685 73% 3.2 84  23,401 41% 3.2 84

Engineering  69,534  26,393 38% 2.9 92  43,141 62% 3.2 96  16,561 38% 3.2 95

Fine and Applied Arts  62,501  18,085 29% 3.1 82  44,416 71% 3.3 84  17,771 40% 3.3 84

Foreign Languages  7,929  1,470 19% 2.8 81  6,459 81% 3.2 83  2,316 36% 3.2 82

Health Professions  77,340  29,800 39% 3.3 81  47,540 61% 3.3 85  17,578 37% 3.3 87

Home Economics  15,681  4,064 26% 3.0 84  11,617 74% 3.2 86  4,901 42% 3.2 86

Interdisciplinary Studies  44,980  9,779 22% 2.9 77  35,201 78% 3.1 81  15,688 45% 3.2 81

Letters  66,791  22,648 34% 2.9 76  44,143 66% 3.2 78  15,791 36% 3.2 78

Mathematics  14,565  3,734 26% 2.9 86  10,831 74% 3.2 89  3,668 34% 3.2 88

Physical Science  15,561  4,177 27% 2.9 89  11,384 73% 3.2 94  3,284 29% 3.1 92

Psychology  147,540  52,186 35% 3.0 76  95,354 65% 3.2 77  38,021 40% 3.2 78

Public Affairs and Services  70,773  19,833 28% 2.8 79  50,940 72% 3.1 80  21,324 42% 3.1 80

Social Sciences  157,235  41,539 26% 2.8 77  115,696 74% 3.1 79  38,621 33% 3.1 79

Undeclared  27,297  2,707 10% 3.0 76  24,590 90% 3.2 82  2,610 11% 3.2 83

Systemwide Totals  1,266,991  381,692 30% 3.0 81  885,299 70% 3.2 83  328,866 37% 3.2 83

Source:  Analysis of CSU application and enrollment data.

Note:  The GPA and credits represent the mean of each discipline over the five college years. Because CSU only corrects the 
self‑reported GPA and credits of admitted applicants, we excluded any invalid or outlier values from our calculations of the mean.
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Appendix C
UC TRANSFER DATA 

We used UC’s application and enrollment data to identify trends in application denials 
and admissions and in enrollments of transfer applicants from community colleges. 
Table C.1 shows that the UC system as a whole admitted more than 75 percent of 
community college transfer applicants to at least one campus during our audit period. 
However, Table C.2 shows that admission rates varied significantly by individual 
campus. Tables C.3 and C.4 also show that admission decisions varied across several 
demographic categories relative to the applicants’ GPAs and the type of pathway they 
completed. Finally, Table C.5 shows admission decisions grouped by academic discipline.

Table C.1 
CCC Transfer Students Who Applied to, Were Admitted by, and Enrolled in UC

ACADEMIC YEAR
NUMBER OF CCC 
STUDENTS WHO 

APPLIED

NUMBER AND RATE OF 
STUDENTS DENIED BY 

EVERY CAMPUS TO WHICH 
THEY APPLIED

NUMBER AND RATE OF 
STUDENTS ADMITTED BY 

AT LEAST ONE CAMPUS

NUMBER AND RATE OF 
ADMITTED STUDENTS 
WHO ENROLLED AT UC

2018–19  35,617  8,765 25%  26,852 75%  20,477 76%

2019–20  35,991  8,909 25%  27,082 75%  20,436 75%

2020–21  37,807  9,209 24%  28,598 76%  21,441 75%

2021–22  39,645  10,748 27%  28,897 73%  20,930 72%

2022–23  34,179  8,297 24%  25,882 76%  18,983 73%

5‑Year Unduplicated Totals 
(2018–19 through 2022–23)*

 170,073  36,951 22%  133,122 78%  102,171 77%

Source:  Analysis of UC application and enrollment data.

*	 An individual student can apply to UC multiple times across the five‑year period we display. Therefore, we used unduplicated 
totals within each academic year, consolidating a student’s multiple applications into one outcome. We also calculated 
unduplicated totals in this manner across the five‑year period, which we display in the last row.  As a result, this five‑year total 
will not equal the sum of each academic year’s totals.
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Table C.2
CCC Transfer Applications and Admissions Decisions by UC Campus (2018–19 Through 2022–23)

DENIALS ADMISSIONS ENROLLEES

UC CAMPUS NUMBER OF 
APPLICATIONS NUMBER (%) GPA RANGE* NUMBER (%) GPA 

RANGE* NUMBER (%) GPA 
RANGE*

Berkeley  85,058  63,514 75% 3.2 3.8  21,544 25% 3.7 4.0  13,280 62% 3.6 4.0

Davis  77,324  31,433 41% 2.8 3.5  45,891 59% 3.4 3.9  14,068 31% 3.3 3.7

Irvine  102,144  57,062 56% 2.9 3.6  45,082 44% 3.5 3.9  13,297 29% 3.4 3.8

Los Angeles  106,791  80,043 75% 3.1 3.7  26,748 25% 3.7 4.0  16,358 61% 3.7 4.0

Merced  21,368  8,828 41% 2.6 3.3  12,540 59% 3.0 3.6  1,318 11% 2.9 3.5

Riverside  64,892  21,661 33% 2.7 3.4  43,231 67% 3.1 3.7  10,633 25% 2.9 3.5

San Diego  88,371  37,780 43% 2.9 3.5  50,591 57% 3.5 3.9  14,813 29% 3.3 3.8

Santa Barbara  83,334  35,415 42% 2.9 3.5  47,919 58% 3.5 3.9  10,524 22% 3.3 3.7

Santa Cruz  57,737  20,766 36% 2.8 3.5  36,971 64% 3.1 3.7  7,984 22% 2.9 3.5

Systemwide Totals  687,019  356,502 52% 2.6 3.8  330,517 48% 3.0 4.0  102,275 31% 2.9 4.0

Source:  Analysis of UC application and enrollment data.

*	 The GPA range represents the 25th and 75th percentiles for all five academic years for each campus. However, the GPA 
range displayed in the Systemwide Totals shows the range of GPAs listed above for all campuses.
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Table C.3
UC Campus Admissions Decisions and GPA Ranges by Demographics on CCC Transfer Applications 
(2018–19 Through 2022–23)

DENIALS DENIED GPA 
RANGE* ADMISSIONS ADMISSION 

GPA RANGE*

DEMOGRAPHICS NUMBER OF 
APPLICATIONS NUMBER RATE 25TH 75TH NUMBER RATE 25TH 75TH

ETHNICITY

American Indian or 
Alaska Native

 973  528  54% 2.9 3.4  445  46% 3.2 3.8

Asian  168,564  87,147  52% 3.0 3.7  81,417  48% 3.4 3.9

Black or African American  19,865  12,156  61% 2.7 3.4  7,709  39% 3.2 3.7

Hispanic or Latino  195,475  106,045  54% 2.8 3.5  89,430  46% 3.2 3.8

Native Hawaiian or 
Other Pacific Islander

 1,870  1,132  61% 2.8 3.4  738  39% 3.2 3.8

Two or More Races or 
Ethnicities

 36,319  18,919  52% 2.9 3.6  17,400  48% 3.4 3.9

White  169,241  84,682  50% 3.0 3.7  84,559  50% 3.4 3.9

Unknown  94,712  45,893  48% 3.2 3.8  48,819  52% 3.5 3.9

SEX/GENDER

Female  315,729  150,219  48% 3.0 3.7  165,510  52% 3.4 3.9

Male  346,498  193,708  56% 2.9 3.6  152,790  44% 3.4 3.9

Other  24,792  12,575  51% 2.9 3.6  12,217  49% 3.4 3.9

AGE ON APPLICATION

21 years old and under  395,652  190,619  48% 3.1 3.7  205,033  52% 3.5 3.9

22–25 years old  204,183  115,615  57% 2.8 3.5  88,568  43% 3.2 3.8

26–30 years old  57,186  33,665  59% 2.8 3.5  23,521  41% 3.2 3.8

Over 30 years old  29,998  16,603  55% 2.9 3.6  13,395  45% 3.3 3.8

RESIDENCY

California Resident  604,216  316,375  52% 2.9 3.6  287,841  48% 3.4 3.9

Domestic Non‑California  1,450  806  56% 3.0 3.8  644  44% 3.4 3.9

Foreign or International  81,353  39,321  48% 3.2 3.8  42,032  52% 3.5 3.9

MACRO-REGIONS

Bay Area  201,888  102,526  51% 3.0 3.7  99,362  49% 3.4 3.9

Central Valley  21,505  11,938  56% 2.9 3.6  9,567  44% 3.3 3.8

Inland Empire  42,372  23,284  55% 2.8 3.5  19,088  45% 3.2 3.8

Los Angeles  275,230  143,024  52% 3.0 3.6  132,206  48% 3.4 3.9

Northern  32,925  17,053  52% 3.0 3.7  15,872  48% 3.4 3.9

San Diego  52,969  27,594  52% 2.9 3.6  25,375  48% 3.4 3.9

South Central  60,130  31,083  52% 2.9 3.6  29,047  48% 3.4 3.9

continued on next page . . .
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DENIALS DENIED GPA 
RANGE* ADMISSIONS ADMISSION 

GPA RANGE*

DEMOGRAPHICS NUMBER OF 
APPLICATIONS NUMBER RATE 25TH 75TH NUMBER RATE 25TH 75TH

PARENT INCOME

Less than $24,000 per year  86,736  46,408  54% 2.9 3.6  40,328  46% 3.4 3.9

$24,000 to $35,999  63,044  33,229  53% 2.9 3.6  29,815  47% 3.4 3.9

$36,000 to $47,999  45,094  23,238  52% 3.0 3.6  21,856  48% 3.4 3.9

$48,000 to $59,999  32,206  16,264  50% 2.9 3.6  15,942  50% 3.4 3.9

$60,000 to $71,999  30,284  14,829  49% 3.0 3.6  15,455  51% 3.4 3.9

$72,000 or more  256,401  124,954  49% 3.0 3.7  131,447  51% 3.4 3.9

Unknown  173,254  97,580  56% 2.8 3.6  75,674  44% 3.3 3.8

PELL GRANT RECIPIENT†

Yes  189,363  67,888  36% 3.1 3.7  121,475  64% 3.4 3.9

No  497,656  288,614  58% 2.9 3.6  209,042  42% 3.4 3.9

DEGREE TYPE

Transfer with ADT  249,296  123,978  50% 3.0 3.6  125,318  50% 3.4 3.9

Transfer with other associate 
(AA or AS)

 94,126  47,785  51% 3.0 3.6  46,341  49% 3.4 3.9

Transfer with other degree 
(bachelor’s, master’s, doctoral)

 5,227  2,944  56% 3.0 3.7  2,283  44% 3.4 3.9

Transfer with no degree  338,370  181,795  54% 2.9 3.6  156,575  46% 3.4 3.9

PATHWAY TYPE COMPLETED‡

UC TAG only completed  27,906  5,058  18% 3.0 3.6  22,848  82% 3.4 3.9

UC Transfer Pathway (UCTP) 
only completed

 265,767  149,816  56% 3.0 3.7  115,951  44% 3.4 3.9

UCTP and TAG completed 
(Pathways+)

 32,546  6,109  19% 3.0 3.6  26,437  81% 3.4 3.9

UCTP completed and 
unknown TAG

 61,212  26,999  44% 2.7 3.4  34,213  56% 3.2 3.8

No UCTP and unknown TAG  55,417  26,387  48% 2.7 3.4  29,030  52% 3.2 3.8

Neither UCTP nor TAG 
completed

 244,171  142,133  58% 3.0 3.7  102,038  42% 3.4 3.9

Systemwide Totals  687,019  356,502  52% 2.7 3.8  330,517  48% 3.2 3.9

Source:  Analysis of UC application data.

*	 The GPA range represents the 25th and 75th percentiles for all five academic years for each demographic category. However, the GPA range 
displayed in the Systemwide Totals line does not display the actual 25th and 75th percentile, but rather the range of GPAs listed above for all 
demographic categories.

†	 Pell Grant information is limited to award information for students while they are enrolled in the UC system. Because the table presents 
information by application, students who were denied from multiple campuses but enrolled at one UC campus and received a Pell Grant will 
be flagged as Pell Grant recipients on their denied applications. Further, some students may have obtained a Pell Grant while attending a 
non‑UC college or university.

‡	 TAG information is limited to the Winter 2019 application term and later due to UC’s data retention practices.
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Table C.4
UC Campus Admissions Decisions by Demographics and Pathway Type on CCC Transfer Applications 
(2018–19 Through 2022–23)

PATHWAY TYPE UC TAG COMPLETED* UC TRANSFER PATHWAY COMPLETED

DEMOGRAPHICS TOTAL 
APPLICATION DENIALS RATE ADMISSIONS RATE TOTAL 

APPLICATION DENIALS RATE ADMISSIONS RATE

ETHNICITY

American Indian or 
Alaska Native

 66  11  17%  55  83%  531  307  58%  224  42% 

Asian  15,949  2,866  18%  13,083  82%  82,879  44,890  54%  37,989  46% 

Black or African 
American

 1,261  327  26%  934  74%  9,853  6,117 62%  3,736  38% 

Hispanic or Latino  16,409  3,417  21%  12,992  79%  92,568  52,211  56%  40,357  44% 

Native Hawaiian or 
Other Pacific Islander

 126  28  22%  98  78%  945  589  62%  356  38% 

Two or More Races or 
Ethnicities

 3,244  552  17%  2,692  83%  16,392  8,923  54%  7,469  46% 

White  15,440  2,658  17%  12,782  83%  78,831  40,639  52%  38,192  48% 

Unknown  7,957  1,308  16%  6,649  84%  44,980  23,139  51%  21,841  49% 

SEX/GENDER

Female  30,867  5,001  16%  25,866  84%  149,123  74,967  50%  74,156  50% 

Male  27,553  5,792  21%  21,761  79%  167,817  96,639  58%  71,178  42% 

Other  2,032  374  18%  1,658  82%  10,039  5,209  52%  4,830  48% 

AGE ON APPLICATION

21 years old and under  40,537  6,807  17%  33,730  83%  190,713  96,604  51%  94,109  49% 

22–25 years old  14,699  3,194  22%  11,505  78%  95,579  56,232  59%  39,347  41% 

26–30 years old  3,342  775  23%  2,567  77%  26,477  15,822  60%  10,655  40% 

Over 30 years old  1,874  391  21%  1,483  79%  14,210  8,157  57%  6,053  43% 

RESIDENCY

California Resident  53,643  10,033  19%  43,610  81%  286,879  156,105  54%  130,774  46% 

Domestic Non‑California  97  20  21%  77  79%  685  399  58%  286  42% 

Foreign or International  6,712  1,114  17%  5,598  83%  39,415  20,311  52%  19,104  48% 

MACRO‑REGIONS

Bay Area  19,120  3,161  17%  15,959  83%  99,335  52,843  53%  46,492  47% 

Central Valley  1,880  413  22%  1,467  78%  10,989  6,197  56%  4,792  44% 

Inland Empire  3,556  800  22%  2,756  78%  21,028  11,949  57%  9,079  43% 

Los Angeles  21,803  4,022  18%  17,781  82%  126,192  68,047  54%  58,145  46% 

Northern  4,096  738  18%  3,358  82%  14,601  8,216  56%  6,385  44% 

San Diego  3,432  682  20%  2,750  80%  26,726  14,380  54%  12,346  46% 

South Central  6,565  1,351  21%  5,214  79%  28,108  15,183  54%  12,925  46% 

continued on next page . . .
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PATHWAY TYPE UC TAG COMPLETED* UC TRANSFER PATHWAY COMPLETED

DEMOGRAPHICS TOTAL 
APPLICATION DENIALS RATE ADMISSIONS RATE TOTAL 

APPLICATION DENIALS RATE ADMISSIONS RATE

PARENT INCOME

Less than
$24,000 per year

 6,812  1,396  20%  5,416  80%  43,715  24,273  56%  19,442  44% 

$24,000 to $35,999  5,077  953  19%  4,124  81%  31,384  17,180  55%  14,204  45% 

$36,000 to $47,999  4,045  786  19%  3,259  81%  21,744  11,690  54%  10,054  46% 

$48,000 to $59,999  3,093  574  19%  2,519  81%  15,372  8,070  52%  7,302  48% 

$60,000 to $71,999  3,179  575  18%  2,604  82%  14,651  7,614  52%  7,037  48% 

$72,000 or more  25,867  4,209  16%  21,658  84%  120,478  61,734  51%  58,744  49% 

Unknown  12,379  2,674  22%  9,705  78%  79,635  46,254  58%  33,381  42% 

PELL GRANT RECIPIENT†

Yes  19,060  1,425  7%  17,635  93%  93,784  36,519  39%  57,265  61% 

No  41,392  9,742  24%  31,650  76%  233,195  140,296  60%  92,899  40% 

DEGREE TYPE

Transfer with ADT  28,303  4,848  17%  23,455  83%  136,692  73,001  53%  63,691  47% 

Transfer with other 
associate (AA or AS)

 10,937  1,868  17%  9,069  83%  36,981  20,159  55%  16,822  45% 

Transfer with other 
degree (bachelor’s, 
master’s, doctoral)

 460  101  22%  359  78%  1,925  1,150  60%  775  40% 

Transfer with no degree  20,752  4,350  21%  16,402  79%  151,381  82,505  55%  68,876  45% 

Systemwide Totals  60,452  11,167 18%  49,285 82%  326,979 176,815 54%  150,164 46%

Source:  Analysis of UC application data.

Note:  The UC TAG Completed columns include applicants who either completed the TAG program or completed the Pathways+ program. The UC Transfer 
Pathway Completed columns include applicants who are known to have only completed the UC Transfer Pathway program. 

*	 TAG information is limited to the Winter 2019 application term and later due to UC’s data retention practices. 
†	 Pell Grant information is limited to award information for students while they are enrolled in the UC system. Because the table presents information by 

application, students who were denied from multiple campuses but enrolled at one UC campus and received a Pell Grant will be flagged as Pell Grant 
recipients on their denied applications. Further, some students may have obtained a Pell Grant while attending a non‑UC college or university.
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Table C.5
UC Campus Admissions Decisions by Discipline, Based on Major on CCC Transfer Applications (2018–19 Through 2022–23)

  DENIALS  ADMISSIONS  ENROLLEES 

DISCIPLINE  NUMBER OF 
APPLICATIONS NUMBER RATE GPA CREDITS NUMBER RATE GPA CREDITS NUMBER YIELD GPA CREDITS

Arts  35,563  16,639 47% 3.3 78  18,924 53% 3.5 79  5,393 28% 3.5 80

Engineering/
Computer Sciences

 117,873  84,224 71% 3.3 87  33,649 29% 3.6 89  11,746 35% 3.6 86

Health Professional 
& Clinical Sciences

 7,991  4,898 61% 3.3 91  3,093 39% 3.6 83  1,249 40% 3.5 85

Humanities  56,292  20,409 36% 3.2 72  35,883 64% 3.6 73  10,418 29% 3.5 72

Life Sciences  77,478  40,589 52% 3.2 82  36,889 48% 3.5 83  12,532 34% 3.5 81

Multi/
Inter‑Disciplinary/
Miscellaneous

 23,334  10,355 44% 3.3 76  12,979 56% 3.6 80  4,693 36% 3.5 80

Physical Sciences/
Math

 49,796  20,920 42% 3.2 80  28,876 58% 3.6 81  8,152 28% 3.6 81

Professional Fields  87,832  50,686 58% 3.3 74  37,146 42% 3.6 76  12,097 33% 3.5 76

Social Sciences/
Psychology

 225,880  104,980 46% 3.2 75  120,900 54% 3.6 76  35,519 29% 3.5 75

Unknown  4,980  2,802 56% 3.2 82  2,178 44% 3.5 78  476 22% 3.5 76

Systemwide Totals  687,019  356,502 52% 3.3 79  330,517 48% 3.6 79  102,275 31% 3.5 78

Source:  Analysis of UC application data.

Note:  The GPA and credits represent the mean of each discipline during the five academic years. 
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Appendix D 
SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY 

The Joint Legislative Audit Committee (Audit Committee) directed the California 
State Auditor to conduct an audit of the CCC Chancellor’s Office, the CSU 
Chancellor’s Office, and the UC Office of the President to evaluate California’s higher 
education systems’ efforts to improve the rate of community college transfers to 
CSU and UC. Table D below lists the objectives that the Audit Committee approved 
and the methods we used to address them. Unless otherwise stated in the table or 
elsewhere in the report, statements and conclusions about items selected for review 
should not be projected to the population. 

Table D 
Audit Objectives and the Methods Used to Address Them 

AUDIT OBJECTIVE METHOD

1 Review and evaluate the laws, rules, and 
regulations significant to the audit objectives.

Reviewed and documented federal and state laws and regulations, as well as CCC 
Chancellor’s Office, CSU Chancellor’s Office, and UC Office of the President policies and 
procedures relevant to the audit objectives.

2 Evaluate the progress that the CCC has made 
toward improving the number of community 
college students transferring to California’s public 
four‑year institutions. Specifically, obtain global 
data for the past five years or, if not available, for 
a selection of campuses, determine the following:

•  The number and rate of CCC students who 
transferred to a UC campus or a CSU campus.

•  The community college, UC, and CSU 
campuses with the highest and lowest 
transfer rates.

•  The average time and accumulated credits 
earned by students before transferring to 
a UC or CSU campus and the percentage 
of students who received a CCC degree 
before transferring. 

•  To the extent possible, the effect of any 
systemwide or regulatory changes on the 
above outcomes.

•  Identify any systemwide, regional, or 
campus‑specific trends, including trends 
among racial and ethnic groups and among 
Pell Grant recipients.

•  Identified cohorts of students in CCC data who first registered at a California community 
college in a given year and limited the cohorts to transfer‑intending students, including 
students who expressed a goal of transferring or students who exhibited course‑taking 
behavior consistent with an intent to transfer. 

•  Matched cohort students in CCC data with students in CSU and UC admission data and 
in National Student Clearinghouse data provided to us by the CCC Chancellor’s Office, 
the latter of which includes information about transfers to private and out‑of‑state 
universities. We primarily used Social Security numbers for these matches, and we 
matched additional students using their last names and birth dates. Using this approach, 
we were able to successfully match more than 94 percent of CSU and more than 
91 percent of UC undergraduate transfer applications from CCC students to CCC records. 
However, we may have been unable to identify a small number of CCC students who 
transferred to CSU, UC, or other universities because of limitations in the data. 

•  Calculated various statistics related to demographics and transfer rates to CSU, UC, and 
private and out of state universities.

•  Reviewed transfer‑related goals relevant to CCC, CSU, and UC, and evaluated the 
systems’ efforts to facilitate transfer. We also reviewed statutory or regulatory changes 
that could affect the transfer rates and other statistics we calculated. As we explain in the 
Introduction, some of these key changes were recent or had yet to take effect at the time 
of our audit. In addition, as we show in Figure 4, the pandemic complicated the transfer 
landscape during our audit period.

continued on next page . . .
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AUDIT OBJECTIVE METHOD

3 For a selection of campuses, assess the quality 
and accessibility of communications and 
information directed to CCC students regarding 
transfer options to UC or CSU campuses. 
Determine whether barriers exist that prevent 
CCC students, particularly underrepresented 
students, including Black, Hispanic, low‑income, 
and first‑generation students, from transferring 
to public four‑year universities.

•  Selected five community college campuses to review and based that selection on 
a variety of factors, such as their geographic location, enrollment size, and publicly 
reported transfer rates.

•  Reviewed laws, regulations, best practices, and other documents to identify criteria 
for how community colleges should communicate with and provide information and 
support to students to facilitate transfer. We then assessed each of the five selected 
colleges against key identified criteria.

•  Based on existing research, CCC documents, and interviews with officials from the CCC 
Chancellor’s Office and selected colleges, documented barriers that prevent CCC students, 
particularly underrepresented students, from transferring. We also evaluated the selected 
colleges’ efforts to mitigate these barriers, such as through their equity plans.

4 Review and assess the role played by the CCC 
Chancellor’s Office and a selection of community 
college districts and community college 
campuses in the transfer of students to UC and 
CSU campuses and identify options for increasing 
the number of applicants for transfer. For the 
selected entities, perform the following:

•  To the extent possible, evaluate discrepancies 
among CCC campuses and districts related 
to the percent of students who successfully 
use transfer options to transfer to a 
four‑year university.

•  Determine the number of CCC students 
obtaining an ADT and the number of 
students with an ADT applying for transfer to 
UC or CSU and, to the extent possible, why 
there are differences.

•  Interviewed officials at the CCC Chancellor’s Office and the selected community colleges 
to understand their roles in the transfer process and to identify options for increasing 
the number of CCC transfer applicants.

•  In conjunction with our analyses under Objective 3, assessed the efforts of the selected 
colleges to facilitate transfer, such as their efforts to proactively monitor and reach 
out to students to help them transfer. For areas in which we found that colleges could 
improve their practices, we also assessed the existing oversight efforts of the CCC 
Chancellor’s Office.

•  Using cohorts of transfer‑intending CCC students matched to CSU and UC admissions 
data as described previously, calculated statistics related to whether students obtained 
an ADT and whether they applied to CSU or UC for transfer. We also calculated transfer 
rates among community colleges and CCC districts.

•  Interviewed officials at each selected college and reviewed other relevant 
documentation to understand the potential causes for differences in transfer rates and 
the reasons why students may obtain an ADT or earn a large number of units but not 
apply to transfer.

5 To the extent possible, assess the extent to which 
all CSU and UC transfer options, such as ADT, TAG, 
Transfer Pathways, and Pathways+ programs 
have expanded transfer opportunities for CCC 
students. Specifically, perform the following for 
the past five years:

•  Determine the number, rate, and 
demographics of students who completed 
each transfer option and were admitted to 
their preferred campus and major or were 
redirected and admitted to another campus 
and major.

•  Determine the extent to which transfer 
options are available in science, technology, 
engineering, or mathematics fields.

•  Determine the demographics, academic 
achievement, and transfer rates of students 
participating in each of the transfer options 
by campus.

•  Determine the number of CCC students 
denied admission to UC and CSU by age, 
race and ethnicity, region, and whether they 
completed a transfer option.

•  For CSU graduates who transferred to CSU 
with an ADT program, determine the number 
of accumulated credits the students earned 
upon graduating from CSU and the extent 
that they earned more credits than necessary.

•  Analyzed CSU and UC application data to determine the CCC transfer application 
admission and denial rates by demographics, academic achievement, transfer option, 
and discipline across the system and at the campus level.

•  Identified certain demographic disparities in admission rates and use of transfer options 
and interviewed CSU Chancellor’s Office and UC Office of the President officials about 
the potential reasons for these disparities.

•  Interviewed officials and collected documents from the CSU Chancellor’s Office and the 
UC Office of the President to understand their processes for redirecting transfer students 
to alternate campuses or majors.

•  Documented and assessed the key CSU and UC transfer options available for community 
college students. We also interviewed relevant system and campus officials about 
these options.

•  Evaluated the extent to which transfer options such as the ADT, TAG, and UC Transfer 
Pathways are available in popular STEM fields. For the ADT, we also compared its 
availability in STEM fields to its availability in popular non‑STEM fields.

•  Analyzed CSU enrollment data to calculate the number of accumulated credits transfer 
students earned upon graduating from CSU.
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6 Assess the efforts in the past five years by UC and 
CSU to streamline the transfer process and 
improve transfer rates to the four‑year‑university 
system, as well as to students’ preferred 
campuses and majors.

•  Interviewed officials and documented programs and initiatives meant to streamline the 
transfer process at the CSU Chancellor’s Office, UC Office of the President, and selected 
CSU and UC campuses.

•  Evaluated these programs and initiatives against criteria for facilitating transfer, such as 
best practices reported by research institutes and transfer taskforce groups.

7 Assess transfer requirements and admission 
standards and practices across a selection of 
UC and CSU campuses and how these standards 
and practices may be streamlined to increase 
transfer rates to these campuses. For these 
campuses, determine the following for the past 
five years:

•  The number and percentage of CCC transfer 
students by race, ethnicity, gender, income 
status, geography, and community college 
campus and district.

•  The average accumulated credits and grade 
point average of CCC transfer students 
by major.

•  The extent to which campuses use campus‑ 
or major‑impaction as a reason to deny 
transfer students admission. If campuses 
do consider impaction, evaluate the 
methodology campuses use for determining 
impaction of the campus or majors and 
whether campuses adequately communicate 
this information to students.

•  The extent to which admissions consideration 
for ADT earners is a factor in UC’s admission 
of CCC transfer students.

•  Selected two CSU campuses and two UC campuses to review based on a variety of 
factors, such as their enrollment size, geographic location, and selectivity.

•  Reviewed admission standards and practices for the CSU and UC systems and the four 
selected campuses. We also evaluated specific transfer requirements for a selection of 
popular majors at the four campuses.

•  Interviewed officials within each of the three systems, including the system academic 
senates, about the potential to streamline transfer requirements and admission 
standards.

•  Analyzed CSU and UC enrollment data to determine the transfer representation of new 
resident enrollees across the system, at each campus, and by discipline and major. To 
establish transfer representation among those students who ultimately graduated, we 
also performed similar analyses using CSU and UC degree data, to the extent it was 
available.

•  Interviewed officials and documented relevant information to establish how CSU and 
UC and selected campuses use campus‑ or major‑impaction as a factor in transfer 
admission. We also evaluated the effects of limited capacity on transfer admission.

8 Review and assess any other issues that are 
significant to the audit.

•  Evaluated major preparation articulation agreements for a selection of majors to identify 
gaps in articulation between the five selected community colleges and the four selected 
CSU and UC campuses.

•  Interviewed ASSIST administrators and other system and campus officials about ways to 
improve ASSIST and the articulation process.

Source:  Audit workpapers. 

Assessment of Data Reliability

The U.S. Government Accountability Office, whose standards we are statutorily 
obligated to follow, requires us to assess the sufficiency and appropriateness of 
computer‑processed information that we use to support our findings, conclusions, 
or recommendations. In performing this audit, we relied on student and course data 
that we obtained from CCC and admission and enrollment data that we obtained 
from CSU and UC. To assess the reliability of these data, we reviewed existing 
information about the data systems, interviewed people knowledgeable about the 
data, performed dataset verification, and performed electronic testing of key data 
elements. As a result of this testing, we found the data to be sufficiently reliable to 
support our findings, conclusions, and recommendations. 
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August 28, 2024 
 
 
Mr. Grant Parks 
State Auditor 
California State Auditor 
621 Capitol Mall, Suite 1200 
Sacramento, California 95814 
 
Dear Mr. Parks: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review and respond to the draft audit report on 
Community College Transfers. The CSU agrees with the recommendations detailed 
in this audit report and will work to implement them. 
 
The CSU values the tens of thousands of California Community College transfer 
students it admits every year and recognizes that transfer students have been 
essential to the success of the CSU since its inception. 
 
Strengthening transfer pathways is a top priority for the CSU. To this end, the CSU 
launched the Transfer Success Pathway program and the CSU Transfer Planner 
application in summer 2023. In addition, the CSU continues to expand the number of 
Associate Degree for Transfer (ADT) similar pathways it offers and improve the 
transfer student experience. 
 
On behalf of the CSU, I extend my appreciation to the audit team for their hard work 
and collaboration throughout the audit process. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Mildred García, Ed.D. 
Chancellor 
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August 28, 2024 
 
 
2023-123—CSA Confidential Audit Report 
UC Office of the President Response 
 
I appreciate the time and effort the California State Auditor’s (CSA) office committed to 
identifying ways in which the University of California can increase accessibility for 
community college transfers and improve the overall transfer process. Supporting 
California students in successfully transferring to the University has been and continues 
to be a top priority.  
 
The University shares the goals of CSA’s report, which align with the significant 
progress we have made since the 2018 MOU between the UC Office of the President 
and the California Community College Chancellor’s Office. Through this partnership, 
our institutions are working to ensure that transfer students have the support they 
need not only to enroll, but also to graduate and succeed after college. Adequate 
preparation of transfer students for upper division work in their major is essential for 
student success.  
 
The University also continues to work closely with the Legislature and the Governor on 
ways to prioritize enrollment goals, including expanding access for California resident 
undergraduates as well as transfer students, while balancing the limited space available 
at our campuses. We share report’s goal of increasing transparency about how 
campuses and disciplines are making progress toward these targets. Campuses use 
many factors to determine enrollment targets appropriate for their respective 
departments and majors. These factors include student demand, faculty and staff 
levels, and physical space, and are unique to every campus. UCOP does not have the 
same level of local information or expertise to make these decisions on their behalf. 
 
We are proud that fall enrollments of UC students who started in the California 
Community Colleges grew from around 37,000 in fall 2015 to 46,500 in fall 2021. While 
there have been declines in transfer applicants post-pandemic, we are optimistic those 
numbers will recover. As we look to the future, the University remains deeply 
committed to expanding opportunity and access for all California students, including 
the nearly one-third of entering UC students each year who are transfers.  
 
After the release of the report, my office will work with the Academic Senate and our 
campuses to further review the audit findings and map out a course of action needed 
to implement the recommendations. We look forward to continuing our work with 
state and local education leaders and partners to improve the transfer process. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Michael V. Drake, MD 
President 
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