


Are colleges still allowed to create new pre-transfer level courses for Fall ‘22 that we do not yet
have any data for but that we believe will be most effective?

Not in an institution-wide way. There has been a substantial period of potential innovation dating back
to the Basic Skills Outcome Transformation Grants. There continue to be opportunities to demonstrate
the effectiveness of alternative pathways but, given the evidence to date, the effectiveness of such
approaches should be first mapped out with a clear theory of action for why the new method will
demonstrate greater effectiveness compared to previous approaches and then demonstrated as a pilot
before scaling, with clear opportunities remaining for those students to choose transfer-level courses
with appropriate support as an alternative.

Does this mean that students can't voluntarily choose to enroll in a pre-transfer course?

They may, but any college that chooses to continue to offer such courses and allow such enrollment
must demaonstrate the effectiveness of those pathways by completing the entirety of the improvement
plan, including the data addendum.

If a student specifically chooses to take a pre-transfer class, even after being advised about the
effectiveness of the “transfer with support” model, what happens there? Isthat a demonstrable
need for a pre-transfer course, or do we not allow that student to enroll in pre-transfer? Thank
you for the chance to have this Q&A, it’s helpful.

That does not constitute sufficient demonstrable need to offer the course. Enrollment, whether,
voluntary, recommended, or required will need to be reported in the data addendum template and the
effectiveness of continuing to offer such options will need to be demonstrated by the college. There are
examples provided in the Improvement Plan form to assist colleges in developing policies to best
address such situations.

How do you prove the need for students to take pre-transfer courses?
(and)

For the minority who are not successful, how can colleges demonstrate the effectiveness of pre-
transfer level courses?

First, you would have to establish that those students are highly unlikely to successfully complete the
transfer-level course, which constitutes a very small fraction of students in the California Community
Colleges. Mo students outside of possibly those who haven't completed high school or who are in the
very bottom of the distribution of performance of US high school graduates are likely to be in that
category of students. Second, colleges then need to demonstrate that students that start in such below
transfer-level courses are at least as likely to successfully complete the transfer-level course as similar
students who enrolled directly in the transfer-level courses, particularly with support. The method for
demonstrating the latter is part of the reporting processin the data addendum template.

If the data addendum does not show that a pre-transfer level course is maximizing throughput,
then we cannot offer those courses, right?

{and)

If the throughput of a college is not showing maximization, will the college be required not to
allow pre-transfer level enrollment in an English/math sequence by fall 20227

That's correct. The expectation is that institutions that cannot demonstrate that a pathway that begins
in below transfer-level courses does not at least match the successful completion of the transfer-level
course within one year will wind down such courses prior to Fall 2022.



How do we handle the report if math and English will differ in the pre-transfer offerings?
(and)

What if English and Math fall into different Option categories? Does the college have to do the
more detailed plan option even if one of the disciplines might be under option 1 or 2?

Any pre-transfer level course offerings require institutions to report under Option 3 and report using the
Data Addendum, but the Data Addendum would only have to be completed forthe discipline where
enrollments below transfer-level would still be allowed or required.

This is effectively eliminating the option for students in the CCC system to take pre-transfer
level courses. Do you anticipate a strong push to repeal AB 705 once the public realizes that this
is the case?

It is not at all the case that the option for students to take pre-transfer-level courses is being eliminated,
which has been clearly detailed in the materials and was reiterated in the webinar. Colleges are simply
being asked to demonstrate the effectiveness of such approaches given the evidence to date suggesting
that pre-transfer-level pathways do not maximize student completion of transfer-level coursework. The
Chancellor’s Office does not expect thatthe public will have any concern with us being required to
prove that our practices are best for students, especially practices that historically have been used to
force students to retake courses they’ve previously successfully completed and have done so
disproportionately to underrepresented students of color and women.

How would using pre-transfer-level petitions affect compliance with the law? Could you please
provide more details about a sample petition system that would work? For example, could
students who have failed a transfer-level math course (or who have enrolled and dropped out of
a transfer-level math course) petition to take a pre-transfer-level math course? Or could any
student petition at any time?

instituting a petition process is recommended to ensure students are aware of the potential detriment
of the choice they are making. We will be releasing a memo and guidance on student communications
and guidance in the new year based on the results of the AB 1805 forms & templates submitted by
colleges in July. We will include a sample petition.

College-Level versus Transfer-Level
What is college-level vs transfer level? Is college-level the same as below-transfer?

(and)

ft would be helpful to distinguish references to "transfer-level” and "college-level” courses-
especially related to the Intermediate Algebra requirement forthe AA/AS.

(and)

Where can | find the definition of the difference between a "college-level” and a "transfer-level”
math course? | looked in the glossary of terms and the other mentioned documents and | am not
seeing definitions of these terms anywhere.

Transfer-level and college level do not mean the same thing. In mathematics, courses one-level below
transfer-level (CB21 - A, sueh as, eg., intermediate algebra or geometry) are sometimes referred to as
college-level courses in the California Community Colleges as they count towards the completion of the
quantitative reasoning requirements for many local associate degrees but do not count towards the
quantitative reasoning requirements required for transfer to a UCorCSU institution. Transfer-level
courses in mathematics would be courses that fulfill the quantitative reasoning requirements at such



institutions. Since the change to associate degrees requiring transfer-level English for completion of an
associate degree, there is no longer a distinction between college level and transfer-level in English.

As indicated above and as defined in the memo and data template, courses usually coded one-level-
below-transfer (CB21 = 1) that meet local degree requirements for programs in which transfer-level
coursework is not required in mathematics are college-level courses. Transfer-level courses are courses
that are transferable in satisfaction of the quantitative reasoning requirements at UC or C5U does not
satisfy programmatic requirements (e.g., an electrical technology program with contextualized math
skills).

It is important to distinguish, however, between programs that have a quantitative reasoning
requirement that is at the college-level (e.g., the degree or certificate only requires intermediate
algebra, geometry, or similar for completion) that can be reasonably satisfied by a course thatis a
transfer-level mathematics course (e.g., statistics, college algebra, etc.). ABTO05 requires that students
in such programs should also be provided access to transfer-level courses in mathematics (with support
if necessary) and that their probability of completing the course at the transfer-level should be also be
maximized. Programs with local degree requirements that are at the and that cannot be satisfied by a
transfer-level courses should be reported on the college-level tab.

Can you describe multi-term transfer-level courses?

A multi-term transfer-level course here refers to courses that were previous one term that have been
stretched over two terms and in which both are required to be taken and completed for credit for
completion of the requirement and only the latter (or some subset of the units) are transferable. A one
term English composition course that has been stretch into two terms or a one term statistics course
that has been stretched into two terms would both be considered a multi-term transfer-level course for
these purposes. Colleges may not take previously existing transfer-level courses, stretch them into two
terms in order to maintain development courses. Colleges should not be lengthening transfer-level
course sequences and would be expected to report on such innovative curricular changes in the same
way — by demonstrating that adding an additional transfer-level course, a very large and expensive
intervention given both the direct 2nd opportunity costs it has for students, leads more students to
successfully complete the course that the prerequisite was added in front of.

Are co-requisite support courses considered below transfer-level or is it simply the main English
or Math courses that should be considered below or at transfer-level?

Corequisite courses will often be below transfer-level courses. However, students who are taking a
transfer-level course with 2 below transfer-level support course are considered to be placed and
enrolled at transfer-level.

Throughput Rate

Can you please clarify something you just said about when the calculation for throughput first
starts...we have been basing it on the FTIC and completing that first year. But | think | heard you
say something about first entering their program of study.

For the purposes of compliance with ABT05, colleges must maximize students’ likelihood of completion
within one year of their first course attempt in the discipline (i.e., for students who startin a fall term,
colleges must maximize students’ likelihood of completion of the transfer-level course by the end of the
next summer term). This does not mean, however, that placements and enrollments in which students
could theoretically complete the transfer-level course within a year is sufficient. Students’ likelihood of
completion within that time frame must be maximized and, to date, all evidence suggests that that is
maost likely when students are placed and initially enroll in a transfer-level course, with support if



necessary. Forthe purposes of completing the template, for a first time student who does not enroll in
any English courses until the spring term of their second year, colleges would loak through a winter
term or intersession for completion of transfer-level English.

The Student-Centered Funding Formula uses the first calendar year for new students to
calculate throughput for English and Math. The ABT05 analysis being described here starts the
one-year clock when a student first enrolls in the discipline. These two methods of calculating
throughput has caused some confusion at my college. | understand why we need the two
methods, but is there any way to make this clearer across the system?

The version of throughput for ABT05 was based on providing the opportunity for colleges to
demonstrate evidence that below-transfer-level placement and enrollment could lead to similar or
higher levels of successful completion of the transfer-level course within one year of a student’s entry
into the discipline.

The version of throughput used for the Student-Centered Funding Formula was designed in that way in
part to provide colleges clearincentives to help students enroll in and successfully complete trasnfer-
level coursework in students’ first year, given the association between their early completion and long-
term student achievement measures (and in part because of mundane limitations created by the
misalignment of annual funding cycles with student attendance patterns).

What standard or threshold was used by the CCCCO to determine that "throughput was not
maximized" and how is this seen from the data that was submitted by the colleges or the
transfer completion dashboard?

The standard has always been that the college can demonstrate that students placed into or who
enrolled voluntarily in a below-transfer-level course are as or more likely to successfully complete the
transfer-level course in the discipline as similar students taking the transfer-level course. In the
absence of similar students at the transfer-level, the Chancellor’s Office has used statewide comparison
data (adjusting for differences in college demographics where cell sizes were sufficient to do so on the
Validation of Practices templates submitted by the colleges). Colleges can easily conduct similar
comparisans using the dashboard by selecting: 1) discipline in question 2) one year timeframe to
completion 3) first attempt term = all, 4) the GPA Band disaggregation and then 5) comparing students
that start at one-level below to students that start at transfer-level. If one does this for English in 2018-
2019, you can see that the one-year throughput for students that start at transfer level is 45% for
students with a HSGPA < 1.9, 59% for students with a HSGPA between 1.9 and 2.6, and 80% for students
with a HSGPA = 2.6 in 2019-2020. By comparison, for students that start one-level below transfer-level
in English, their one-year throughputs are: 19% (HSGPA<1.9), 30% (HSGFPA=1.9 and < 2.6}, and 43%
(HSGPA=22.6). In each case, and in particular for students in the lowest band of high school performance
{the only grouping that could be remotely plausibly argued to be highly unlikely to success in transfer-
level English based on this evidence), students are much maore likely to successfully complete the
transfer-level course is they start there. If one would like to conduct one year comparisons for the most
recent academic year, it is recommended to conduct the comparisons using Fall terms only as students
in other terms will not yet have a full year of data available at the time of construction of the dashboard
{which is why such bars in the bar graph are more lightly colored).

Will throughput rates based on small number (which could be fluctuating greatly) be considered
when checking throughput maximization?

Throughput is calculated regardless of sample size, as noted in the template. This possibility, however,
is one of the reasons that the Chancellor's Office has been examining and continues to carefully
examining the results for students who place below transfer level systemwide as well as the pattern of



results across institutions (essentially providing over 100 samples of varying sizes) to see whether there
is evidence that suggests below-transfer-level placement is likely to maximize students’ successful
completion of transfer-level courses within the first year of students’ entry into the discipline. Neither
the systemwide data nor any individual college data, large or small, show evidence of this to date,
suggesting that there is low plausibility of small sample sizes accounting for the absence of evidence of
throughput maximization. Given the overall systemwide pattern of data and the size of the observed
difference, it’s more likely that a small sample demonstrating throughput maximization would
represent a false positive (e.g., incorrectly suggesting that a below-transfer-level placement maximized
successful completion of the transfer-level course in one year) than a small sample demonstrating a
failure to maximize throughput would represent a false negative (i.e. failing to observe an instance
where below-transfer-level placements actually maximized student completion of the transfer-level
course). That being said, the Chancellor's Office remains interested in any evidence of similar or greater
effectiveness of enrollment that begins below transfer-level compared to students whose initial
enrallment in the discipline is at transfer level.

Does AB 705 track data for students who begin a transfer-level course but who withdraw from
the course before the end of the semester (and who therefore do not receive a grade)?

Yes, students who withdraw from a course (i.e., exit a course after census and received a W) are
included in the starting cohort (just as they are included in calculation of course success rates.
Students who drop a course before census and do not have a grade of record would not be included in
the cohort,

Guided or Self-Placement (GSP)
If our Guided Placement does not place students into pre-transfer level, do we have to submit
this form?

For colleges that enroll any students below transfer-level, they must complete Option 3 and submit the
data addendum template. If anystudents that engaged with guided or self-placement (G5P) enrolled
below transfer-level, then results for all students that engaged with guided or self-placement need to
be reported in that tab.

From the instruction of the template, is the guided or self-placement tab only applicable to
students who did not have US HS information? If so, then this group can only be reported as
“GPA Unknown”?

Theoretically yes, guided or self-placement should only be used for students who do not have high
school transcript data reasonably available. However, some colleges experimented with guided or self-
placement during the innovation period for broader sets of students and would need to repaort on all
students who engaged with the local GSP process, disaggregated by high school information available.

Who should be reported on?
Are (1) all US HS graduates, (2) certificate/degree/transfer students two separate conditions or
one combined condition?

(and)

Did you say that a student who declares he/she has not decided on a major or educational goal is
not exempt from AB 705 transfer enrollments?



This is an "and" condition. AlLUS HS grads with any of those three educational goals, transfer, degree,
or certificate, including students with undecided or uncollected /unreported goals should be included.
This typically covers the majority of students with credit enrollments.

Do we consider student type in addition to student goal? i.e. students with 4-year degrees taking
courses for enrichment would likely fall under the undecided/unknown goal.

Rules regarding assessment typically do not apply to students who already have four-year degree
{except in the rare case where a student is attending in order to complete a course of study that
requires math or English different from what they already completed, e.g., a student who completed a
theater degree and used statistics to satisfy their quantitative reasoning requirement but who has
returned to work toward a STEM degree where calculus is required)

What do we do about students who received an EW grade?

Given the unigue implementation of EW's where many colleges, though not all, had temporary large
increases in EWs in Spring 2020 and to a lesser extent in Fall 2020 with a highly corresponding increase
in D, F, and W grades, the template is designed to treat EW grades similar to W grades for the purpose of
evaluation.

For columns 1 and 4: Total Enrolled, the template states: These columns show the number of distinct
students enrolled at census. If end of term data are used, include withdraws (EW, MW, and W grades) as
enraollment in the course.

Thus, you would include them as enrollments in the course, similar to a withdraw, but they would not
be included as part of the completion cohort, as they did not successfully complete the course. You can
see this definition on row 16 of Tabs 2-4 and Row 30 on Tab 5.

However, if colleges would like to exclude students who received an EW from the enrollment cohort for
the purposes of this template’s reporting, they may. However, careful comparison of the results
including and excluding students with EW grades from the cohort should be done locally and colleges
should be carefully attuned to the possibility that this alternative reporting approach might temporarily
suggest a strategy might possibly be working that, once the colleges resumed its typical use of EW
grades, might not hold up in the long run.

Reporting Clarifications

For #5 on the form, does “enhanced” include our Psych stats course that has a lab component
that meets extra hours?

Enhanced includes new additions to the structure of the course that increase the units of the course.
Such courses are included in order to make sure to include concurrent support structures that are
embedded in the course structure through addition of additional units to the course. So,if alab
component that is part of the course and that component’s units are going to be added to the unit total
in a single course, that would be an enhanced version for the purposes of the form. If the lab
component is designed as a separate attached course that provides concurrent support, that would just
be corequisite support. Both types (corequisite support or enhanced courses) would be counted in #5 if
new. Ifthe course structure is not new post-Fall 2019 but the number of sections offered with
corequisite courses or as the enhanced version of the course is being increased, that would be indicated
in #6. If it's other concurrent support that doesn't invelve increasing the units of the course or adding a
corequisite course, that would be captured in question 7.



For #6 on the form, how is “expand” defined? Extra units, extra sections, or something else? Is
there a particular ratio we should be targeting? That is, how much expansion should we be
targeting, or what should the comparison be?

Expand in the context of question 6 is not referring to the course structure but the number of sections
being offered. Changes to the course structure by adding unitsis covered in question #5.

What constitutes a curricular innovation on the form? Do new links between pre-existing
courses count as a curricular innovation? For example, pre-transfer-level English with a DSPS
course.

Changes to the structure, sequence, or support of courses, including new linkage of courses or learning
communities that occurred in or after Fall 2019. So, if this linkage existed prior to AB7QS
implementation in Fall 2019, this would not be a curricular innovation. If it was developed in Fall 2019
or later, this would constitute one type of curricular innovation.

Regarding "which enrollments should be reported” on the instruction tab, please define
processes change. Change in placement or course? Only report the data of most current
existing practices?

Any change after fall 2019 is considered new. Practices that pre-date Fall 2019 generally did not
demonstrate evidence that they maximized students' likelihood of successfully completing the gateway
transfer-level course. If colleges have such practices that were, in fact, successful at doing so, the
Chancellor's Office remains very interested in any such evidence. If colleges would like to provide such
evidence or if colleges have attempted more than one placement or curricular innovations during a
period, they are encouraged to report data on each by duplicating the relevant tab and reporting on
them separately.

Since each college's Validation of Practices was reviewed, wilt each college receive information
on the areas they were and were not in compliance with AB7Q5? This would help us prepare for
the next phase.

Generally, with very rare and limited/subgroup specific exceptions insufficient to allow for
generalization to the practice, colleges enrolling students below transfer-level courses did not
demonstrate sufficient evidence in either English or mathematics at any college to suggest offering
those courses was in compliance with AB705. If a college was not offering such courses,then
compliance is not generally in question, except in cases where colleges have added noncredit courses,
credit courses outside the sequence, or lengthened the transfer-level sequence. As with pre-transfer-
level courses, colleges should do the work to demonstrate that such changes lead to students to be as
or more likely to complete the transfer-level gateway course that the courses have been added before
that course for similar students, even if students taking those courses are doing so voluntarily.

Every college will submit an Equitable Placement/completion plan, but it will be simplified for
those already in compliance?

Correct. Colleges that already stopped offering prior to transfer-level courses would indicate Option 1
and their submission would be complete (though reviewingall the practices outlined might still be of
use to the colleges). Colleges that will no longer offer course prior to transfer-level courses as of Fall
2022 would indicate Option 2 and complete only Fart A of the Improvement Plan. Colleges that are
continuing to offer courses prior to transfer-level (or that have added to or stretched out their transfer-
level courses into multiple terms) would need to complete the entire form as well as the data
addendum template.





