Committee on Admissions and Enrollment
Thursday, Feb. 9, 2012
2:00 pm – 4:00 pm
410 Mrak Hall
Present: R. Aldredge, Chair, G. Butler, J. Addona, M. Robinson,
O. Orgun, J. Sorensen, W. Robinson, C. Bates, S. Bekele (Analyst)
Not Present: L.J. Bossio, D. Hunter, P. Burman, N. Pan
UA Update: W. Robinson announced that all reads were done. Supplemental
reads have now started. 1400 referrals were received and 700 are now
confirmed, which is kind of low. 4,000 referrals would be the norm for a 49,000
applicant pool. Other campuses show higher numbers of referrals. More scores
from UCLA are expected to be received in the coming days (about 17,000 total
scores have been already received so far). Tie-breaking is a new frontier for UC
Davis.
Tie-Breaking: At A&E’s previous meeting, M. Robinson was asked to study the
questions below and report his findings at this meeting. Specifically, Robinson
was asked to consider applicants having Davis (HR=4) and for UCLA (HR=3)
displaying the following attributes (variables): API (1-5), ELC (1-9), LOW
INCOME, and FIRST GENERATION.
1. How many students with a given UCD HR score (e.g., 4) have at least one
of the above characteristics?
2. How many students have two of these characteristics, then three, then
four?
3. Then rank by ELC (highest more preferable)
4. Numbers (and percentages) of applicants that meet each characteristic.
M. Robinson’s analysis showed the following: While single variables produced
the highest numbers, two-variable combinations produced moderate numbers,
and three-variable combinations produced still more moderate numbers, and
four-variable combinations produced the least numbers. Starting at the bottom
is suggested at this time (having all four attributes) that gives the smallest
number of students. At this meeting M. Robinson was asked to continue this
experiment by adding more variables, such as being a single parent and a Native
American (being a member of a federally recognized tribe) and present his
findings at the next meeting.

More on Tie-Breaking: There was more discussion on tie-breaking. This
discussion is best represented by J. Sorensen’s draft summary transmitted to
A&E via email and printed below:
After looking at preliminary data, it was agreed upon that the following eight
socio-economic criteria would be taken into consideration for tie-breaking
purposes in order to rank applicants with the same HR score (in no particular
order):
1) API (1-5)
2) ELC (1-9)
3) Low Income
4) First-Generation College Student
5) Foster Youth
6) Affiliation with Federally Recognized Native American Tribe
7) Veteran Status
8) Applicant is a Single Parent
Because “From a Single Parent Household” forms such a large group, it was
decided that this category would not be taken into consideration at this time.
At this point, the categories will not be weighted, nor will there be a hierarchy of
most significant to least significant regarding these socio-economic obstacles.
*It was decided that tie-breaking would begin with those applicants with the
greatest combined number of socio-economic obstacles (the most possible being
eight), and would then proceed to those with seven, then six, then five, etc., until
the target number of admits is reached.
*In the event that further tie-breaking needs to occur within a category (for
instance, we need to admit only 100 of the 500 with a combined three of the
criteria listed above), we will select from the top those with the highest CR1
scores until the target number of admits is reached. [While the committee
realizes this is not ideal because some factors will be counted twice, we decided
to use CR1 scores because every student has a CR1 mechanically produced, and
because the bulk of the CR1 score is comprised of hard academic criteria (GPA,
test scores, A-G courses).]

*Similarly, in the event that further tie-breaking needs to occur even after we
have admitted all students with any one of the criteria listed above (for instance,
1800 of 3500 HR=4 students have at least one of the criteria, and our target is
greater than 1800), we will then select from the top (among those with none of
the criteria above) those with the highest CR1 scores until the target number of
admits is reached.
J. Sorensen also transmitted the following weighted formula of tiebreaking for future consideration and possible use:
The following formula is based on the assumption that 1) a combination of socioeconomic inidicators (SEI) should be considered for tie-breaking, 2) that those
categories should be weighted to the extent possible with existing information, 3)
that these criteria should, combined, be given relatively more weight than the
academic indicators already contained in each student’s CR1 score (keeping in
mind that the CR1 score already takes into consideration First Generation and
other factors, but not to the extent that we’d like to see in the tie-breaking process),
4) that the total score will make applicants with one, several, or no socio-economic
factors comparable in the end, and finally 5) that the score can be mechanically
produced.
The points and weighting below is based on the assumption that CR1 has a
maximum score of 12,500 and that if our cutoff is generally in the HR=4 range,
these students will broadly have CR1 scores ranging from 3000-6000. [This
range needs to be confirmed. At our last meeting, we noted that HR=1 scores had
CR1 scores ranging from 6300-9800].
I have drafted the weighting in a “holistic” fashion, based on the read-sheets from
the UCLA training we did last year. All of the relative weights are up for
discussion and redistribution.
1) API (1-5)
I propose that points be distributed on a sliding scale based on the API of the
applicant’s school. Applicants from lower API schools will be given more points,
and those from relatively higher API schools will be given less.
API 1 = 1000
API 2 = 800
API 3 = 600

API 4 = 400
API 5 = 200
Range: 0 (school is not API 5 or lower) to 1000
Maximum points in this category: 1000
2) ELC (1-9)
I propose points be distributed on a sliding scale based on the applicants’
percentile achievement in their local context. Applicants in the top 1% of their
class will be given the most points, and those in the top 9% would be given
proportionally less. I propose that this category be weighted more heavily than
API because we would like to reward achievement in context (i.e., what students
did with their limited opportunities) more so than the simple fact of limited
opportunity. This committee had previously discussed how ELC is also a
relatively good indicator of “likeliness to succeed at UCD” in that students at low
API schools who finish in the top X% have done the most with the opportunities
they had (and get points for both API and ELC), but conversely, at higher API
schools, finishing in the top X% is that much more difficult because of the
competitive nature of those schools. Thus, being ELC at a relatively higher API
school is also a strong indicator of “likeliness to succeed at UCD.”
ELC 1 = 3000
ELC 2 = 2800
ELC 3 = 2600
ELC 4 = 2400
ELC 5 = 2200
ELC 6 = 2000
ELC 7 = 1800
ELC 8 = 1600
ELC 9 = 1400
Range: 0 (applicant is not ELC) to 3000
Maximum points in this category: 3000

Keep in mind that by definition, ELC 1 students are the top 1% and so comprise a
very small pool of applicants (my guess is that most ELC 1 students will have
been admitted by other means already and would not be in this tie-breaking pool).
The number of applicants affected of course increases as we move down to ELC 9.
By contrast, API 1 schools are by definition the bottom 10% (in terms of academic
opportunity), and affect a relatively larger proportion (in fact all of ELC 1-9
combined, at least in terms of percentage). By giving points to API 5 and below,
we are essentially giving bonus points to the bottom 50% (again, in terms of
academic opportunity). Because API affects so many, it makes sense to weight it
proportionally less. Some applicants will of course receive points from both
categories.
3) Low Income
While ideally, this category could also be a sliding scale, our immediately
accessible data indicates only federally defined low income or not.
Range: 0 (applicant is not from a low income household) to 1000
(applicant is)
Maximum points in this category: 1000
4) First-Generation College Student
Range: 0 (applicant is FG) to 1000 (applicant is not FG)
Maximum points in this category: 1000
For categories 5-8 below, each applies to a very small number of applicants, but
in terms of the diversity of our campus and opportunity for these applicants, I
propose that these criteria should be considered relatively more significant.
Applicants are either identified as part of the group (1500) or not (0).
5) Foster Youth
Range: 0 (applicant is not FY) to 1500 (applicant is FY)
Maximum points in this category: 1500
6) Affiliation with Federally Recognized Native American Tribe
Range: 0 (applicant is not affiliated) to 1500 (applicant is)
Maximum points in this category: 1500

7) Veteran Status
Range: 0 (applicant does not have veteran status) to 1500 (applicant
does)
Maximum points in this category: 1500
8) Applicant is a Single Parent
Range: 0 (applicant is not a single parent) to 1500 (applicant is)
Maximum points in this category: 1500
9) From a Single Parent Household
Though this category captures a large number of applicants, I think it should be
considered as a socio-economic obstacle, though given relatively less weight than
those above.
Range: 0 (applicant is from a single parent household) to 500 (applicant
is not)
Maximum points in this category: 500
Maximum total points for all socio-economic indicators (SEI): 12,500
Maximum total CR1 score: 12,500
Total maximum: 25,000
By adding the CR1 score at the end, we guarantee that every applicant has a total
score.
It seems that most applicants who would be subjected to tie-breaking in this
manner would be getting 1/3rd or less of the total possible points, both in terms
of SEI points and CR1 score. It is highly unlikely that applicants with no SEI
points will be ranked higher than those with at least one of the nine criteria
unless their CR1 scores are higher by a very large margin. Seeing what these
scores would look like on a sample set, followed by a bit of data analysis, would
be helpful in seeing how we might like the weighting to be distributed.
20/20 Initiative: Chair Aldredge spoke briefly about the Chancellor’s 20/20
Initiative. The initiative is about adding 5000 additional students, of which
about 3000 are non-residents (national/international) and 2,000 are residents.
Aldredge presented some data he acquired from attending a previous conference.

What admission rate is required to reach this target? Improving admission yield
(currently 13%) and recruiting aggressively internationally would be necessary.
A&E’s next meeting is scheduled for Thursday, Feb. 23, 2012, in 410 Mrak.

