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State-level Accountability 

Excerpts from 
Focus On Results 

Accountability Reporting for  the Community Colleges 
A Report to the Legislature, Pursuant to AB1417 

Prepared by the California Community Colleges System Office, March 31, 2008 
The full report is available at:   

http://www.cccco.edu/Portals/4/TRIS/research/ARCC/arcc_2008_final.pdf 

 

Introduction 

In 2004, Assembly Bill 1417 triggered the creation of a performance measurement system for the Cali-
fornia Community Colleges (CCC).  That legislation and ensuing budget action authorized the California 
Community Colleges System Office (CCCSO) to design and implement a performance measurement 
system that contained performance indicators for the system and its colleges.  As per Legislative intent, 
the CCCSO collaborated with the system’s colleges and advisory structure, a panel of national experts, 
the Legislative Analyst’s Office, the Department of Finance, and the Secretary of Education to formulate 
this comprehensive system that has become known as “ARCC” (Accountability Reporting for the Com-
munity Colleges).  In recognizing that the initial report in 2007 required the CCCSO to test innovative 
ideas about performance measurement and to use a massive state database, the CCCSO completed 
the 2007 ARCC report as a pilot report for the Legislature.  The 2008 ARCC report builds upon the 2007 
pilot report through various improvements in data quality, a new year of data, and the piloting of a new 
performance indicator for noncredit coursework. 

The Accountability Reporting for the Community Colleges (ARCC) framework specifies that community 
college performance data should be aggregated, analyzed, and reported at two levels:  the individual 
college level (college level indicators) and across the community college system (systemwide indica-
tors). 

The 2008 ARCC report presents results, where available by January 2008, for the seven performance 
indicators chosen for systemwide accountability reporting.  These performance indicators are organized 
into four major categories: 
• Student Progress and Achievement—Degree/ Certificate/ Transfer 
• Student Progress and Achievement—Vocational/ Occupational/ Workforce Development 
• Pre-Collegiate Improvement—Basic Skills and ESL 
• Participation Rates 

Performance indicators for college level accountability reporting are organized under three main catego-
ries:  College Performance Indicators, College Profiles, and College Peer Grouping.  College Perform-
ance Indicators are further categorized as: 
• Degree/ Certificate/ Transfer 
• Vocational/ Occupational/ Workforce Development 
• Pre-Collegiate Improvement (Basic Skills, ESL, and Enhanced Noncredit) 
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ARCC Indicators of Student Success 

Longitudinal Measures 

I.  Student Progress and Achievement:  Degree / Certificate / Transfer
 1999-2001 
to 2004-05 

 2000-01 to 
2005-06 

 2001-02 to 
2006-07 

1:  Percent Obtaining Degree/Certificate/Transfer within 6 years 48.0% 45.3% 44.5%
1a:  Percent of Students Who Earned at Least 30 Units within 6 Years 70.3% 69.2% 70.5%

Fall 2004 Fall 2005 Fall 2006
2:  Percent of New Students in Fall Term Who Returned the Following Fall 61.7% 60.6% 60.2%
3:  Annual Successful Course Completion Rates for Vocational Courses 81.4% 77.8% 76.8%
4:  Annual Successful Course Completion Rates for Credit Basic Skills Courses 60.9% 57.2% 59.8%

III.  Pre-Collegiate Improvement:  Basic Skills and ESL
2002-03 to 

2004-05
2003-04 to 

2005-06
2004-05 to 

2006-07
5a:  Improvement Rates for Basic Skills Courses 42.0% 44.2% 49.4%
5b:  Improvement Rates for ESL Courses 61.2% 66.1% 70.0%

II.  Student Progress and Achievement:  Vocational/ Occupational/ 
Workforce Development

Los Angeles City College
Indicators of Student Achievements over Time

Methodology for College Level Indicators 

Measure 1:  Student Progress and Achievement Rate 
Definition:  Percentage of cohort of first-time students with minimum 
of 12 units earned who attempted a degree/ certificate/ transfer 
threshold course within six years and who are shown to have 
achieved ANY& of the following outcomes within six years of entry: 
• Earned any AA/AS or Certificate (18 or more units) 
• Actual transfer to four-year institution (students shown to have 
enrolled at any fours-year institution of higher education after enroll-
ing at a CCC) 
• Achieved “Transfer Directed” (student successfully completed 
both transfer-level Math AND English courses) 
• Achieved “Transfer Prepared” (student successfully completed 
60 UC/CSU transferable units with a GPA>=2.0) 
•  

Measure 1a:  Percent of Students Who Earned at Least 30 Units 
Definition:  Percentage of cohort of first-time students with minimum of 12 units earned 
who attempted a degree/ certificate/ transfer threshold course within six years of entry 
who are shown to have achieved the following value-added measure of progress within 
six years of entry: 
• Earned at least 30 units while in the CCC system (value-added threshold of units 

earned as defined in wage studies as having a positive effect on future earnings.) 

I.  Student Progress and Achievement: 
Degree/ Certificate/ Transfer

0.0%
10.0%
20.0%
30.0%
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80.0%

1999-2001 to 2004-
05

2000-01 to 2005-06 2001-02 to 2006-07

1:  % Obtaining Degree/Cert/Transfer w ithin 6 y rs.
1a:  % Who Earned at Least 30 Units w ithin 6 Yrs.
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Measure 2:  Persistence Rate 

Definition:  Percentage of cohort of first-time 
students with minimum of six units earned in their 
first Fall term in the CCC who return and enroll in 
the subsequent Fall term anywhere in the sys-
tem. 

Measure 3:  Annual Successful Course Com-
pletion Rate for Credit Vocational Courses 

Methodology:  The cohorts for vocational course 
completion rate consisted of students enrolled in 
credit vocational courses in the academic years 
of interest (2004-05, 2005-06, 2006-07).  These 
cohorts excluded “special admit” students, i.e., 
students currently enrolled in K-12 when they 
took the vocational course.  Vocational courses 
were defined via their SAM (Student Accountabil-
ity Model) priority code.  SAM codes A, B, and C 
indicate courses that are clearly occupational.  
Success was defined as having been retained to 

the end of the term (or end of the course) with a final course grade of A, B, C, or CR. 

Measure 4:  Annual Successful Course Completion Rate for Credit Basic Skills Courses 

Methodology:  The cohorts for basic skills course completion rate consisted of students 
enrolled in credit basic skills courses in the academic years of interest (2004-05, 2005-06, 
2006-07).  These cohorts excluded “special admit” students, i.e., students currently en-
rolled in K-12 when they took the basic skills course.  Basic skills courses were those hav-
ing a course designation of P (pre-collegiate basic skills) or B (basic skills, but not pre-
collegiate basic skills).  Success was defined a shaving been retained to the end of the 
term (or end of the course) with a final grade of A, B, C, or CR. 

II.  Student Progress and Achievement:  Vocational/ 
Occupational/ Workforce Development

0.0%
10.0%
20.0%
30.0%
40.0%
50.0%
60.0%
70.0%
80.0%
90.0%

Fall 2004 Fall 2005 Fall 2006
2:  % of New  Students in Fall Term Who Returned the Follow ing Fall

3:  Annual Successful Course Completion Rates for Vocational Courses

4:  Annual Successful Course Completion Rates for Credit Basic Skills Courses

Los Angeles City College 
Indicators of Student Achievements over Time 

Measure 5a and 5b:  Improvement Rate for Credit ESL 
Courses 

Methodology:  The ESL improvement rate cohorts consisted 
of students enrolled in credit ESL courses who successful com-
pleted that initial course.  Excluded were “special admit” stu-
dents, i.e., students currently enrolled in K-12 when they took 
the ESL course.  Only students starting at two or more levels 
below college level/ transfer level were included in the cohorts.  
Taxonomy of Programs (TOP) codes were used to identify ESL 
courses.  Success was defined as having been retained to the 
end of the term (or end of the course) with a final grade of A, B, 
C, or CR. 

Students who successfully completed the initial ESL course 
were then followed across three academic years (including the 
year and term of the initial course).  The outcome of interest 
was that group of students who successfully completed a 
higher-level ELS course or college level English course within 
three academic years of completing the first ESL course. 

III.  Pre-Collegiate Improvement:  Basic 
Skills and ESL

0.0%
10.0%
20.0%
30.0%
40.0%
50.0%
60.0%
70.0%
80.0%

2002-03 to 2004-05 2003-04 to 2005-06 2004-05 to 2006-07
5a:  Improv ement Rates for Basic Skills Courses
5b:  Improv ement Rates for ESL Courses
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ARCC Indicators of Student Success 

LACC’s Peer Group Comparisons 

Indicator LACC's 
Rate

LACC's 
Peer 

Group 
Average

Student Progress and Achievement:  Degree/ 
Certificate/ Transfer

1 %  Obtaining Degree/ Certificate/ Transfer within 6 years 44.5 41.6
1a. %  of Students who Earned at Least 30 Units within 6 years. 70.5 70.9

Student Progress and Achievement:  Vocational/ 
Occupational/ Workforce Development

2
Persistence Rate - %  of New Students in Fall TermWho Returned the 
Following Fall 61.7 56.8

3
Annual Successful Course Completion Rate for Credit Vocational 
Courses 76.8 75.4

4
Annual Successful Course Completion Rate for Credit Basic Skills 
Courses 59.8 57.7

Pre-Collegiate Improvement:  Basic Skills and ESL

5a. Improvement Rate for Credit Basic Skills Courses 49.4 46.1
5b. Improvement Rate for ESL Courses 70.0 46.1

LACC:  ARCC Indicators of Student Success

0.0

10.0

20.0

30.0

40.0

50.0

60.0

70.0

80.0

90.0

% Obtaining
Degree/

Certif icate/
Transfer

w ithin 6 years

% of Students
w ho Earned at
Least 30 Units
w ithin 6 years.

Persistence
Rate - % of

New  Students
in Fall

TermWho
Returned the
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