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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:

e Student Progress and Achievement—Degree/ Certificate/ Transfer

e Student Progress and Achievement—\Vocational/ Occupational/ Workforce Development

e Pre-Collegiate Improvement—Basic Skills and ESL

e 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:

o Degree/ Certificate/ Transfer

e Vocational/ Occupational/ Workforce Development

e Pre-Collegiate Improvement (Basic Skills, ESL, and Enhanced Noncredit)

The full report is available at:
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ARCC - Accountability Reporting for Community Colleges

ARCC Indicators of Student Success

Longitudinal Measures

Los Angeles City College

Indicators of Student Achievements over Time

Student Progress and Achievement: Degree / Certificate / Transfer

1999-2001 | 2000-01 to | 2001-02 to
to 2004-05 | 2005-06 2006-07

1. Percent Obtaining Degree/Certificate/Transfer within 6 years
la: Percentof Students Who Earned at Least 30 Units within 6 Years

48.0% 45.3% 44.5%
70.3% 69.2% 70.5%

Student Progress and Achievement: Vocational/ Occupational/
Workforce Development
2: Percentof New Students in Fall Term Who Returned the Following Fall

3: Annual Successful Course Completion Rates for Vocational Courses

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

Fall 2004 | Fall 2005 @ Fall 2006

61.7% 60.6% 60.2%
81.4% 77.8% 76.8%
60.9% 57.2% 59.8%

Pre-Collegiate Improvement: Basic Skills and ESL
5a: Improvement Rates for Basic Skills Courses
5h: Improvement Rates for ESL Courses

2002-03 to 1 2003-04 to  2004-05 to
2004-05 2005-06 2006-07
42.0% 44.2% 49.4%
61.2% 66.1% 70.0%

4 |. Student Progress and Achievement: A
Degree/ Certificate/ Transfer
80.0%
70.0% - B— — —il
60.0% Methodology for College Level Indicators
50'0? ) O— —> < Measure 1: Student Progress and Achievement Rate
40.0% - Definition: Percentage of cohort of first-time students with minimum
30.0% - of 12 units earned who attempted a degree/ certificate/ transfer
20.0% threshold course within six years and who are shown to have
070 A achieved ANY& of the following outcomes within six years of entry:
10.0% - ®  Earned any AA/AS or Certificate (18 or more units)
0.0% \ \ L ||At(:jtual tranfsfer to four-year i.nstitl%tihqn h(studé-:‘nts showfn to haVﬁ
1999-2001 to 2004- 2000-01 to 2005-06 2001-02 10 2006-07 | g At Gy 1 ryear institution of higher education after enroll
05 ®  Achieved “Transfer Directed” (student successfully completed
_ _ both transfer-level Math AND English courses)
—&— 1 % Obtaining Degree/Cert/Transfer within 6 yrs. e  Achieved “Transfer Prepared” (student successfully completed
N —fll— 1a: % Who Earned at Least 30 Units within 6 Yrs. 60 UC/CSU transferable units with a GPA>=2.0)
[ ]

Measure la: 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.)
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Los Angeles City College
Indicators of Student Achievements over Time

4 Il. Student Progress and Achievement: Vocational/ )
Occupational/ Workforce Development
90.0%
% | Measure 2: Persistence Rate
so.ooA] C— » -
70.0% + Definition: Percentage of cohort of first-time
60.0% | F‘E‘_;i /> students with minimum of six units earned in their
) first Fall term in the CCC who return and enroll in
50.0% - the subsequent Fall term anywhere in the sys-
40.0% - tem.
30.0% - ]
Measure 3: Annual Successful Course Com-
20.0% - pletion Rate for Credit Vocational Courses
10.0%
00 Methodology: The cohorts for vocational course
0.0% completion rate consisted of students enrolled in
Fall 2004 Fall 2005 Fall 2006 credit vocational courses in the academic years
a a a of Lnterest (|20C(1)4&05, ZOQ?-OdG, _2006—87). hese
g i i cohorts excluded “special admit” students, i.e.,
—— 2. % of New Students in Fall Term Who Returned the Following Fall stuﬂeﬂts currently lenrolled 'Q/K'lz. Wh(lan they
B—3 Annual S ful C Completion Rates for Vocational C took the vocational course. Vocational courses.
fnua successiul Lourse Lompietion Rales for Vocalona’ Lourses were defined via their SAM (Student Accountabil-
—a&— 4 Annual Successful Course Completion Rates for Credit Basic Skills Courses| | 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 d_e3|%_nat|on 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.

4 Ill. Pre-Collegiate Improvement: Basic )
80.0% Skills and ESL Measure 5a and 5b: Improvement Rate for Credit ESL
N Courses
70.0% B
60.0% ./‘." Methodology: The ESL improvement rate cohorts consisted
7 of students enrolled in credit ESL courses who successful com-
50.0% pleted that initial course. Excluded were “special admit” stu-
’__—‘_/“ dents, i.e., students currently enrolled in K-12 when they took
40.0% the ESL course. Only students starting at two or more levels
30.0% below college level/ transfer level were included in the cohorts.
' Taxonomy of Programs (TOP) codes were used to identify ESL
20.0% courses. ‘Success was defined as having been retained to the
10.0% end of the term (or end of the course) with a final grade of A, B,
7 C, or CR.
0.0% : : o
Students who successfully completed the initial ESL course
2002-03 to 2004-05 2003-04 to 2005-06 2004-05 to 2006-07 | were thgnt followf(:,\t(l':j] a(_:r%_ssl three a)ca_(lj_ﬁmm )t/ears (mfc_lu{jmg %he
. - ear and term of the initial course). The outcome of interes
—&—>5a: Improvement Rates for Basic Skills Courses g\/_as that group of students who slccessfully completed a_
—— 5b: Improvement Rates for ESL Courses higher-level ELS course or college level English course within
\_ Y, three academic years of completing the first ESL course.
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ARCC - Accountability Reporting for Community Colleges

ARCC Indicators of Student Success

LACC’s Peer Group Comparisons

LACC's
. LACC's Peer
Indicator
Rate Group
Average
Student Progress and Achievement: Degree/
Certificate/ Transfer
1|% Obtaining Degree/ Certificate/ Transfer within 6 years 44.5 41.6
la. [% of Students who Earned at Least 30 Units within 6 years. 70.5 70.9
Student Progress and Achievement: Vocational/
Occupational/ Workforce Development
Persistence Rate - % of New Students in Fall TermWho Returned the
2|Following Fall 61.7 56.8
Annual Successful Course Completion Rate for Credit Vocational
3|Courses 76.8 75.4
Annual Successful Course Completion Rate for Credit Basic Skills
4|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
90.0 LACC: ARCC Indicators of Student Success
. O LACC's Rate
80.0 4 B LACC's Peer Group Average
70.0 |
60.0
()
T
o
50.0 -
40.0 -
30.0
20.0 A
10.0 -
0.0 : : : : :
% Obtaining % of Students  Persistence Annual Annual Improvement  Improvement
Degree/ who Earned at  Rate - % of Successful Successful Rate for Credit Rate for ESL
Certificate/ Least 30 Units New Students Course Course Basic Skills Courses
Transfer  within 6 years. in Fall Completion Completion Courses
w ithin 6 years TermWho  Rate for Credit Rate for Credit
Returned the  Vocational Basic Skills
Follow ing Fall Courses Courses
Success Indicator
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ARCC 2008 Report: College Level Indicators Self-Assessment
Los Angeles City College

Los Angeles Community College District
College Self-Assessment / Response

Los Angeles City College was estabished in 1828 on the former site of UC The college is located on 43 acres near
Hellywood, a community nichly dverse in meome. cultures and neighborhood character. LACC takes great prde in the
accomplishments of its students: The debats team is a consistent national winner, and the Math Club regularly brings
home top national awards. LACC is ranked among the top 100 community colleges natonay in associate’s degress
awrarded 1o Asian American students and 1o Hispanic students. In aadition to a strong transfer cumculum, LACT has highly
successful vocational programs, as well 35 extensive basic skills programs.

Most of LACC s students are not ‘tfradtional’. The average age of the students is 3003 years. Many - 14% - arzady have
degrees. Ower 18% earned their secondary diplomas abread. Academic preparation of many LACC students is lacking:
18% of students place into college-'evel Engish; 4% place into colegelevel mathematics. Many LACC students a'so face
poverty. The median household income, according to the 2000 census, of the immed ate senvice area of LACC was
531,397 far below the medians for Los Angeles County and for the State. Sixty-one percent of LACTS students receive
financial aid.

Accountability md'cators for LACC demonstrate that students are succeeding at rates that exceed the awerage for LACC's
peer group for 5 out of 8 measures, and that exceed the State average on the remainng measure. While several measures
reveal slight decines over the reported three-year pericds—student progress and ach'evemsant in obfaining degree,
ceriificate or transfier persisience; and successful course completion for vocational courses—it's too early to t2” whether or

not these changes represent the beginning of a trend or mormal annual vaniation.

Heowewver, building on our current successes, faculty, staff and admn'strators continue to explone ways to further enhance
student leamng and student cutcomes. For example. the Basc Skills Taskforze, invoiving many faculty and staff
campus-wide, assessed the programs and senvices offered at LACC, evaluated best practices and chstacles 1o
accomplishing desred goals. and developed new and enhanced programs to meet the needs of students. Carser ladder
programs have been developed to facilitate students moving from basic skills courses 1o credit. wozational preparaton and
transfer courses. Parinerships wih State and County agences have been formed to address the workforze training needs
of the community. Transfer-oriented programs have been re-invigorated, including the Honors Program and the Theater
Acaderny. Responses to concerns with engaging the African-Amencan student population remain to be further developed.
In addition, LACC has an array of vita' processes that imelve faculty and administrators engaged in dialog focused on
student success: planning is on-gong and keeps the college focused on students; enreiment management focuses on
keeping the class schedule aligned with nesds; student senvices offers exciting programs that keep students engaged on
carmpus

Crwerall the accountability findings are a cause for pride and a sense that LACC students meet their goals despite the many
life issues they must jupgle as they attend cofege

v:{’z\ I:l' 1102 Q) Smeet  Sacramento, Califormia 93814-6511  www.ccccosedn State of California
"'?"'ﬁ.g ARCC website: hpswww cocco.edn/ divisions mis p'ab_1417/b_1417 hm

fi’_ﬁz, . Chancellor's Office
'J@ California Commmumity Collezes
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