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Executive Summary
 
Introduction 
In 2004, Assembly Bill 1417 triggered the creation of a performance measurement 
system for the California 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 Community 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.    
 
Systemwide Performance 
This report will benefit policy makers by detailing many of the critical contributions that 
the California Community Colleges have made in recent years.  The most notable 
findings at the state level include the following: 
 

• Community college students who earned a vocational degree or certificate saw 
their wages jump from $25,600 (for the last year before receipt of the award) to 
$47,571 three years after earning their degree, an increase of 86%. 

 
• A large number of Californians access and use the CCC system; participation 

rates are high, with 67 out of every 1,000 people in the state enrolled in a CCC in 
2006-2007. 

 
• The system enrolls more than one-third of all 18-19 year olds in California, with 

participation rates of 359.9 per 1,000 for 2006-2007. 
 

• In 2006-2007, the system transferred nearly 99,000 students.  The California State 
University (CSU) system continues as the most frequent transfer destination for 
community college students with the enrollment of 54,391 students from the 
community colleges.  Nearly 14,000 community college students enrolled in the 
University of California (UC) system, the state’s most selective public higher 
education system.  This figure continues a four-year trend of increasing transfers 
to the UC system. 

 
• Transfers to in-state-private institutions and all out-of-state institutions account 

for 18,752 and 11,825 transfers in 2006-2007, respectively.
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College Level Performance Indicator

1.  Student Progress & Achievement

State 
Rate

2.  Completed 30 or More Units

3.  Fall to Fall Persistence

4.  Vocational Course Completion

5.  Basic Skills Course Completion

6.  Basic Skills Course Improvement

51.2%

70.4%

68.3%

78.2%

60.5%

50.0%
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• In 2006-2007, the system contributed to the state’s critical health care labor force, 
as more than 7,700 students earned degrees or certificates in nursing. 

 
• The system’s contribution in 2006-2007 to the state’s workforce included more 

than 65,000 associate degrees and certificates in vocational/occupational areas. 
 
College Level Performance 
The bulk of the ARCC report covers each college’s performance on seven critical 
indicators.  An eighth indicator, which deals with courses that qualify for Enhanced 
Noncredit funding, is a prototype here for the final indicator that will appear in the 2009 
ARCC report.     
 
The table below lists the seven indicators for which ARCC has complete data.  These 
numbers are percentages of success among target populations that the colleges and the 
CCCSO jointly defined.  As a quick snapshot of how the system has done on these 
indicators, this table displays the figures for the year in which the most recent data are 
available.  If a person needs to analyze the performance of a specific community college, 
he/she should refer to the individual college rates that appear in the section for “College 
Level Indicators” rather than to these systemwide rates. 

44.7%7.  ESL Course Improvement

Because the ARCC indicators have unique definitions, we cannot compare these 
indicators to those generated for other states or by other studies of the California 
Community Colleges.   The evaluation of individual college performance requires the use 
of the extensive tabulations that we cover next.  
 
Each of the community colleges covered in this report has six pages of information to 
facilitate and stimulate discussions about college performance within each community.  
In these six pages per college, the report shows (1) the three-year trend for each of the  
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Executive Summary 
 
seven indicators; (2) the college profile (i.e., its enrollment demographics); (3) a 
comparison of its performance with a peer group (i.e., colleges that have similar 
environments that affect an indicator); and (4) a self-assessment by each college.  
Together, this information provides readers with a fair and comprehensive picture of the 
achievements at any community college—a picture that simple scorecards or rankings 
would fail to present.  
 
The ensemble of information in the six pages must act jointly as the inputs for any 
evaluation of a college’s performance.  Each piece of information contributes something 
to an evaluation of performance.  For example, the year-to-year information alerts us to 
any trends that may be occurring at a college.  The peer grouping information gives us a 
useful base of comparison (across equally advantaged institutions) for the most recent 
time period.  The college’s self-assessment substantially enhances both the year-to-year 
information and the peer group information by identifying the unique factors of a college 
that affect its performance.  The college demographic profile, in turn, supplies a unique 
snapshot of the college’s service population, information that local officials can use to 
evaluate community access and the overall enrollment picture. 
 
These six pages for each college deliver the essence of the ARCC’s objective for local 
accountability.  Ideally, each college’s local governing board and local community will 
use this package of information for data-based policy discussions.  This strategy will 
benefit communities throughout the state because it equips them with data to address 
their local priorities.  To ensure that this process occurs in each community, the 
legislation for ARCC requires each college to submit to the CCCSO by March 31, 2009, 
documentation of interaction by each local board of trustees with the 2008 ARCC report.
 
Conclusion 
This second year of the ARCC effort improves the annual report that provides the State 
Legislature and the Governor’s Office an ongoing, cost-effective structure for 
performance improvement that respects and promotes local decision-making.  All of the 
state’s community colleges have already shared the 2007 report with their own local 
board of trustees, as required by law, and many college administrations have 
subsequently begun analyses to leverage the data and findings in the ARCC project.  
With this second report, the ARCC project continues to further the state’s mission in 
higher education by enabling and prompting college efforts to promote student success.
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Diablo Valley College
Contra Costa Community College District

College Performance Indicators

ARCC 2008 Report:  College Level Indicators

Persistence Rate
Table 1.2:

Percent of Students Who
Earned at Least 30 Units

Table 1.1a:

Student Progress and
Achievement Rate

Table 1.1:

64.8 64.3

Percentage of first-time students who showed intent to complete and who achieved any of the 
following outcomes within six years:  Transferred to a four-year college; or earned an AA/AS; 
or earned a Certificate (18 units or more); or achieved "Transfer Directed" status; or achieved 
"Transfer Prepared" status.  (See explanation in Appendix B.)

Student Progress
and Achievement Rate

1999-2000
to 2004-2005

2000-2001
to 2005-2006

2001-2002
to 2006-2007

% % %65.9

73.373.873.9

Percentage of first-time students who showed intent to complete and who earned at least 30 
units while in the California Community College System.  (See explanation in Appendix B.)

Percent of Students Who 
Earned at Least 30 Units

1999-2000
to 2004-2005

2000-2001
to 2005-2006

2001-2002
to 2006-2007

% % %

74.577.075.7Persistence Rate

Fall 2003 to
Fall 2004

Fall 2004 to
Fall 2005

Fall 2005 to 
Fall 2006

% % %

Percentage of first-time students with a minimum of six units earned in a Fall term and who 
returned and enrolled in the subsequent Fall term anywhere in the system.  (See explanation in 
Appendix B.)

California Community Colleges
Chancellor's Office

1102 Q Street    Sacramento, California 95811-6539    www.cccco.edu State of California
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Annual Successful Course
Completion Rate for

Credit Vocational Courses

Table 1.3:

Annual Successful Course
Completion Rate for

Credit Basic Skills Courses

Pre-Collegiate Improvement:  Basic Skills, ESL, and Enhanced Noncredit

Table 1.4:

Improvement Rates for ESL
and Credit Basic Skills Courses

Table 1.5:

Student Progress and Achievement:  Vocational/Occupational/Workforce Development

79.980.878.4

See explanation in Appendix B.

Annual Successful Course
Completion Rate for
Vocational Courses

2004-2005 2005-2006 2006-2007

% % %

71.272.770.2

See explanation in Appendix B.

Annual Successful Course
Completion Rate for
Basic Skills Courses

2004-2005 2005-2006 2006-2007

% % %

2002-2003 to
2004-2005

2003-2004 to 
2005-2006

2004-2005 to
2006-2007

See explanation in Appendix B.

25.0 25.1 28.9ESL Improvement Rate % % %

22.4 25.2 24.2Basic Skills Improvement Rate % % %

California Community Colleges
Chancellor's Office

1102 Q Street    Sacramento, California 95811-6539    www.cccco.edu State of California
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Diablo Valley College
Contra Costa Community College District

College Performance Indicators

ARCC 2008 Report:  College Level Indicators DRAFT

Enhanced Noncredit
Progress and Achievement Rate

Table 1.6:

...

See explanation in Appendix B.

2002-2003 to
2004-2005

% % %

2003-2004 to
2005-2006

2004-2005 to
2006-2007

Enhanced Noncredit Progress and 
Achievement Rate



*FTES data for 2004-2005, 2005-2006, and 2006-2007 are based on the FTES recalculation.

Source:  The annual unduplicated headcount data are produced by the Chancellor’s Office, Management 
Information System.  The FTES data are produced from the Chancellor’s Office, Fiscal Services 320 Report.

Source:  Chancellor's Office, Management Information System

Source:  Chancellor's Office, Management Information System

Gender of Students
Table 1.9:

Table 1.7:

Age of Students at Enrollment
Table 1.8:

Annual Unduplicated Headcount and
Full-Time Equivalent Students (FTES)

California Community Colleges
Chancellor's Office

1102 Q Street    Sacramento, California 95811-6539    www.cccco.edu State of California
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Diablo Valley College
Contra Costa Community College District

College Profile

ARCC 2008 Report:  College Level Indicators DRAFT

2004-2005 2005-2006 2006-2007

33,230 33,117 33,134Annual Unduplicated Headcount

14,237 16,897 13,797Full-Time Equivalent Students (FTES)*

2004-2005 2005-2006 2006-2007

8.0 9.0 9.5Under 18 % % %

54.1 54.2 53.818 - 24 % % %

29.4 28.7 28.525 - 49 % % %

8.4 8.1 8.1Over 49 % % %

0.1 0.1 0.1Unknown % % %

2004-2005 2005-2006 2006-2007

52.4 52.2 52.9Female % % %

44.8 44.7 44.3Male % % %

2.8 3.0 2.8Unknown % % %



Source:  Chancellor's Office, Management Information System

Ethnicity of Students
Table 1.10:

California Community Colleges
Chancellor's Office

1102 Q Street    Sacramento, California 95811-6539    www.cccco.edu State of California
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Diablo Valley College
Contra Costa Community College District

College Profile
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2004-2005 2005-2006 2006-2007

13.1 12.5 12.9Asian % % %

5.7 6.0 6.0Black/African American % % %

5.9 5.7 5.6Filipino % % %

12.1 12.5 12.9Hispanic % % %

0.7 0.6 0.7Native American % % %

3.1 3.2 3.2Other Non-White % % %

0.7 0.8 0.7Pacific Islander % % %

49.9 49.2 48.4White % % %

8.9 9.5 9.7Unknown/Decline to State % % %



Diablo Valley College
Contra Costa Community College District

College Peer Grouping

ARCC 2008 Report:  College Level Indicators

Peer GroupingTable 1.11:

Note:  Please refer to Appendices A and B for more information on these rates.  The technical details of the peer grouping process are available in Appendix D.

California Community Colleges
Chancellor's Office

1102 Q Street    Sacramento, California 95811-6539    www.cccco.edu State of California
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College's
Rate

Peer Group 
Average

Peer Group
Low

Peer Group
High

Peer
GroupIndicator

64.3 53.4 42.3Student Progress and Achievement RateA 64.3 A1

73.3 74.0 67.6Percent of Students Who Earned at Least 
30 Units

B 79.8 B6

74.5 73.8 66.4Persistence RateC 78.9 C5

79.9 74.9 66.4Annual Successful Course Completion Rate 
for Credit Vocational Courses

D 85.5 D2

71.2 66.9 57.3Annual Successful Course Completion Rate 
for Credit Basic Skills Courses

E 81.9 E6

24.2 43.5 24.2Improvement Rate for Credit Basic Skills 
Courses

F 56.8 F6

28.9 51.6 28.9Improvement Rate for Credit ESL CoursesG 71.6 G5

DRAFT



Diablo Valley College
Contra Costa Community College District

College Self-Assessment
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State of California1102 Q Street    Sacramento, California 95811-6539    www.cccco.edu

California Community Colleges
Chancellor's Office

Diablo Valley College, regionally recognized for academic excellence, serves approximately 21,000 students 
each fall. The college has grown steadily in size and reputation since its establishment in 1949.  DVC’s 
service area in Central Contra Costa County is growing at about 1% per year, while feeder high school 
graduates are expected to be stable over the next five years. Courses are offered online and in traditional 
formats. Online instruction has expanded steadily and almost 2,000 students are enrolled each term. The 
college has a large contingency of 1,000 international students from more than 60 countries.  Several 
study-abroad programs complement the college’s offerings. 

DVC offers a comprehensive career-technical program, with approximately 3,400 students enrolled in 100 
certificate and associate degree programs. Approximately 1,200 students earn career certificates and 
associate degrees annually. DVC’s dental and culinary arts programs are particularly noteworthy. DVC’s 
transfer program ranks in the top five for transfers to UC and CSU. Almost 2,500 students transfer each year 
to in-state and out-of-state public and private four-year institutions. 

Student diversity has increased steadily. While the proportion of White students declined, the proportions of 
African-American, Asian, and Hispanic students increased and currently exceed their respective 
representations in the service area population. The college attracts young learners; two-thirds of the 
students are below the age of 25. DVC has an extensive outreach program aimed at attracting students from 
a variety of socioeconomic backgrounds. Faculty and staff diversity remains a challenge and the college is 
addressing this issue in its Strategic Plan. 

The continuous reaffirmation of accreditation and the college’s emphasis on integrating planning and 
budgeting complement and enhance student learning. In the past year, the college completed three major 
documents: the Strategic Plan, the Educational Master Plan, and the Facilities Plan. Through the current 
accreditation self study, DVC is creating a college Improvement and Renewal Plan, tied to its Strategic Plan, 
for further enhancement of student learning and success. 

The value-added educational service that DVC provides is apparent in the ARCC 2008 indicators report. 
DVC has demonstrated high levels of performance in six of the seven measures of educational attainment. 
The student progress and achievement rate is the highest among the college’s peers and it reflects the 
college’s leading role as a premier transfer institution. The percent of students who earned at least 30 units 
is at or near the average for the peer group. The persistence rate exceeds the average rate for the college’s 
peers. The annual successful completion rates for credit vocational courses and credit basic skills were 
higher than the group averages. 

The improvement rates for credit basic skills and ESL courses, as calculated locally, surpass the averages 
for the peer group.  The state’s calculated rates are impacted by course re-coding in the CRCC project. The 
college will address the anomalies in this area.  DVC’s basic skills improvement plan should also lead to 
higher levels of student success.  

In summary, DVC takes great pride in its performance and the continued success of its students.

DRAFT
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Appendix A: Peer Groups
 
Introduction 
 
This appendix contains additional information about the composition of the peer groups 
that the main report cites in the college level analysis (Table 1.11: Peer Grouping).  There 
is one table for each of the seven performance indicators (outcomes).  For information 
about the peer grouping methodology, we refer readers to Appendix D, which gives the 
essential statistical specifications for the ARCC peer grouping.  For information about the
analysis that preceded and supported the peer grouping process, we refer readers to 
Appendix C, which documents the regression analyses that the System Office research 
staff used. 
 
Appendix A should help readers by presenting them with four types of information.  The 
first type of information is the average value for each of the uncontrollable factors 
(labeled as “Means of Predictors”) that theoretically influence a given performance 
indicator in the ARCC.  We show these averages for each peer group in the second, third, 
and fourth columns (reading from the left) of each of the six tables in this appendix. Note 
that the regression analysis for one ARCC outcome, Basic Skills Course Completion 
Rate, yielded only two uncontrollable factors based on data available for the 2008 report.  
Values for these factors appear in the second and third columns of Table A5.   
 
The second type of information is the basic statistical summary of the outcome (the 
lowest rate, the highest rate, and the average rate) within each peer group.  These figures 
appear in the three columns to the right of the shaded border in each table.  The third type 
of information concerns the composition of each peer group.  The two rightmost columns 
of each table display the number of colleges within each peer group as well as the names 
of the colleges within each peer group.   
 
Finally, the fourth type of data is the state level figures for each of the uncontrollable 
factors and performance indicators.  These state level figures appear in the last row of 
each of the tables in this appendix.  Each statewide average in the last row is calculated as 
the sum of individual college values for that predictor or for that outcome (as specified by 
the column heading) divided by the number of colleges for which data were available for 
that predictor or outcome.  For example, looking at Table A4, the statewide average for 
the predictor “Pct Male Fall 2006” is the sum of the percentage of males at each college 
in Fall 2006 divided by 110, where 110 represents the number of colleges for which those 
data were available.  Similarly, the statewide average for Vocational Course Completion 
Rate in Table A4 is the sum of the Vocational Course Completion Rate for each college 
divided by the 110 colleges for which this rate was available.  This form of statewide 
average therefore states the average institution rate in the system.  This average is not the 
rate of success in the entire state for that indicator.  Please refer to the introduction for the 
college level indicators (in the main body of this report) if you want to see a specific rate 
of success in the entire state. 
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Users of this report may use these four types of information to help them establish a 
context for interpreting the peer group results in the main body of the report.  The 
information about the uncontrollable factors, the performance indicators, and the peer 
group composition allows the user to weigh these different aspects of the peer grouping 
as they try to evaluate college performances.   
 
Finally, we note some specific details for clarity’s sake.  The leftmost column of each 
table displays codes such as “A1” or “E5.”  These codes signify only a different peer 
group for each performance indicator.  The letter in the code (A through G) denotes the 
specific performance indicator, and the number in the code (1 through 6) denotes a 
specific group of colleges for a specific performance indicator.  Users should avoid 
attaching any further meaning to these codes.  That is, the colleges in group “A1” are not 
higher or better than the colleges in group “A2” (and vice versa).  We used this coding 
convention to facilitate the cross-referencing of results in the main report’s college pages 
to this appendix and nothing more. 
 
Users should also remember that the composition of each peer group resulted only from 
our statistical analysis of the available uncontrollable factors related to each outcome.  
Therefore, the peer groupings may list some colleges as peers when we customarily 
would consider them as quite dissimilar.  For example, we often consider geographic 
location and level of population density as factors that distinguish colleges as different 
(or similar).  So, in Table A1 users may note that our peer grouping for Student Progress 
and Achievement classifies Lassen as a peer for L.A. City, and this tends to clash with 
our knowledge of the high density southern California setting of L.A. City and the rural 
northern California setting of Lassen.  However, population density and geographic 
location within the state are not predictors of this outcome in our statistical analyses (see 
Appendix C).  Furthermore, our historical perception of similar colleges tends to rely 
upon many controllable factors (which we do not consider in our peer grouping 
procedure), and this perception can also make the reported peer groups seem counter-
intuitive. 
 
For some performance indicators, a few colleges will lack a peer group.  This is indicated 
by missing values in Table 1.11.  Also, for some colleges, there may be a peer group but 
no figure for a particular indicator.  Both situations occurred in the ARCC peer grouping 
analysis as a result of insufficient data at the time of this report’s release.  Naturally, 
some of these situations relate to newly established colleges that lack the operating 
history to produce sufficient data for the ARCC analyses.  



Page 731

DRAFT
Appendix A:  Peer Groups

Peer 
Group 
Number

Pct 
Students 
Age 25+ 
Fall 2005

Pct 
Basic 
Skills Fall 
2005

Bachelor 
Plus 
Index

Lowest 
Peer

Highest 
Peer Average

Number 
of Peers

A1 40% 12% 0.27 42.3 64.3 53.4 39

A2 44% 30% 0.18 37.0 56.2 47.3 7

A3 62% 9% 0.21 33.6 57.4 48.9 18

A4 56% 22% 0.19 24.4 50.5 41.6 11

A5 52% 11% 0.39 50.1 65.6 57.4 14

A6 40% 14% 0.15 39.4 58.0 46.1 19

Statewide 
Average

47% 14% 0.24 50.3 N = 108

Table A1: Student Progress & Achievement:  Degree/Certificate/Transfer  

Means of Predictors
Student Progress and 

Achievement Rate

Alameda; Berkeley City College; Cabrillo; Foothill; Irvine Valley; Laney; 
Marin; MiraCosta; Ohlone; Saddleback; San Diego Miramar; San 
Francisco City; San Mateo; West Valley.

Chabot; Copper Mountain; Desert; Gavilan; Imperial Valley; Redwoods; 
Southwestern.

Colleges in the Peer Group

           Peer Group Colleges

Canada; Compton; L.A. City; L.A. Trade-Tech; Lassen; Merced; Mission; 
Rio Hondo; San Bernardino; Santa Ana; Southwest L.A.

Student Progress and Achievement Rate Peer Group

Antelope Valley; Bakersfield; Cerritos; Chaffey; East L.A.; Fresno City; L.A. 
Mission; Modesto; Mt. San Jacinto; Oxnard; Porterville; Reedley; 
Riverside; San Joaquin Delta; Sequoias; Shasta; Victor Valley; West Hills 
Coalinga; Yuba.

Allan Hancock; American River; Barstow; Cerro Coso; Coastline; 
Columbia; Feather River; Hartnell; Lake Tahoe; Mendocino; Merritt; 
Monterey; Napa Valley; Palo Verde; Santa Rosa; Siskiyous; Taft; West 
L.A.

Butte; Canyons; Citrus; Contra Costa; Cosumnes River; Crafton Hills; 
Cuesta; Cuyamaca; Cypress; De Anza; Diablo Valley; El Camino; 
Evergreen Valley; Fullerton; Glendale; Golden West; Grossmont; L.A. 
Harbor; L.A. Pierce; L.A. Valley; Las Positas; Long Beach City; Los 
Medanos; Moorpark; Mt. San Antonio; Orange Coast; Palomar; Pasadena 
City; Sacramento City; San Diego City; San Diego Mesa; San Jose City; 
Santa Barbara City; Santa Monica City; Santiago Canyon; Sierra; Skyline; 
Solano; Ventura.
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           Peer Group Colleges

Peer Group 
Number

Student Count 
Fall 2004

Average 
Unit Load, 
Fall 2004

ESAI Per 
Capita 
Income

Lowest 
Peer

Highest 
Peer Average

Number 
of Peers

B1         9,032.0 7.3 $22,511 54.5 74.3 67.0 35

B2
 

18284.4 8.4 $20,520 66.8 77.6 70.9 29

B3         8,484.7 8.6 $15,686 53.5 76.5 67.1 21

B4         6,228.5 4.7 $20,031 53.0 74.0 63.3 4

B5       10,894.8 7.2 $37,321 71.2 75.0 72.6 5

B6       27,055.9 8.1 $25,745 67.6 79.8 74.0 14

Statewide 
Average            13,659.9 7.9 $21,662 69.1 N = 108

Students Who Earned at Least 30 Units Rate Peer Group
Table A2: Student Progress & Achievement:  Degree/Certificate/Transfer  

Bakersfield; Butte; Cabrillo; Canyons; Cerritos; Chabot; 
Chaffey; Citrus; Cuesta; Cypress;East L.A.;El Camino; Fresno 
City; Fullerton; Glendale; Grossmont; L.A. City; L.A. Pierce; 
L.A. Valley; Long Beach City; MiraCosta; Modesto; Rio Hondo; 
Sacramento City; San Diego Mesa; San Joaquin Delta; Santa 
Barbara City; Sierra; Southwestern.

Antelope Valley; Compton; Copper Mountain; Crafton Hills; 
Feather River; Imperial Valley; L.A. Mission; L.A. Trade-Tech; 
Merced; Mt. San Jacinto; Oxnard; Porterville; Redwoods; 
Reedley; San Bernardino; Sequoias; Shasta; Southwest L.A.; 
Victor Valley; West Hills Coalinga; Yuba.

Means of Predictors
Students Who Earned at 

Least 30 Units Rate

Colleges in the Peer Group
Alameda; Allan Hancock; Barstow; Berkeley City College; 
Cerro Coso; Columbia; Contra Costa; Cosumnes River; 
Cuyamaca; Desert; Evergreen Valley; Gavilan; Golden West; 
Hartnell; Irvine Valley; L.A. Harbor; Laney; Las Positas; 
Lassen; Los Medanos; Mendocino; Merritt; Mission; Monterey; 
Napa Valley; Ohlone; San Diego City; San Diego Miramar; San 
Jose City; Santiago Canyon; Siskiyous; Skyline; Solano; 
Ventura; West L.A.

Coastline; Lake Tahoe; Palo Verde; Taft.

Canada; Foothill; Marin; San Mateo; West Valley.

American River; De Anza; Diablo Valley; Moorpark; Mt. San 
Antonio; Orange Coast; Palomar; Pasadena City; Riverside; 
Saddleback; San Francisco City; Santa Ana; Santa Monica 
City; Santa Rosa.
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Table A3: Student Progress & Achievement: Degree/Certificate/Transfer

Peer Group 
Number

Pct 
Students 
Age 25+ 
Fall 2005

Student 
Count Fall 
2005

ESAI 
Household 
Income

Lowest 
Peer

Highest 
Peer Average

Number 
of Peers

C1 59% 8,158.8 $39,684 31.1 71.4 56.8 27

C2 42% 12,143.4 $52,680 61.6 76.1 68.9 25

C3 41% 9,795.5 $36,124 37.6 75.1 62.4 18

C4 44% 25,535.8 $45,228 62.3 77.0 70.6 21

C5 32% 20,046.8 $65,579 66.4 78.9 73.8 5

C6 52% 11,420.4 $70,373 63.5 78.1 70.7 12

Statewide 
Average 47% 13,580.1    47,786$   65.6 N = 108

Persistence Rate Peer Group

           Peer Group Colleges

American River; Cerritos; East L.A.; El Camino; 
Fresno City; Glendale; Long Beach City; Modesto; 
Mt. San Antonio; Palomar; Pasadena City; Rio 
Hondo; Riverside; Sacramento City; San Diego 
Mesa; San Francisco City; San Joaquin Delta; 
Santa Ana; Santa Monica City; Santa Rosa; 
Southwestern.

De Anza; Diablo Valley; Fullerton; Moorpark; 
Orange Coast.

Allan Hancock; Barstow; Berkeley City College; 
Cerro Coso; Coastline; Columbia; Compton; 
Cuyamaca; Feather River; Hartnell; L.A. City; L.A. 
Trade-Tech; Lake Tahoe; Laney; Lassen; 
Mendocino; Merced; Merritt; Monterey; Napa Valley; 
Palo Verde; San Bernardino; San Diego City; 
Siskiyous; Southwest L.A.; Taft; West L.A.

Alameda; Cabrillo; Canyons; Chabot; Chaffey; 
Citrus; Contra Costa; Cosumnes River; Cypress; 
Gavilan; Golden West; Grossmont; L.A. Harbor; 
L.A. Mission; L.A. Pierce; Los Medanos; MiraCosta; 
Oxnard; San Diego Miramar; Santa Barbara City; 
Santiago Canyon; Sierra; Skyline; Solano; Ventura.

Antelope Valley; Bakersfield; Butte; Copper 
Mountain; Crafton Hills; Cuesta; Desert; Imperial 
Valley; L.A. Valley; Mt. San Jacinto; Porterville; 
Redwoods; Reedley; Sequoias; Shasta; Victor 
Valley; West Hills Coalinga; Yuba.

Canada; Evergreen Valley; Foothill; Irvine Valley; 
Las Positas; Marin; Mission; Ohlone; Saddleback; 
San Jose City; San Mateo; West Valley

Means of Predictors Persistence Rate

Colleges in the Peer Group



Page 734

DRAFT
Appendix A:  Peer Groups
Table A4: Student Progress & Achievement: Vocational/Occupational/Workforce Development

Peer Group 
Number

Pct Male 
Fall 2006

Pct 
Students 
Age 30+ 
Fall 2006

Miles to 
Nearest 
UC

Lowest 
Peer

Highest 
Peer Average

Number 
of Peers

D1 39% 46% 41.9 65.8 86.8 75.4 29

D2 42% 27% 33.1 66.4 85.5 74.9 46

D3 40% 27% 130.7 65.1 81.1 74.4 8

D4 48% 38% 24.0 66.4 97.1 79.8 22

D5 43% 45% 240.3 78.9 81.4 79.9 3

D6 76% 60% 140.9 91.8 97.1 94.4 2

Statewide 
Average 43% 35% 48.3 76.5 N = 110

Allan Hancock; Barstow;  Berkeley City College; 
Canada; Cerro Coso; Coastline; Columbia; Compton; 
Contra Costa; Cuyamaca; Feather River; Folsom 
Lake; Glendale; Irvine Valley; L.A. City; Lake Tahoe; 
Laney; Marin; Mendocino; Merced; Merritt; Mission; 
Monterey; Napa Valley; Saddleback; Santa Rosa; 
Southwest L.A.; West L.A.; West Valley

Antelope Valley; Butte; Cerritos; Chaffey; Citrus; 
Copper Mountain;Cosumnes River; Crafton Hills; 
Cypress; De Anza; Desert; Diablo Valley; El Camino; 
Evergreen Valley; Fresno City; Fullerton; Golden 
West; Grossmont; L.A. Harbor; L.A. Mission; L.A. 
Pierce; L.A. Valley; Las Positas; Lemoore; Los 
Medanos; Modesto; Moorpark Mt. San Antonio; Mt. 
San Jacinto; Orange Coast; Oxnard; Pasadena City; 
Riverside; Sacramento City; San Diego City; San 
Diego Mesa; San Joaquin Delta; Santa Barbara City; 
Santa Monica City; Sierra; Skyline; Solano; 
Southwestern; Ventura; Victor Valley; Yuba

Bakersfield; Coalinga; Cuesta; Imperial Valley; 
Porterville; Reedley; Sequoias; Shasta

Alameda; American River; Cabrillo; Canyons; Chabot; 
East L.A.; Foothill;Gavilan; Hartnell; L.A. Trade-Tech; 
Long Beach City; MiraCosta; Ohlone; Palomar; Rio 
Hondo; San Bernardino; San Diego Miramar; San 
Francisco City; San Jose City; San Mateo; Santa Ana; 
Santiago Canyon

Lassen; Redwoods; Siskiyous

Palo Verde; Taft

Means of Predictors
Vocational Course 
Completion Rate

Colleges in the Peer Group

Vocational Course Completion Rate Peer Group

           Peer Group Colleges
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Table A5: Pre-Collegiate Improvement:  Basic Skills and ESL

           Peer Group Colleges

Peer Group 
Number

Bachelor 
Plus Index

Poverty 
Index

Lowest 
Peer

Highest 
Peer Average

Number 
of Peers

E1 0.36 0.15 49.4 66.1 57.2 7

E2 0.17 0.14 43.2 76.4 58.3 28

E3 0.27 0.09 50.5 74.0 63.2 34

E4 0.14 0.22 50.3 70.1 57.7 17

E5 0.24 0.17 37.3 68.8 57.8 12

E6 0.41 0.06 57.3 81.9 66.8 10

Statewide 
Average

0.24 0.13 60.5 N =108

Basic Skills Course Completion Rate Peer Group

Means of 
Predictors

Basic Skills Course 
Completion Rate

Colleges in the Peer Group
Alameda; Berkeley City College; Laney; Merritt; San 
Diego Mesa; Santa Barbara City; Santa Monica City

Allan Hancock; Antelope Valley; Barstow; Cerritos; 
Cerro Coso; Chaffey; C itrus; Columbia; Copper 
Mountain; Crafton Hills; Desert; Feather River; Hartnell;  
L.A. Mission; Lassen; Mendocino; Modesto; Mt. San 
Antonio; Mt. San Jacinto; Oxnard; Palo Verde; Rio 
Hondo; Riverside; Santa Ana; Shasta; Southwestern; 
Victor Valley; Yuba

American R iver; Cabrillo;  Canyons; Chabot; Coast line; 
Contra Costa; Cosumnes River;   Cuyamaca; Cypress; 
Evergreen Valley; Fullerton; Gavilan; Golden West;  
Grossmont; L.A. Pierce; Lake Tahoe; Las Positas; Los 
Medanos; MiraCosta; Mission; Monterey; Moorpark; 
Napa Valley; Orange Coast; Palomar; San D iego 
Miramar; San Francisco City; San Jose City;  Santa 
Rosa; Santiago Canyon; Sierra; Skyline; Solano; 
Ventura

Bakersf ield; Compton; East L.A.;  Fresno City; Imperial 
Valley; L.A. City; L.A. Trade-Tech; Merced; Porterville; 
Reedley; San Bernardino; San Joaquin Delta; Sequoias; 
Southwest L.A.; Taft; W est Hills Coalinga; West L.A.

Butte; Cuesta; El Camino; Glendale; L.A. Harbor; L.A. 
Valley; Long Beach City;  Pasadena City;  Redwoods; 
Sacramento City;  San Diego City; Siskiyous

Canada; De Anza; D iablo Valley; Foothill; Irvine Valley; 
Marin; Ohlone; Saddleback; San Mateo; West Valley
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Table A6: Pre-Collegiate Improvement:  Basic Skills and ESL

           Peer Group Colleges

Peer Group 
Number

Student 
Count Fall 
2005

Nearest 4 
Yr SAT 
Verbal 25 
Pctl. 2005

Unemployment 
Index

Lowest 
Peer

Highest 
Peer Average

Number 
of Peers

F1 10,317.8 541.3 0.06 31.5 58.7 47.1 16

F2 8,928.2 454.3 0.07 26.3 56.7 46.6 23

F3 10,723.0 397.9 0.11 29.3 59.9 46.1 24

F4 12,650.8 425.7 0.04 44.6 62.4 54.3 23

F5 25,375.8 408.3 0.07 47.7 60.2 53.4 18

F6 24,551.0 552.5 0.05 24.2 56.8 43.5 4

Statewide 
Average 13,580.1 444.2 0.07 49.1 N = 108

Basic Skills Improvement Rate Peer Group

Canada; Canyons; Chabot; Cosumnes River; De Anza; 
Evergreen Valley; Foothill; Fullerton; Golden West; Las 
Positas; Marin; MiraCosta; Mission; Monterey; 
Moorpark; Ohlone; San Jose City; San Mateo; Santiago 
Canyon; Sierra; Skyline; Ventura; West Valley

Diablo Valley; Orange Coast; Saddleback; Santa 
Monica City

Alameda; Allan Hancock; Berkeley City College; 
Cabrillo; Coastline; Contra Costa; Cuesta; Cuyamaca; 
Irvine Valley; Laney; Los Medanos; Merritt; Napa Valley; 
San Diego Miramar; Santa Barbara City; Solano

Butte; Citrus; Columbia; Copper Mountain; Crafton Hills; 
Cypress; Desert; Feather River; Gavilan; Grossmont; 
Hartnell; Lake Tahoe; Lassen; Mendocino; Mt. San 
Jacinto;  Oxnard; Palo Verde; Redwoods; San Diego 
City; San Diego Mesa; Shasta; Siskiyous;  
Southwestern

Antelope Valley; Bakersfield; Barstow; Cerro Coso; 
Compton; Fresno City; Imperial Valley; L.A. City; L.A. 
Harbor; L.A. Mission; L.A. Trade-Tech;  Merced; 
Modesto; Porterville;  Reedley; San Bernardino; San 
Joaquin Delta; Sequoias; Southwest L.A.; Taft; Victor 
Valley; West Hills Coalinga; West L.A.; Yuba

American River; Cerritos; Chaffey; East L.A.; El Camino; 
Glendale; L.A. Pierce; L.A.Valley; Long Beach City; Mt. 
San Antonio; Palomar; Pasadena City;  Rio Hondo; 
Riverside; Sacramento City; San Francisco City; Santa 
Ana; Santa Rosa

Means of Predictors
Basic Skills Improvement 

Rate

Colleges in the Peer Group
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Table A7: Pre-Collegiate Improvement:  Basic Ski lls and ESL

Peer 
Group 
Number

Student 
Count Fall 
2005

English Not 
Spoken 
Well Index Bachelor 

Plus Index
Lowest 
Peer

Highest 
Peer Average

Number 
of Peers

G1 10,303.9 0.23 0.13 9.4 80.8 46.1 10

G2 11,615.8 0.13 0.20 7.6 79.9 43.2 21

G3 8,929.2 0.05 0.20 0.0 70.8 29.7 28

G4 23,046.1 0.14 0.22 14.7 74.0 49.0 17

G5 26,198.8 0.08 0.35 28.9 71.6 51.6 10

G6 10,134.6 0.08 0.35 14.4 67.3 39.3 22

Statewide 
Average 13,580.1 0.10 0.24 41.5 N = 108

ESL Improvement Rate Peer Group

Means o f Predictors ESL Improvement Rate

Colleges in the Peer Group
Compton; East L.A.; Hartnel l; Imperial 
Val ley;  L.A. City; L.A. M ission; L.A. Trade-
Tech; Portervi lle; Southwest L.A.; West 
Hi lls Coal inga

Allan Hancock; Bakersfield; Chabot; 
Citrus; Cypress; Desert; Evergreen Valley; 
Gavilan; Golden West; L.A. Harbor; L.A. 
Val ley; Merced; Oxnard; Reedley; San 
Bernardino; San Diego City; Santiago 
Canyon; Sequoias ; Taft; W est L.A.; Yuba

           Peer Group Co lleges

Antelope Val ley; Barstow; Butte; Canyons; 
Cerro Cos o; Columbia; Contra Costa; 
Copper Mountain; Cos umnes R iver; 
Crafton Hi lls ; Cuyamaca; Feather River; 
Grossmont; Lake Tahoe; Lassen; Los  
Medanos; Mendoc ino; Mt. San Jacinto; 
Napa Valley; Palo Verde; Redwoods; 
Sac ramento C ity; Shas ta; Sierra; 
Siskiyous ; Solano; Ventura; Victor Valley

Cerr itos; Chaffey; El Camino; Fresno City; 
Fullerton; Glendale; L.A. Pierce; Long 
Beach City ; Modesto; M t. San Antonio; 
Orange Coast; Pasadena City; R io Hondo; 
Riverside; San Joaquin Delta; Santa Ana; 
Southwes tern

American River; De Anza; Diablo Valley; 
Foothi ll ; Palomar; Saddleback; San Diego 
Mesa; San Francisco C ity; Santa Monica 
City; Santa Rosa

Alameda; Berkeley City  College; Cabri llo; 
Canada; Coastl ine; Cuesta; Irvine Val ley ; 
Laney ; Las Pos itas; Marin; Merri tt; 
MiraCosta; Mission; Monterey; Moorpark; 
Ohlone;  San Diego Miramar; San Jose 
City; San Mateo; Santa Barbara C ity; 
Skyline; West Val ley


