











General Education

The indicators we use to monitor General Education include:

4+ Core Academic SKkill Areas, College Algebra Success Rates

+ Core Academic SKill Areas, College English Composition I Success Rates
4+ Core Academic SKill Areas, College English Composition I Success Rates
4+ Core Academic Skill Areas, College Communication Success Rates

Key Findings:
Indicators of general education effectiveness include the share of grades that reflect successful completion

(A,B,C,P) in the following areas: College Algebra (MAT150, MAT151, MAT152), English Composition
(ENG101, ENG102), and Communication (COM100).

Successful completion rates vary widely between areas. The highest success rate is for Communication
(72.4%), followed by first-level English (English Composition 1) (67.7%). Success rates for English
Composition II (59.5%) and College Algebra (55.5%) are considerably lower.

Since the prior year, the rate of successful completion has not changed significantly in any subject area, and
when reviewed over time, the success rate in all areas is lower for the most recent three years than the preceding
three-year period.

e Underrepresented minority students
(American Indian, Black, and Success in Core Academic Skill Areas

Hispanic) have lower successful —e— English Comp I —=— English Comp Il
course completion rates than White 80% - —a— College Algebra —#— Communication

students in all four core academic .y
areas. ]
70% -

e Female enrollments consistently | (., |

reflect higher success rates than o
males regardless of core academic ’
55% A

area.
50%

e Success rates are significantly higher Fall 2002  Fall2003  Fall2004  Fall2005  Fall2006  Fall 2007

for English Comp II when students

25 or older are compared to younger
students.

e Part-time students in core academic courses represent the largest segment of enrollments. However, full-
time student course success rates are considerably higher in all four core academic areas.

e When analyzed by student intent, the majority of enrollments in these courses are for students who intend to
transfer, or to obtain a degree and transfer.

e The majority of enrollments in the core academic areas are for students who have obtained a high school
diploma. Overall, the share of grades reflecting successful completion is higher for students who have a
high school diploma than for enrollments of students who have a GED.

4+ Core Academic SKkill Areas College Algebra Success Rates

Algebra consistently has the lowest successful course completion rate of all core academic areas. The Fall 2007
completion rate (56%) is 1% higher than the previous year.

Maricopa Community College District - Office of Institutional Effectiveness



e The success rate of underrepresented minority Algebra Success Rate by Ethnicity
students is 15% lower than for White students. Fall 2007
e The completion rate of females is 3% higher than that W Asian/Pacific Islander @ White ,
80% Hispanic B American Indian
of males. m Black
. . 60%
e Full-time students have a 33% higher successful
completion rate (78%) than part-time students (45%). | 40%
e In Fall 2007 the successful completion rate by |20%
college ranged from 40% to 77%. 0%
College Algebra

4+ Core Academic Skill Areas College English Composition I Success Rates

In Fall 2007 the success rate for English Comp I are similar to the previous year (68%). This rate is the lowest it
has been in 6 years.

e Underrepresented minorities have a 16% lower successful course completion rate than White students.
e On average, females (72%) have a higher success rate than males (64%).
e Students with a high school diploma have higher success rates (63%) than those with a GED (54%).

e Students who attend full-time have a considerably higher successful completion rate (87%) than students
who attend part-time (60%).

e Dual enrollment students also have a considerably higher course success rate in English Comp I (96%)
when compared to students younger than age 25 (69%).

e In Fall 2007 the successful completion rate by college ranged from 60% to 80%.

4+ Core Academic SKill Areas College English Composition IT Success Rates

The Fall 2007 success rate (60%) has remained flat since the previous year.
NOTE:

Effective Fall 2005, the English
Instructional Council changed the
competencies for English 101 and
English 102. We cannot directly
attribute the changes in course
decreases in
successful course completion
rates. Other factors such as student
preparedness and  responsibilities
outside of school may influence
success rates.

e Females have a 4% higher successful completion rate than males
(57%).

e Students enrolled full-time have a remarkably higher success rate
(86%) than part-time students (50%).

o The success rate in English Comp II (59%) is considerably lower than
English Comp I (67%).

e Students older than 25 (61%) have higher success rates than students
less than 25 (59%).

e The successful completion rate by college Fall 2007 ranged from 54%
to 65%.

competencies to the

4+ Core Academic Skill Areas College Communication Success Rates

Students enrolled in Communication have higher successful completion rates (72%) than any other core
academic area. The successful completion rate is nearly 2% higher than the previous year.

e Underrepresented minority students (American Indian, Black, and Hispanic) have a 14% lower successful
course completion rate than White students (76%).

e Students attending full-time (93%) do considerably better than part-time students (60%).
e Younger students have a higher successful completion rate (73%) than older students (72%).
e On average, females (74%) have a higher course success rate than males (71%).

o The successful completion rate by college ranged from 59% to 83% in Fall 2007.
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Developmental Education Indicators

Developmental Math, English, & Reading Success Rates

This indicator shows successful Developmental Math
completion of developmental courses Change from prior year
(course number less than 100, +0.3%
excluding ESL) in Math, English and Fall 2007*
Reading. Fall 2007 is the most 50.0%

current data for this indicator.

Developmental English
Change from prior year
0.5%

Fall 2007*
60.9%

Success includes grades, A,B,C,&P

Performance Targets
Developmental Math =56%
Developmental English = 66%
Developmental Reading = 70%

Developmental
Reading
Change from prior year
-2.9%**

Fall 2007*
65.3%

First College-level Math & English Success Rates

+/
\60.6%
.+

Devglopmental Math Success Rate
*54.8%

0,
38— o
w@/ 49.7% 50.0%
.+i/+———+

Developmental English Success Rate
66.8%  66.1%

+—_\+

64.6%

0
6L4% 6 9%
—

Developmental Reading Success Rate

o 74.1%
e 2% —+
+ TN84% 6309,
+~/——+%
6-Year Trends +

Intermediate Algebra
Change from prior year

This indicator shows the success rate
of students who successfully

completed developmental Math and -1.2%
English in a fall semester and enrolled Fall 2006
61.8%

in a subsequent college-level course
within one year. Fall 2006 is the most
current data for this indicator.

-Success in MAT09x and subsequent
enrollment in intermediate algebra

First-Year Composition

Change from prior year

(MAT12x) within one year -0.6%
- Success in ENGO071 Fundamentals of )
- . Fall 2006
Writing and subsequent enrollment in 72.1%
. 0

First-Year Composition (ENG101) within
one year

Success includes grades, A,B,C,& P
Performance Targets

Intermediate Algebra = 66%
First-Year Composition = 72%

*Preliminary numbers not submitted to NCCBP yet.
** Significant difference
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Intermediate Algebra Success Rate

64.9% 66.7%  69.0%

— +/-+\64.J9r%
—t

63.0%
61.8%
—t

First-Year Composition Success Rate
75.19% 1>8%

()
/+

ot

6-Year Trends

74.9%

+ 0
72.7% 73 194



Developmental Education

The indicators we use to monitor Developmental Education include:

4+ Developmental Math Success Rate
4+ Developmental English Success Rate
4+ Developmental Reading Success Rate

+ First College-Level Math Success & First College-Level English Success Rate

Key Findings:
Helping students to succeed by providing developmental education

courses is fundamental to the mission of the Maricopa Community
Colleges. Courses under 100 level (excluding ESL) fall into this category.

There were 14,875 students (12.5%) enrolled in one or more
developmental education courses on 45™ Day Fall of 2007. Successful
completion (A, B, C, and P) varies by subject. In Fall 2007, 49.7% of
developmental math, 60.9% of developmental English, and 65.3% of
developmental reading grades reflect successful completion. Of the
students who completed a developmental math course, 61.8% successfully
completed intermediate algebra within one year, and 72.1% of students
who completed developmental English successfully completed English
101 within one year.

Developmental math and English indicators remained relatively
unchanged from the prior year. However, the success rate for
developmental reading (65.3%) was nearly 3% lower.

Developmental Student Profile

Almost half (46%) of the students
enrolled are age 19 or less.

The majority (70%) report no prior
college experience.

The highest percent of these
students are White (43%) followed
by Hispanic (28%), Black (11%),
American Indian (5%), and Asian
(4%).

Females outnumber males by 18%
(58% vs. 40%).

e Underrepresented minority students (American
Indian, Black and Hispanic) have lower
developmental course success rates than White 80% 1
students in all three Developmental Education

categories. 70% | ‘—/\_‘\
e Students 25 and older do better (66%) in all ’/‘_\\_‘_‘

three academic areas than younger students 60% 1

(57%). T T~ . .
50% ~

e Females have higher success rates (63%) than
males (53%), regardless of the academic area.

Success in Developmental Courses

—&— English —8— Math —A— Reading

40% :
e The largest segment of developmental course

enrollments is represented by part-time

Fall 2002 Fall 2003 Fall 2004 Fall 2005 Fall 2006 Fall 2007

students. The successful course completion rate
of these students (50%) is considerably lower
than full-time students (81%).

e There are twice as many enrollments in | 80% -

First English and Math Course

—&— First English —8— First Math

— @

developmental math courses as there are in ~— *

successful completion is highest for reading 60% 1

courses.
50% -

e Since last year, there were no significant

T+ o

developmental English, and three times as | 70% 1
many as developmental reading. The rate of -/"/-\-\.\.

changes in the 1Ist college-level course | 40% ;
completion rate of developmental students.

Fall 2001 Fall 2002 Fall 2003 Fall 2004 Fall 2005 Fall 2006
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Underrepresented minority students (American Indian, Black, and Hispanic) complete college-level math

courses at a lower rate (57%) than all other students (62%)

There is no significant difference in successful English completion.
Islander students do equally well in college-level Math, while Hispanic and Asian Pacific Islanders have the

highest success rates in college-level English.

Females do better in both Math and English college-level courses.

Black, Hispanic, and Asian Pacific

60% of grades reflect successful completion in college-level Math and were from students who intend to

transfer to a university.

Full-time students consistently do better than part-time students.

4+ Developmental Math Success Rate

Developmental Math consistently has the lowest successful course completion rate of all academic developmental
areas. The Fall 2007 successful completion rate (50%) was 2% lower than the 6 year average.

Developmental MathSuccessful Completion Rates
By Race/Ethnicity

70% —&— Amer. Ind. —8— Asian —A— Black —#— Hispanic —e— White
b -

60% -

40% - A/-‘—‘\‘/ﬁ\‘

30% ‘ \ \ \ \

Fall2002  Fall2003  Fall2004  Fall2005  Fall 2006  Fall 2007

4+ Developmental English Success Rate
The Fall 2007 success rate in developmental English is 61%. This success rate has remained flat for the past three

years.

¢ Underrepresented minority students
(American Indian, Black, and
Hispanic) successfully complete
developmental math courses at a
lower rate (44%) than all other
students (51%).

e Females have a considerably higher
successful completion rate (53%)
than males (46%).

e Students 25 or older have a higher
success rate (54%) than students
younger than 25 (48%).

American Indian and Black students have the lowest success
rate (55% and 51% respectively).

Females consistently have a higher success rate in
developmental English (66%) than males (56%).

The successful completion rate of students 25 or older is 6%
higher than younger students.

Students with a high school diploma have higher success rates
(61%) than those with a GED (56%) or no GED/diploma
(53%).

Students who attend full-time have a 29% higher success rate
than those who attend part-time.

75% ~
70% ~
65% -
60% -
55% A

50% -

Success in Developmental English

By Gender
W Female W Male
Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007

4+ Developmental Reading Success Rate

The Fall 2007 successful completion rate (65%) is almost 3% lower than the previous year.

American Indian and Black students have the lowest success rates (54% and 53% respectively).

Maricopa Community College District - Office of Institutional Effectiveness
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e On average, females have a significantly higher successful

completion rate (70%) than males (58%).

e Students 25 or older have higher success rates (76%) than

younger students (63%).

e Students attending full-time are

successful completion rate.

considerably more
successful (84%) than those attending part-time (57%).

¢ Students with no high school diploma or GED have a higher

Success in Developmental Reading
By Age

—&— Less than 25 —m— 25 or Older

S0 s " ., .
70% 0—"’/‘\‘/‘\‘
60%
50% +
Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall
2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007

+ First College-Level Math & First College-Level English Success Rate

First College-Level Math

The Fall 2006 successful completion rate (62%) for students who enrolled in their first college-level Math course

remained unchanged from the previous year.

e White student had the highest success rate
(64%) while American Indian students
had the lowest (51%).

e Females consistently have a higher
successful completion rate (64%) than
males (57%).

e Students 25 or older have a considerably
higher success rate (72%) than students
younger than 25 (57%).

e The successful completion rate of full-
time students (64%) is 4% higher than
part-time students.

e Students who have declared the intent to
transfer with a degree (59%) have a 9%
higher successful completion rate than
those intending to transfer with a
certificate.

First College-Level English

The Fall 2006 successful completion rate for
students who enrolled in their first college-
level English course (72%) is similar to the
previous 2 years.

e Black students have the lowest success
rate (65%).
e Females have a 5% higher successful

First College-level Math Course

—@— Asian/Pacific Islander

—&— American Indian

85% - —a— Black Hispanic
20% | —e— White
75% +
70% - =
65% ' ‘
60% - \
50% ‘ \ \ \ \ \
Fall2001  Fall 2002  Fall2003  Fall2004  Fall 2005  Fall 2006
First College-level English Course
—&— American Indian —8— Asian/Pacific Islander
—a— Black Hispanic
85% - —@— White
80% - '\.,//*/./-\.
75% - >
70% -
65% -
60% -
55% -
50% ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘

Fall 2001  Fall 2002  Fall 2003  Fall 2004  Fall 2005  Fall 2006

completion rate (75%) than males (70%) in their first college-level English course.

o The successful completion rate of students 25 or older (74%) is 2% higher than younger students (72%).

e Students with no GED or diploma have a significantly higher success rate (85%) than those with a Diploma

(64%) or GED (71%).

e Students who attend full-time (76%) have a higher success rate than those who attend part-time (71%).
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Academic & Occupational Skill Attainment

Workforce Indicators

There are no NCCBP benchmarks
for workforce, so indicators are
based on the performance measures
included in the Carl Perkins 111
federal reporting requirements for
vocational and technical education
programs. FY 2006-07 is the most
current data for this indicator.

-Effective FY 2004-05, academic skill
attainment includes concentrators who
complete all English or math courses
(100 level or higher) with grades A, B,
CorP.

-Occupational skill attainment includes
concentrators who complete all
occupational courses in their area of
study with grades A, B, C or P.

Performance Targets

Academic Attainment = 87%
Occupational Attainment = 86%

Occupational Completers

Academic Skills
Change from prior year
-1.5%
FY2006-07
88.0%

Occupational Skills
Change from prior year
-0.2%
FY2006-07*
89.1%

Concentrator- Effective FY
2003-04, a concentrator is a
student no longer enrolled in
an occupational program who
has completed at least 7 credit
hours in an occupational area;
and who has completed a
designated English, math or
integrated college-level
course. Prior to FY 2003-04,
concentrators had to complete
at least 7 credit hours in a
single occupational prefix.

Academic Skill Attainment

97.6% 97.2%
89.0% 89.5%
Occupational Skill Attainment

97.3% 96.8%

88.6%  89:3% g9 19,

5-Year Trends

88.0%

Note: Drop in performance past two years is
due to change from GPA to course grades.

Prior to FY 2004-05, academic skill attainment
required a cumulative 2.0 GPA in all courses,
and occupational skill attainment required a
cumulative 2.0 GPA in all occupational courses.

-Effective FY 2003-04, a completer is a
concentrator who earned a
degree/certificate, or successfully
completed at least 18 credit hours in an
occupational area.

-Prior to FY 2003-04, completers
included only those who earned a
degree/certificate.

Performance Targets

Occupational Completers = 41%

Occupational Completers

Change from prior year

+4.0%
FY2006-07
55.3%

Concentrator- Effective FY
2003-04, a concentrator is a
student no longer enrolled in
an occupational program who
has completed at least 7 credit
hours in an occupational area;
and who has completed a
designated English, math or
integrated college-level
course. Prior to FY 2003-04,
concentrators had to complete
at least 7 credit hours in a
single occupational prefix.

Maricopa Community College District - Office of Institutional Effectiveness

Occupational Completers

52.4%

51.4%  51.2%

32.6%

+ 5-Year Trends

55.3%

Note: Increase due to completers no longer

required to earn a degree.
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Workforce Indicators

University Transfer & Persistence

University transfer and persistence
include completers who transfer to

Transferring

Change from prior year

one of the three Arizona public -0.6%
universities in the Fall term and FY2006-07
persisted to the Spring term. 10.1%

Persisting to Spring

Change from prior year

- Effective FY 2003-04, a completer is
a concentrator who earned a

degree/certificate, or successfully -2.6%
completed at least 18 credit hours in an FY2006-07
occupational area. 86.7%

-Prior to FY 2003-04, completers
included only those who earned a
degree/certificate.

Performance Targets
University Transfer = 10%
Persistence Fall-to-Spring = 80%

Employment

Percent Transferring to University

+ 15.9%

Percent Persisting to Spring

89.6% 89.3%

s 87.5% 86.7%
+

5-Year Trends

Note: Beginning in FY 2003-04, the change in
‘concentrator’ definition resulted in more
students being measured.

Employment includes completers Job Placement

who are employed within 3 months within 3 Months
of completion and those completers Change from prior year
who remained employed 9 months +4.6%
after completion (retention). FY2006-07
63.3%

Performance Targets
Placement Within 3 Months = 49%
Continuous Employment = 78%
9 Months

Continuous Employment
for 9 Months
Change from prior year
+10.0%
FY2006-07
88.3%

Completer- Effective FY
2003-04, a completer is a
concentrator who earned a
degree/certificate, or
successfully completed at
least 18 credit hours in an
occupational area. Prior to
FY 2003-04, completers
included only those who
earned a degree/certificate.

Maricopa Community College District - Office of Institutional Effectiveness

Job Placement within 3 Months
63.3%

59.7% 58.8%
55.5% 56.3%

Continuous Employment for 9 Months
87 1% 88.3%
. (V]

R 78.2%
7449  146%

5-Year Trends

22



Workforce

Several indicators are used to monitor occupational completers’ workforce performance:

+ Academic & Occupational SKill Attainment

+ Occupational Completers

+ Occupational Completers & University Transfer Fall-to-Spring & Persistence

4+ Occupational Completers Job Placement Within 3 Months & Continuous Employment
for 9 Months

Key Findings:

The district is the largest provider of workforce training in Arizona, with programs in areas such as nursing and
allied health, information technologies, business, construction and manufacturing, public services (police and fire
science), and design fields. In 2006-2007, 88% of students classified as concentrators in an occupational area met
the criteria for academic skill attainment, and 89% met occupational skill attainment criteria. Approximately 55%
of students completed 18 occupational credit hours in their field of study, or received an award and were
classified as an occupational completer. A relatively small share of completers transferred to an Arizona state
university the fall term after completion (10%). Of those who transferred in the fall, 87% persisted to the spring
semester. Overall, 63% of completing students attained employment in Arizona within three months. Of those,
88% remained continuously employed nine months after program completion. Indicators and definitions are
based on the Carl Perkins III federal reporting requirements for vocational and technical education programs.

Since the last reporting year notable changes include a 4% gain in the share of occupational completers. In
addition, there was an increase in completers who are employed within three months (4.6%), and those completers
who remained employed nine months after completion (10.0%).

e For all time periods analyzed, students 25 or older continue to achieve higher academic and occupational skill
attainment, as well as completion of program and fall-to-spring persistence results. However, a higher
percent of students younger than 25 transferred to one of the 3 public universities in the Fall term after
completion.

e Underrepresented minority students achieve lower results in most of the workforce categories. American
Indian concentrators achieve the lowest skill attainment.

e Male students account for a smaller percentage of concentrators (48% of 9,158) and achieve slightly lower
academic skill attainment results (87% vs. 89%) than females. Occupational skill attainment results (89%)
are the same for both males and females.

e More females complete the occupational program (57% vs. 54%), but slightly more males (89%) are
continuously employed 9 months after completion than females (88%).

e More of the high school graduates (56%) complete the occupational program than those with a GED (53%).
The same percentage of high school graduates as GED completers (88%) are continuously employed 9
months after program completion.

+ Academic & Occupational SKill Attainment
The overall academic skill attainment is 1.5% lower than the previous year.
e There were 981 more concentrators than last year, an increase of 11.9%.

e American Indian concentrators achieve lower occupational skill attainment (80%) when compared to all other
race/ethnic groups.
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e Students younger than 25 have lower academic

skill attainment (85%) than those 25 or older Skill Attainment and O ccupational Completion by
(92%) Ethnicity FY 2006-07

e Males have slightly lower academic skill ® American Indian m Asian/Pacific Islander m Black = Hispanic m White
attainment (87%) than females (89%), but both do
equally well (89%) in occupational skill | '90% 7

attainment. 80% -
60% -

e Those who declare a take courses intent have the
highest occupational skill attainment (93%) | 40%
compared to all other students who declare other 20% |
intents. 0% |

Academic Skill Occupational Skill Completion

<+ Occupational Completers
The percent of occupational completers is 4.1% higher than the previous year.

* Full-tin:_e Stl,:de(rét:(y )ha\ile a hlghe; Workforce Outcomes by Enrollment Status
completion rate 0) when compare FY 2006-07
to part-time students (52%). They also
. . . o/ _ . .
have a higher university transfer rate | '00% Full-time m Part-time
(18% vs. 6%). 80% 1
e The completion rate for male students 60% 1
is 54%, which is 3% lower than female 40% 1
students (57%). 20% A
e Students 25 or older (59%) have a 0% . . _ —
higher completion rate than those of Acad Skill Occ Skill Completion Transfer Employment

traditional college age (53%).

+ Occupational Completers, University Transfer, & Fall-to-Spring Persistence

Only 510, or 10% of the total
Placement in Employment and/or Transfer

ational mpleter 1
occupatio compieters (5306 ) —— American Indian —@— Asian/Pacific Islander ==& Black
transferred to one of the 3 state Hispanic —%— White

universities the Fall term after | 80% ,

completion. Of those who transferred,

87% persisted to the spring semester. 70% | W
e Although the majority of completers /\

do not intend to transfer, 10% of

completers transfer to Arizona public | 60% 1
universities.
e More traditional college-age | 50%
completers transfer to the university 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07

*Students may be counted in both employment and transfer categories.

(13%) when compared to students 25

or older (5%).

e More completers who identify ‘fransfer’ do indeed transfer to the university (23%) compared to other intents.
The majority of students who declare an intent to ‘transfer’ persist to the next semester (89%).
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+ QOccupational Completers Job Placement Within 3 Months & Continuous Employment
for 9 Months

Employment includes completers who are employed within 3 months of program completion and those who
are continuously employed 9 months after completion (retention).

The number of completers continuously employed 9 months after program completion increased by 744.
This indicates an 88% retention rate, with the highest retention for those students who declared a fake
courses intent (91%) or a degree intent (90%).

Slightly more males (89%) than females (88%) are continuously employed 9 months after program

completion.

Completers 25 or older have a
slightly ~ higher 3  month
employment  placement rate
(64%) with a 90% 9 month
retention rate, compared to
traditional college age students
who have a 63% employment
placement rate and an 87%
retention rate.

The share of students employed
within 3 months of completion is
higher for part-time completers
(68%) than full-time completers
(54%). In addition, a higher

70% -
60% -
50% +
40% ~
30% ~
20% ~
10% -

0% -

Occupational Completion, Employment and Transfer by
Ethnicity FY 2006-07

B American Indian B Asian/Pacific Islander m Black = Hispanic m White

Completion Placement Transfer

percent of part-time completers (89%) remain employed 9 months after completion when compared to
full-time completers (86%). (A possible explanation for this may be the increased likelihood that part-
time students may already be employed, while full-time students may be seeking initial employment.)

Several ethnic groups have the lowest employment rates within 3 months of completing the program
(Asian/Pacific Islander 50%, American Indian 60%, and Black 61%). However, their employment rates
have increased from last year (Asian/Pacific Islander 47%, American Indian 48%, and Black 56%).

All race/ethnic groups increased their 9-month continuous employment results during the past year.
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Transfer Indicators

First-Year Grade Point Average (GPA)

First-Year GPA

Change from prior year

This indicator shows the average
first-year GPA for students who

First-Year GPA

291 2.92

transferred 12 or more MCCCD -0.02 2.90
credits to an Arizona public FY 2006-07* 284 234 z'j4/
university, and received grades of 2.90 t t
A,B,C,D,E &P in their gnlvers1ty 6-Year Trends
courses. Incomplete, withdrawal,
and audit grades are excluded.
FY 2006-07 is the most recent data
available for this indicator.
Performance Targets
First-Year GPA =2.93
First-Year Credit Hours Completed
For the same group.ot? stqdents First-Year CreQnt Hours First-Year Average Credit Hours
described above, this indicator Change from prior year
shows the average completed. +0.13 1932 19.45 19.71 19.52 1932 19.45
FY 2006-07 is the most recent data FY 2006-07* )
available for this indicator. 19.5 6-Year Trends

Performance Targets
First-Year Credit Hours = 21.67

Persistence to Next Year

Persistence to Next Year

Change from prior year

For the same group of students
described above, this indicator

shows the percent of students who -1.8%
returned for their second year. FY FY 2006-07*
2006-07 is the most recent data 84.0%

available for this indicator.

Performance Targets
Persistence to Next Year = 76%

Baccalaureate Degree Attainment

Persistence to Next Year

84.5% ,
84.2% 8399, 0

8530, 90-8% +

3% 84.0%

6-Year Trends

For the same group of students
described above, shows the percent
earning bachelor’s degrees. FY
2006-07 is the most recent data
available for this indicator.

This chart shows degree
attainment over time. 71%
of transfer students earn a
bachelor’s degree within
six years of transfer.

*Preliminary numbers not submitted to NCCBP yet
**Statistically significant change

Maricopa Community College District - Office of Institutional Effectiveness

Baccalaureate Degree Attainment

70.9%
" 68.1%  65.1% o
’ = O1.1% 449,
@
+
Yr 6 « > Yrl

Years Since Transfer
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Transfer

Indicators of student transfer performance include:

+ First-Year Grade Point Average (GPA)
+ First-Year Credit Hours Completed

+ Persistence to Second University Year
4+ Baccalaureate Degree Attainment

+ Key Findings

Preparing students for transfer is central to the mission of the Maricopa Community College District. Nearly half
of students enrolled at Maricopa as of Fall 2007 indicated that they plan to transfer to a four-year institution. The
indicators of student transfer success are based on the performance of students who transferred twelve or more
Maricopa credit hours to an Arizona state university. Students who received a grade in at least one university
course are included in the indicator analysis. The majority of students transfer to Arizona State University,
followed by Northern Arizona University and The University of Arizona. Students who transfer out of state are
not included in this analysis.

On average, in 2006-2007, Maricopa transfer students had a first year university GPA of 2.9 on a four point scale
and earned 19.45 credit hours. Of the students who transferred in 2006-2007, 84% enrolled in their second year at
the university in 2007-2008. When tracked over time, the majority of students earned a bachelor’s degree within
three years of transfer and nearly 71% of students attain this goal within 6 years.

No significant changes were noted from the prior year for three indicators; first year GPA, average credit hours
earned and bachelor’s degree attainment. However, there was a decrease in persistence to the second university
year which fell from 85.8% to 84%.

Indicators for 2006-2007 show the following differences between students:

e Underrepresented minority students have relatively lower indicators for first-year grade point average,
average first-year credits completed and transfer persistence to next year.

e  Women generally have higher GPA’s and earn more first year credit hours than men.

e Students 25 years of age or older have significantly higher GPA’s and earn fewer credit hours during their
first year when compared to younger students. Students younger than 25 are, however, more persistent than
older students.

e Students who received a GED have lower university persistence rates and fewer first year university credit
hours than students who earned a high school diploma.

e Overall, the number of hours taken at a Maricopa Community College is positively correlated to all
indicators. The more hours taken prior to transfer the more positive the results.

e Nearly 70% of the transfer students used in MCCCD Transfer Students Profile

the indicator analysis had attended the 2006-2007

community college on a full time basis prior Community College Most Recent Attendance Type by Age

to transfer and 68% of the students were Full time Cl(’)';lrrltréilrgﬁ

under the age of 25. The greatest share of Cocrg{?ggéty College Y Total

students (50%) were younger than 25 and Attendance Attendance

had been full-time students at the community | Under 25 2619 50% 942 | 18% | 3,561 | 68%

college prior to university enrollment. 25 or older 1,016 19% 646 12% | 1,661 | 32%
Total 3,635 70% | 1,588 30% | 5,223 | 100%

In general, over the past six years Maricopa new transfer students have become more ethnically diverse. The share
of students who transfer 64 or more hours from Maricopa has increased. In FY07-08 approximately 80% of new

transfer students transfer more than 31 hours from a Maricopa College. More information about transfer students is
available at I[E Website - Maricopa Transfer Students

Maricopa Community College District - Office of Institutional Effectiveness
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http://www.maricopa.edu/business/ir

4+ First-Year Grade Point Average (GPA)
e In 2006-2007, Maricopa transfer students had an average first year university GPA of 2.9 on a four point

scale.

e First year university GPA rose from 2.84 in
2001-2002 to 2.90 in 2006-2007, but has been First Year GPA
relatively unchanged for the past three years. Ne: Tr;"“fer Students N

—&— Less than 25 —=—25

e In 2006-2007, differences in GPA were |4 - e o
observed by gender. Female students had an |,
average GPA of 2.99 compared to a GPA of 320
2.79 for male students. This pattern has been | = 5 & ——=—*
consistent over the past six years. 2801 e

e Students categorized as underrepresented 2407
minority students (American Indian, Black, and 2.00 ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
Hispanic) had lower GPA’s overall when 2001-02  2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07

compared to other students.

e Students 25 or older had higher GPA’s (3.1) than younger students (2.8).

e  University cumulative GPA is higher for students who last attended the community college on a part time
basis when compared to students who attended on a full time basis. Nearly 41% of the students who attended

community college on a part time basis were 25 years or older and have significantly higher GPA’s than
younger students.

A study of Arizona State University transfer students found that new Maricopa transfer students

earned a higher average GPA when compared to other non-Maricopa transfers. Transfer Briefing
paper (www.maricopa.edu/academic/ccta)

+ First-Year Credit Hours Completed

e As of 2006-2007, MCCCD students completed, on average, 19.5 credit hours during their first year at the
university. Overall, there was no significant change in credit hours completed since the prior year.

e When analyzed by student characteristic the

fOllOWlng dlfferences 11’1 ﬁI‘St yeaI‘ Cl‘edlt hOLlI' First Year Credits Completed
completion were noted: New Transfer Students
o Students who are younger than 25 have @ Female W Male
more first year credits at the university 200
than older students. 19.0
_ 18.0
o Women complete more credit hours than | |
men. 16.0
o Underrepresented minorities earn fewer | 15.0
first year credit hours. 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07
o Students who received a GED certificate

earn less hours than those who earned a
high school diploma.

e Full-time community college students under the age of 25 were compared by gender and minority status.
o Females completed more university credit hours than males.
o  White or Asian students completed more credits than underrepresented minority students.

e Credit hours completed by older full-time community college students (25+) do not differ based on gender or
minority status.

Maricopa Community College District - Office of Institutional Effectiveness 29
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i

Persistence to Second University Year

o The share of students who persisted to the next year at the university dropped from 85.8% in 2005-2006 to
84% in 2006-2007. The groups that had significant decreases in persistence from the prior year included
males, those 25 years of age or older, and

Persistence to Next Year

students who had enrolled at the community Transfer Students
college on a part-time basis. —e— American Indian —8— Asian/Pacific Islander
) —a— Black Hispanic
e Overall, the persistence rate for —*— White

o . 90% -
underrepresented minority students is lower

than that for other students. 85% 4 % - o

e Students who indicate a transfer goal are | ggo, |
more persistent than those who indicated
other goals. 75% 1

e Full-time community college students under | 70% : : :
the age of 25 have been more persistent than 2001-02  2002-03  2003-04  2004-05  2005-06  2006-07
older full-time students. There are no
differences by age group for students who had attended the community college on a part-time basis prior to
transfer.

e The students categorized as underrepresented minorities who last attended the community college on a full
time basis have similar rates of persistence as White or Asian students.

e Underrepresented minority students who attended on a part-time basis are, however, less persistent.

+ Baccalaureate Degree Attainment Arizona Transfer Rate Study — Maricopa Results

e Over the last ten years, the number .Of What percent of students who enter an Arizona community college
bachelor’s degrees granted to students with and plan to transfer to a university, transfer to an Arizona public
12 or more Maricopa transfer credits from university?

state universities has grown from 4,079 in .
unv . grow ’ In April 2008, a work group of researchers from across the state
1996-97 to 6,080 in 2006-07. . . i
convened to design a meaningful measure of the rate of community
e The rate of bachelor degree attainment for college student transfer to the Arizona public university system.

new transfer students increases each year a Students exhibiting the following transfer intent behavior during the
student is enrolled at the university. After first three years of attendance at the community college were placed
six years from time of transfer, 71% of new in a cohort: earned 12 or more community college credit hours;
Maricopa transfer students have attained a declared an intent to transfer or obtain a transfer degree; and
bachelors degree. completed at least one core course from the Arizona General

Education Curriculum (AGEC). Students were followed for 6 years

* When analyzed by student characteristics, to determine whether they transferred to a state University.

persistence differs by ethnicity, gender, age
and full time attendance. The share of
students who attain a degree is higher for
White students when compared to other
ethnicities. Females have a higher rate of Transfer rates increase over time (for the 2001-2002 cohort,
degree attainment over time and students 22%, 27%, 29% and 30% by year 6).

who attended the community college on a Of the nearly 2,900 students enrolling at a university.after six
full time basis also have higher rates of years, approx1mgte}y three-quarters (73%) do so within the
degree attainment. first 3years after initial entry.

Key findings for Maricopa students include:

After six years, 30% of the 2001-2002 cohort had transferred
to an Arizona public university.

First Year at Share of students who
Community College Transfer

A study of ASU transfer students indicates
that former Maricopa students overall have
higher persistence rates and graduation rates

Time from first CC | 3yr | 4yr Syr
2001-02 22% | 27% | 29%
2002-03 20% | 23% | 26%
2003-04 20% | 24% -

2004-05 21% - -

than non-Maricopa counterparts.

Transfer Briefing paper
(www.maricona.edu/academic/ccta)

Maricopa Community College District - Office of Institutional Effectiveness 30


http://www.maricopa.edu/academic/ccta/artic/pdfs/new/2008_University_Transfer_Briefing_Paper.pdf

Community College Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE)
Source: CCSSE Web Site http://www.ccsse.org/aboutsurvey/aboutsurvey.cfm

The Community College Student Report

Extensive research has identified good educational practices that are directly related to retention and other
desired student outcomes. The Community College Student Report, CCSSE’s survey instrument, builds on
this research and asks students about their college experiences — how they spend their time; what they
feel they have gained from their classes; how they assess their relationships and interactions with faculty,
counselors, and peers; what kinds of work they are challenged to do; how the college supports their
learning; and so on.

To view the survey results for a particular college, see “Member Colleges.” For more analysis of
important survey findings or to search the data, see “Survey Results.”

CCSSE’s Survey Instrument
You may download PDF files to view and print the following versions of the survey.

e 2005-2008

o 2004

e 2003 (for individual colleges)

e 2003 with additional items (for consortia)
o 2002

e 2001

Beginning in 2006, each year we will select a different topic for the special item set, based on interest
among CCSSE colleges and the research community, and we will share national results in CCSSE's annual
report. This strategy will help to keep the survey fresh — addressing issues of importance to community
colleges and their students — while also keeping the core survey stable.

e 2008 CCSSE additional questions
e 2007 CCSSE additional questions
e 2006 CCSSE additional questions

The Research Behind CCSSE

In 2006, CCSSE completed a major validation research study that examines the relationship between
student engagement and community college student outcomes. While the connection between student
engagement and student success has been emphasized in a number of major studies and reports on the
undergraduate experience, the extant literature has focused almost exclusively on students in four-year
colleges and universities -- until now. This report on a three-pronged collection of studies validates the
relationships between student engagement and a variety of student outcomes in community colleges --
including academic performance, persistence, and attainment.

e  Working Paper: CCSSE Validation Research 2006

For information about the research related to the items on CCSSE's student survey, The Community
College Student Report, click the link below. The link will lead you to a copy of the survey instrument;
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http://www.ccsse.org/aboutsurvey/CCSR_2003_IND.pdf
http://www.ccsse.org/aboutsurvey/CCSR_2003_CON.pdf
http://www.ccsse.org/aboutsurvey/ccsr_2002.pdf
http://www.ccsse.org/aboutsurvey/ccsr_2001.pdf
http://www.ccsse.org/aboutsurvey/CCSSEAdditionalQuestions2008.pdf
http://www.ccsse.org/aboutsurvey/CCSSEAdditionalQuestions2007.pdf
http://www.ccsse.org/aboutsurvey/CCSSEAdditionalQuestions2006.pdf
http://www.ccsse.org/publications/CCSSE%20Working%20Paper%20on%20Validation%20Research%20December%202006.pdf

there you may click on any item and see an annotated list of related research articles.

e Annotated Bibliography

To learn more about The Community College Student Report and the work related to the psychometric
properties of the survey, click on the following link.

e (CCSSE Psychometrics Paper

NSSE’s Survey Instrument

CCSSE’s partner, the National Survey of Student Engagement, began administering a similar survey to
students at four-year colleges and universities in 1998. For more details about similarities and differences
between the surveys, see “The Relationship of the Community College Survey of Student Engagement
(CCSSE) and the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE),” or view NSSE’s Student
Engagement: Pathways to Collegiate Success.
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CCSSE Participant Results
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Chandler-Gilbert CC
2007 Results

Estrella Mountain CC
2006 Results

Gateway CC
2008 Results
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CCSSE Participant Results
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Mesa CC
2008 Results

Phoenix College
2008 Results

Paradise Valley CC
2006 Results
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Maricopa Community College Custom CCSSE Questions

A group of MCCCD institutional researchers designed common questions to supplement the CCSSE
survey. The group compared the CCSSE survey to other surveys administered within the district,
noted key areas missing, and added the following ten questions.

As a result of my studies at this college, | have gained an
understanding of my role as a citizen in a global society.

13.2%)|
27.2%
43.9%|
9.6%
6.1%
100.0%)|

This college provides the courses | need to meet my academic
goals

| feel safe at this college.

Instructors respect the diversity of students.

51.9%
36.2%)|
10.3%)
1.3%)|
0.4%)
100.0%
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Staff members respect the diversity of students.

45.9%)
37.5%)
15.0%
1.3%
0.4%
100.0%

| am satisfied with the overall quality of instruction.

Library services meet my needs.

32.6%
33.7%|
30.3%
2.6%)
0.8%
100.0%

It is easy to register for classes at the college.

43.4%

1653 38.9%)
473 11.1%
197l 4.6%
81 1.9%
4245 100.0%

Maricopa Community College District - Office of Institutional Effectiveness
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What type of access do you have to the Internet at home? (Student
Access)

6.9%

83.2%)|

8.3%
1.7%)

100.0%)|

27.6%
1803 43.1%
940 22.5%
253 6.0%)
32 0.8%
4184'| 100.0%

Maricopa Community College District - Office of Institutional Effectiveness
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of Student Engagement

_ otudent Engagement

2007 Findings

The Community College Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE) this year
celebrates five years of helping community colleges better serve their stu-
dents. With its unrelenting focus on using data to improve students’ educational

experiences, CCSSE has established itself as a leading voice in community college

improvement efforts. More important, CCSSE has helped a growing number of college
leaders change the way they think about their work. College faculty and administrators who

once made decisions based on their personal perceptions now increasingly base decisions —
about everything from allocating resources to selecting teaching strategies — on evidence.

And perhaps most significant, over the past half decade, CCSSE and its member colleges have learned a great deal about
how to engage students so they will be more likely to attain their academic goals. This year, in honor of its fifth anniversary,
CCSSE presents the results of its annual survey in terms of lessons learned and strategies that work.

What We’ve Learned About
Student Engagement

There is no silver bullet that will help
more community college students suc-
ceed. There is, however, a growing body
of data and research that can help col-
leges improve their educational practices
and chart a course that will lead to better
results. CCSSE is proud of its contribu-
tions to this critical effort.

In its first five years, CCCSE has:

* Created the CCSSE survey and the
CCSSE benchmarks, which give
participating colleges objective and
relevant data about their students’
experiences. With these data, the
colleges can better understand how
effectively they are engaging their
students and identify areas for
improvement.

* Grown significantly. CCSSE has sur-
veyed almost 700,000 students from
548 different colleges in 48 states,
British Columbia, and the Marshall
Islands. Colleges that have partici-
pated in CCSSE represent about half of
the nation’s public community colleges
and 56% of the national community
college credit student population.

* Provided colleges with training and
online tools that help them use their
data.

* Created CCFSSE, the Community
College Faculty Survey of Student
Engagement, which helps colleges
focus on faculty members’ profes-
sional roles and compare faculty
members’ and students’ perceptions
about the educational experience.

* Established CCSSE’s reliability and
validity. CCSSE’s validation research

Maricopa Community College District - Office of Institutional Effectiveness

*

shows that the CCSSE survey instru-
ment provides a valuable proxy for
student success in community col-
leges.

Initiated the three-year CCSSE
cohort, which further increases the
stability of the overall results.

Introduced special focus survey
items that each year delve into an
issue important to the field. At the
same time, the core CCSSE survey
remains consistent to allow for year-
to-year comparisons.

Demonstrated a commitment to
transparency and improvement
through public reporting, a no-holds-
barred analysis of the data, and an
unwavering focus on both challenges
and solutions.

2007 Findings Executive Summary



CCSSE

Community College Survey
of Student

Five L.essons
L earned

CCSSE’s work has contributed to the
body of research and practice that
together help colleges better engage
students, retain students, and increase
the likelihood that students will succeed.
Here CCSSE offers five lessons learned in
its first five years of work.

Lesson #1: Be intentional. Engagement
doesn’t happen by accident; it happens
by design. Community colleges serve
high percentages of students who juggle
school, work, and family care commit-
ments, and who attend college part-time.
Most students simply are not on campus
enough for engagement to occur spon-
taneously. Consequently, most students
typically do not get the benefit of spur-of-
the-moment conversations about course-
work or unplanned study sessions. They
rarely bump into professors on campus
and have serendipitous informal conver-
sations. Community colleges, therefore,
must be deliberate and aggressively
create opportunities to involve students
so that engagement becomes central to
every student’s experience.

Lesson #2: Engagement matters for all
students, but it matters more for some
than for others. Throughout higher edu-
cation, there are consistent, unacceptable
gaps between outcomes for high-risk
students and outcomes for their peers.
CCSSE data show that when there are
differences in engagement between low-
and high-risk students, the students typi-
cally described as high-risk — including
academically underprepared students,
students of color, first-generation stu-
dents, and nontraditional learners — are
more engaged in their college experience
than their peers.

At the same time, many of these students
have lower aspirations and less success-
ful outcomes. In other words, they

are working harder, but achieving
lower results. Colleges, there-

fore, should disaggregate
their data, compare
results for different
student groups,
and maximize
engagement
opportunities
for those who y
are most at risk. l(
Lesson #3: Part-time T
students and faculty are the
reality of community colleges
— and lypically are not adequately
addressed in improvement efforts.
Close to two-thirds of community col-
lege students attend college part-time,
and about two-thirds of community col-
lege faculty members teach part-time.*

There is ample evidence that attending
college part-time puts students at greater
risk of not attaining their educational
goals. Community colleges can better
address the needs of part-time students
by building more engagement opportuni-
ties into the classroom experience and by
making certain activities mandatory.

Colleges also are recognizing that they
must change the way they approach the
67% of their faculty members who, on
average, are employed part-time. Refo-
cusing work with part-time faculty likely
will have the greatest effect on part-time
students; this is because part-time faculty
are more likely than full-timers to teach
at night and on weekends, when part-time
students are more likely to take classes.

Lesson #4: Data are our friends. Since
its inception, CCSSE has encouraged
colleges to build a culture of evidence —

a culture in which administrators, faculty,
and staff consider data to be signposts that
their college can use to set goals, monitor

progress, and improve practice. All of
these stakeholders regularly review
data on student engagement,
progress, and achievement,
and they make decisions
based on what these
data show.

Individuals
operating within
a culture of evidence

embrace data, sharing
them honestly and unflinch-
ingly, and use them to assess

student and institutional perfor-
mance and to identify means
for improvement. These individuals
know that transparency builds credibility,
ownership, and support for change.

Lesson #5: Look behind the numbers.
Colleges that are working within a
culture of evidence know that looking at
survey data answers some questions —
and it raises others. CCSSE encourages
colleges to go deeper to learn more. For
example, student focus groups provide
rich information about student observa-
tions, insights, likes, and dislikes.

CCSSE also looks behind the numbers on a
national scale. Examples of this include the
MetLife Foundation Initiative on Student
Success (a CCSSE project), which has added
to the growing body of research that shows
that developing relationships — with other
students, faculty, and staft — is a signifi-
cant contributor to students’ success.

*U.S. Department of Education, National Center
for Education Statistics, 2004 National Study of Post-
secondary Faculty (NSOPF: 04) Report on Faculty and
Instructional Staff in Fall 2003, May 2005.
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Fve Strategies
That Work

Every year, CCSSE results bring good
news about how community colleges

are using data to restructure students’
educational experiences and maximize
student engagement. But the data also
reveal where individual colleges, and the
field as a whole, have work to do.

Research and experience point to a
number of strategies that can provide
important returns in terms of strength-
ened student engagement and improved
student outcomes. The following pages
describe five strategies that are working
for community colleges, along with rel-
evant 2007 CCSSE and CCFSSE findings.
Please note that survey items and CCSSE
benchmarks are not tied to specific
strategies. In fact, the best engagement
strategies likely will have an impact on a
range of survey items and benchmarks.
(Visit www.ccsse.org to see descriptions
of the benchmarks, specific survey items

associated with each benchmark, and key

findings organized by benchmark.)

Strategy #1: Set High
Expectations and Clear Goals

Setting and communicating high
expectations. Every college has a stated
commitment to educating all students,
but their actions tell us more than their
mission statements. Even a casual visi-
tor can walk onto a college campus and
know, almost instantly, whether the col-
lege community believes that all students
can learn. Do they look at their students
in terms of attributes or deficits? Do they
talk about difficult subjects or difficult
students? The students’ ability to learn
or the students’ right to fail? Institutions
that expect students to perform well use
language that communicates students’
value and potential.

CCSSE BENCHMARK

Key Findings for Academic Challenge

Memorizing facts, ideas; or methods from your courses and
readings so you can repeat them in pretty much the same form*

64%

Analyzing the basic elements of an idea, experience, or theory

Synthesizing and organizing ideas, information, or

experiences in new ways

Making judgments about the value or soundness of

information, arguments, or methods

Applying theories or concepts to practical

problems or in new situations

50%

54%

Using information you have read or heard to perform

a new skill

Students who responded quite a bit or very much

*This survey item is not part of the academic challenge benchmark but is included here for purposes of comparison.

Source: 2007 CCSSE Cohort data.

This language helps set high expectations
for students — and it is contagious. In
high-expectation cultures, students who
need developmental education start to
believe, some of them for the first time,
that they are capable of college-level
work. Those who come to college seeking
an associate degree start planning for
the bachelor’s degree they’ll earn next.
When colleges believe in their students
and push them to do more, the students’
aspirations rise.

Items that make up the academic chal-
lenge benchmark reflect a college’s

Mgaricopa Gemmunity CallegeDistrighn Office of Institutional Effectiveness

For more information about CCSSE and the 2007 survey, visit www.ccsse.org.

expectations of its students. For example,
57% of 2007 CCSSE Cohort respondents
report that their college emphasizes syn-
thesizing and organizing ideas, informa-
tion, or experiences in new ways quite

a bit or very much, and 50% say their
college emphasizes making judgments
about the value or soundness of infor-
mation or arguments quite a bit or very
much. These are recognized as examples
of higher-order thinking, an indicator of
greater academic challenge. By contrast,
64% of 2007 CCSSE Cohort respondents
report that their college emphasizes the
rote work of memorizing facts and ideas
quite a bit or very much.




Setting goals and providing the support
to meet them. Increasing expectations

is only one step toward success. For too
many students, the journey starts and
ends with aspiration because they don’t
have a clear path toward their goals.
Some students are surprised to learn that
they must pass one or more developmen-
tal education classes before they can start
college-level work. Others aren’t sure
which classes they should take to reach
their goals. Colleges can help students
turn their wishes into concrete plans by
requiring them to create academic road
maps and then giving them support that
helps them stay on track.

Strategy #2: Focus on the
Front Door

By all measures, attrition, particularly in
the first semester, is a significant problem
for community colleges and their students;
community colleges typically lose about
half of their students prior to the students’
second college year.

Current research indicates that helping
students succeed through the equivalent
of the first semester (12-15 credit hours)
can dramatically improve retention.
Successfully completing the first se-
mester, moreover, improves students’
chances of attaining further milestones
and, ultimately, earning certificates and
degrees.

Colleges must address the precipitous
loss of new students by focusing on the
front door — designing engagement
efforts that capture students from the
moment of their first interactions with
the college.

Undoubtedly, academic advising and
planning are central to any strategy

that focuses on entering students.

Items associated with the support for
learners benchmark show how often stu-
dents use these and other services as well
as how much they value those services.

Every year, CCSSE respondents place the
highest value on academic advising, and
consistently, there is a gap between the
percentage of students who value advis-
ing and those who use it. In the 2007
CCSSE cohort, 89% of respondents say
that academic advising and planning are
somewhat or very important; 54% report
using that service sometimes or often,
and more than a third of students say
they rarely or never use this service.

Students not only value advising, but also

they place a premium on certain advisors.

The 2006 CCSSE special focus questions

CCFSSE: Time Spent Advising
Students

About how many hours do you spend
in a typical seven-day week aavising
students?

Responses of full-time faculty

17 or more

Responses of part-time faculty
9-16 17 or more hours

hours |
1%

Q0 hours

1-4
hours

Note: Percentages may not total 100% due to rounding.
Source: 2007 CCFSSE Cohort data.

Maricopa Community College District - Office of Institutional Effectiveness

revealed that students identify faculty
members as their best source of academic
guidance. Yet 2007 CCFSSE results show
that 23% of faculty typically spend zero
hours per week advising students.

Disaggregating the data uncovers an
even greater gap between students’
reported needs for advising and faculty
members’ reported advising activities.
Nearly four in 10 part-time faculty mem-
bers (39%) report spending zero hours in
a typical week advising students. About
two-thirds of community college faculty
members teach part-time. These faculty
members, moreover, typically teach half
to two-thirds of all course sections. If a
significant portion of part-time faculty
members are not advising students, then
a large percentage of students may have
little opportunity to receive guidance
from faculty members.

In addition to advising, engagement
efforts that focus on entering students,
such as orientation and student success
courses, typically help students make
connections to other students, faculty,
and staff. Ideally, these experiences

also build academic skills and connect
students to academic tools and support
services, helping them find the resources
they will need to succeed at the college.

Strategy #3: Elevate
Developmental Education

It is estimated that up to 61% of all
first-time community college students

are assessed as underprepared for the
academic demands of college-level
courses, and the numbers are far higher
in some settings.* Community colleges
cannot significantly strengthen student
success unless they first focus on provid-
ing effective developmental education and
appropriate levels of student support.

*Adelman, C. January 2004. Principal Indicators of
Student Academic Histories in Postsecondary Educa-
tion, 1972—-2000. Washington, DC: U.S. Department
of Education, Institute of Education Sciences.
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Research shows that effective remedia-
tion pays high dividends, but success may
depend on early intervention. Thus, col-
leges that want to better serve academically
underprepared students may choose to
focus more attention and resources on sup-
porting these students in their first semes-
ter of work. This support should begin
with accurate and effective placement
information. It also should include making
sure that there are enough developmental
course sections — and that all are taught by
qualified faculty who want to teach them.

Finally, colleges should pay attention to
the academically underprepared students
who are working hard but not getting
solid results. Items in the student effort
benchmark consistently show the effort
underprepared students put into their
work. For example, 59% of academically
underprepared students often or very often
prepare two or more drafts of a paper or
assignment before turning it in versus
42% of academically prepared students.

Strategy #4: Use Engaging
Instructional Approaches

Most community college students are
attending college part-time, working

and commuting. Many also are caring
for dependents. Given these competing
priorities, most students spend little time
on campus beyond the time they attend
classes. Indeed, CCSSE data indicate

that overall, the most successful engage-
ment strategies are likely to happen in
classrooms.

The value of capitalizing on the time
students spend in class is illustrated by
items from the active and collaborative
learning benchmark. These data con-
sistently show that students are more
engaged in the classroom than anywhere
else. For example, whereas 21% of students
often or very often work with classmates
outside of class to prepare class assign-
ments, more than double that number,
45%, often or very often work with other
students on projects during class.

CCSSE research shows that active and
collaborative learning is broadly related
to a range of student outcomes, including
persistence and academic achievement.
Colleges and their faculty can play to

the strength of in-class engagement and
maximize use of instructional approaches
that engage students.

CCFSSE data, particularly those concern-
ing how faculty members use class time,
also provide useful insights. Almost a
third of faculty respondents (31%) report
that they spend more than half of their
class time lecturing. More than one-fifth
of respondents (21%) spend zero hours

on small group activities; nearly three
quarters of respondents (74%) spend less
than 20% of class time on such activities.
Colleges can use these data to encourage
faculty members to use more engaging in-
structional strategies and to identify areas
of focus for professional development.

Strategy # 5: Make
Engagement Inescapable

Colleges are most likely to engage students
when they make engagement inescapable.

CCSSE BENCHMARK

Committing to Student Engagement: Reflections on CCSSE’s First Five Years

For example, survey items from the
student-faculty interaction benchmark
show that students and faculty members
are most likely to interact when they
already are in the same place — the class-
room. Strikingly, only 15% of students
say they discussed ideas from classes with
instructors outside the classroom often or
very often, and nearly half (47%) say they
never had such conversations.

But colleges and their faculty members
can set the tone for — and set the terms

of — student engagement. With regard to
student-faculty interaction, for example,
colleges can require students to see faculty
members in their offices at least once
before mid-semester or develop strategies
for faculty to build career planning into
the classroom experience.

Faculty members who are thinking
intentionally about course design also
can make other types of engagement
inescapable. They can require students to
work on projects with other students out-
side of class, require a service learning
project, make the end-of-course assess-
ment a group project, and so on.

Student-Faculty Interaction Happens Primarily in the Classroom

Discussed grades or assignments
with an instructor

— Very often
14%

Never ——=

Sometimes

Source: 2007 CCSSE Gohort data.

Maricopa Community College District - Office of Institutional Effectiveness

Discussed ideas from readings or
classes with instructors outside
the classroom

I Very often
4%
———— Often
11%

Never —|

Sometimes

Note: Percentages may not total 100% due to rounding.

2007 Findings Executive Summary

For more information about CCSSE and the 2007 survey, visit www.ccsse.org.



Special Focus:
Entering Student
Engagement

The CCSSE survey includes five special
focus items that examine an area of
student experience and institutional
performance that is critical for student
success. The special focus items address a
different topic each year.

The 2007 special focus items highlight
entering student engagement, an area of
growing interest to CCSSE and to many
community colleges.

The CCSSE survey is administered in the
spring term, by which time most students
will have had some substantial experi-
ence with their institutions — experience
that is important for responding to the
CCSSE survey. But longitudinal data
show that community colleges lose many
students before a second term of enroll-
ment. Thus, by the spring term, the stu-
dents who still are in college, particularly
those from higher-risk groups, might
already be considered college “survivors.”

Thus, CCSSE is introducing a sharper
focus on the front door of the college. This
work begins with the 2007 special focus
survey items, which elicit information from
students about their experiences in the first
four weeks of college. These survey items
address advising, instructional techniques,
orientation, and other practices associated
with improved student success.

CCSSE’s focus on the front door will
continue with its new Survey of Entering

Community College Leadership Program
The University of Texas at Austin

1 University Station D5600

Student Engagement (SENSE). Results
from the SENSE pilot administration
will be described in the first-look report
for SENSE — Starting Right: A First Look
at Engaging Entering Students — to be
published in spring 2008.

Taken together, CCSSE and SENSE will
offer complementary pieces of the student
success puzzle, with CCSSE providing a
comprehensive look at the overall quality
of all students’ educational experiences
and SENSE offering a focused snapshot
of new students and their earliest college
experiences.

Entering Students: Get Them
While You Can

The special focus survey items show that
fewer than half of students (43%) met
with an advisor to discuss educational
goals in the first four weeks of college,
and more than a third of students (36%)
did not complete an assessment test for
course placement by the end of their first
four weeks of college.

Nearly one-third of entering students
(32%) did not attend an orientation
course. Among students who attended
an orientation course, slightly more than
a third (36%) say they were very satisfied
with their experience.

In classrooms, 62% of respondents report
that instructors used techniques that
encouraged them to be actively involved
often or very often during their first four
weeks of college. Overall, 35% of students
report that they are very satisfied with
their colleges’ processes for working with
new students.

Committing to Student Engagement: Reflections on CCSSE’s First Five Years

Key Findings: Entering Student
Experiences

Advising

By the end of my FIRST FOUR WEEKS at
this college, | had met with an aavisor to
discuss my educational goals.

No, | have discussed
educational goals
with an advisor, but
it did not happen
during my first four

weeks at this ’— | do not recall

college

9%
13%

Yes

No, | did not meet
with an advisor by
the end of my first
four weeks at this
college

No, I met with an
advisor by the

end of my first
four weeks at this
college, but we
did not discuss my
educational goals

Assessment tests

By the end of my FIRST FOUR WEEKS |
had completed an initial assessment test
to determine which reading, writing, and
math courses | should enroll in.

| do not recall —|

9%

Yes

No

Source: 2007 CCSSE data.

Partially supported by grants from
Houston Endowment Inc.

The James Irvine Foundation

CCSSE

Community College Survey
of Student Engagement

Lumina Foundation for Education

) 767IRRTS MetLife Foundation

T: 512.471.6807 | F: 512.471.4209
info@ccsse.org
WWW.CCSSe.0rg

Co-sponsored by
The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching

Editorial and design by KSA-Plus Communications, Inc.



National Community College Benchmark Project
MCCCD and National Results

2008 Report of Aggregate Data

MCCCD Mean is:
11:[ CCllt) National Results Below, Equal to, or
Category Indicator esults Above National Median
10th . 90th
Mean Percentile | Median | o o e Below | Equal Above
Cost per Credit Cost per Credit Hour $117 $87 $130 $205 X
Hr. & FTSE Cost per FTSE $3,505 | $2,608 | $3,904 | $6,145 | X
Credit, College- College-level Course Retention 0 o o o
level Course (A,B,C,D,F.P) 82% 81% 89% 93% X
Retention & Successful College-level Course 0 0 0
Success Completion (A.B.C.P) 74% 68% 74% 82% X
) Fall 2006 to Spring 2007 61% 58% 69% 75% X
Persistence
Fall 2006 to Fall 2007 45% 39% 47% 54% X
First-time Student | 3"+ Completer Rate for Full time 17% | 9% | 17% | 33% X
Cohort (3-yr 3-Yr. Completer Rate for Part ti
Completions) S;uéémgmp eter Rate for Part time 50 29 50, 15% X
3-Yr. Transfer Rate for Full time Students 6% 7% 18% 30% X
Transfer of First- | 3-Yr. Transfer Rate for Part time Students 2% 3% 12% 26% X
Time Students 3-Year Completer or Transfer Rate for
(RTK) to College [ Full time Students 23% 22% 37% 58% X
3-Yea}r Completer or Transfer Rate for 8% 8% 18% 339, e
Part time Students
College Algebra 55% 44% 56% 71% X
Core Academic - — S S S -
Area Successful English Composition I 69% 60% 70% 79% X
E::rgpéeg;m English Composition I 59% 57% 67% 76% X
T Speech Communication 71% 66% 75% 86% X
Credit Course Withdrawals 18% 7% 12% 19% X
Institution-wide Credit Course Completers 82% 81% 88% 93% X
Credit Grades Credit Course Success 73% 67% 73% 80% X
Credit Course A & B Grades 56% 49% 55% 62% X
ot Year Cumulative GPA for New 201 | 270 | 288 | 3.3 X
Transfer Ist Year Avg. Credit Hours Taken by New
Performance Transtoreos Y 1932 | 1589 | 21.61 | 25.46 X
Percent Persisted to Following Year 86% 69% 79% 88% X
Developmental Developmental Math Retention 66% 68% 83% 92% X
Course Retention [ Developmental English Retention 77% 76% 88% 94% X
AB,C,D,F,P - -
( ) Developmental Reading Retention 82% 79% 88% 94% X
Developmental Developmental Math Success 50% 46% 54% 67% X
Course Success Developmental English Success 61% 53% 64% 74% X
(AB.CP) Developmental Reading Success 68% 54% 68% 78% X
http://www.nccbp.org/
Maricopa Community College District - Office of Institutional Effectiveness 45




National Community College Benchmark Project
MCCCD and National Results

2008 Report of Aggregate Data

MCCCD Mean is:
11:[ CCllt) National Results Below, Equal to, or
Category Indicator esults Above National Median
10th . 90th
Mean Percentile | Median | o o e Below | Equal Above
Developmental English Student -
Developmental Successful Completion of First College- 72% 61% 70% 81% X
Success in First level English Course within 1 Year
College-level Developmental Math Student - Successful
Courses Completion of First College-level Math | 63% 50% 65% 78% X
Course within 1 Year
Market Credit Student Market Penetration 6% 1% 3% 6% X
Penetration Non-Credit Student Market Penetration 1% 0.2% 1% 6% X
Access & Minority Student Representation 32% 5% 19% 54% X
Participation Minority Employee Representation 22% 3% 11% 35% X
IS\i\;::rage Class Credit Sections 20.8 14.9 19.0 22.6 X
Student/ Faculty Credit Courses 16.5 13.7 17.8 23.2 X
Ratio
% Credit Hours by Full time Faculty 40% 42% 54% 72% X
Instructional % Credit Hours by Part time Faculty 60% 28% 46% 58% X
Faculty Load % Sections by Full time Faculty 37% 38% 53% 68% X
% Sections by Part time Faculty 63% 32% 47% 62% X
Retirements & Retirements Rate 2% 0% 2% 4% X
Departures Departures Rate 7% 2% 5% 12% X
http://www.nccbp.org/
Maricopa Community College District - Office of Institutional Effectiveness 46




National Community College Benchmark Project (NCCBP)

The National Community College Benchmark Project provides community colleges with opportunities to
report outcome and effectiveness data, receive reports of benchmarks, and compare their data with those
of other institutions.

NCCBP was established in 2003 to satisfy needs for comparative data in critical performance
areas. Annual data collection begins in March, and reports of national aggregate data and opportunities to
compare benchmark results with other community colleges become available each fall.

Data are confidential. Institutional data are not identified in national aggregate reports to other
subscribing institutions, and institutions can make peer comparisons without revealing their own
information. An annual report to facilitate exchange of best practices, however, lists names of
institutions, with their permissions, that scored above the 80th percentile on each benchmark.

Subscribers provide benchmark data on a range of learning outcomes and institutional
processes. Definitions of benchmarks are included in data-collection materials and are updated annually.
NCCBP benchmarks include the following:

e Certificate, degree completion and transfer rates

e Credit course persistence rates

e Performance in transfer institutions

o Student satisfaction and engagement ratings

e Student goal attainment

e College-level course retention and success rates

e Developmental course retention and success rates
o Developmental student success in first college-level courses
e (Career program completers' employment status and employer ratings
e Success rates in core academic skill areas

e Institution-wide grade information

e Minority participation rates

o High school graduate enrollment rates

e Market penetration rates

e Business and Industry productivity

e Average credit section size

o Student/faculty ratio

e Distance learning outcomes

e Instructional faculty load

e Cost per credit hour and FTE student

o Distance learning sections and grade distributions
e Student/student services staff ratio

o Human resources statistics

e Cost per credit hour

e Training expenditures per e

Source: NCCBP Web Site http://www.nccbp.org/
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http://www.nccbp.org/

2008 NCCBP Participants
Characteristics: All Reporting Institutions

Institution Type Calendar
Single-campus: 123 65.43% Semester:
Multi-campus: 60 31.91% Quarter:
Multi-college District: 5 2.66% Trimester:
Other:
Campus Environment
Primarily Urban: 51 27.13%
Primarily Suburban: 76 40.43%  Faculty Unionized
Primarily Rural: 60 31.91% Yes:
No:

Control
Public: 188 100.00%
Private:

Mid-South Community College (AR)
NorthWest Arkansas Community College (AR)
Ouachita Technical College (AR)
Chandler-Gilbert Community College (AZ)
Cochise College (AZ)

Estrella Mountain Community College (AZ)
GateWay Community College (AZ)
Glendale Community College (AZ)
Maricopa Community College District (AZ)
Mesa Community College (AZ)

Paradise Valley Community College (AZ)
Phoenix College (AZ)

Rio Salado College (AZ)

Scottsdale Community college (AZ)

South Mountain Community College (AZ)
Yavapai College (AZ)

Colorado Mountain College (CO)

Chipola College (FL)

Lake City Community College (FL)

Polk Community College (FL)

Seminole Community College (FL)

South Florida Community College (FL)

St. Johns River Community College (FL)
Valencia Community College (FL)

DeKalb Technical College (GA)

Middle Georgia Technical College (GA)
Hawaii Community College (HI)

Honolulu Community College (HI)
Kapiolani Community College (HI)

Kauai Community College (HI)

Leeward Community College (HI)

Maui Community College (HI)

Windward Community College (HI)

Des Moines Area Community College (IA)
Ellsworth Community College (lA)

Maricopa Community College District - Office of Institutional Effectiveness

A NN

94
94

95.21%
3.72%
0.53%
0.53%

50.00%
50.00%
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Hawkeye Community College (IA)

lowa Lakes Community College (IA)

lowa Western Community College (IA)
Kirkwood Community College (1A)

Marshalltown Community College (IA)

North lowa Area Community College (IA)
Northeast lowa Community College (IA)
Western lowa Tech Community College (I1A)
Black Hawk College (IL)

College of DuPage (IL)

Harper College (IL)

lllinois Central College (IL)

lllinois Valley Community College (IL)
Kankakee Community College (IL)

Kaskaskia College (IL)

Moraine Valley Community College (IL)
Waubonsee Community College (IL)

Ivy Tech Comm College of Indiana-Cent Office (IN)
Barton County Community College (KS)

Butler Community College (KS)

Fort Scott Community College (KS)

Garden City Community College (KS)
Hutchinson Community College (KS)

Johnson County Community College (KS)
Kansas City Kansas Community College (KS)
Ashland Community & Technical College (KY)
Bluegrass Community & Technical College (KY)
Bowling Green Technical College (KY)

Hazard Community & Technical College (KY)
Henderson Community College (KY)
Hopkinsville Community College (KY)

Jefferson Community & Technical College (KY)
Madisonville Community & Technical College (KY)
Maysville Community & Technical College (KY)
Owensboro Community & Technical College (KY)
Somerset Community & Technical College (KY)
Southeast Kentucky Community & Technical College (KY)
West Kentucky Community & Technical College (KY)
Quincy College (MA)

Carroll Community College (MD)

Hagerstown Community College (MD)

Howard Community College (MD)

Central Maine Community College (ME)

Bay de Noc Community College (MI)

Delta College (MI)

Jackson Community College (Ml)

Kalamazoo Valley Community College (MI)
Lake Michigan College (MI)

Macomb Community College (MI)

Northwestern Michigan College (MI)

Oakland Community College (MI)

Schoolcraft College (MI)

Southwestern Michigan College (M)

Maricopa Community College District - Office of Institutional Effectiveness
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Century College (MN)

Minneapolis Community and Technical College (MN)
East Central College (MO)

Metropolitan Community College - Kansas City (MO)
Metropolitan Community College - Longview (MO)
Metropolitan Community College - Penn Valley (MO)
Ozarks Technical Community College (MO)

St. Charles Community College (MO)

State Fair Community College (MO)
Asheville-Buncombe Technical Comm College (NC)
Central Piedmont Community College (NC)

Wake Technical Community College (NC)
Metropolitan Community College (NE)

Burlington County College (NJ)

Gloucester County College (NJ)

Raritan Valley Community College (NJ)

Dofia Ana Community College (NM)

Eastern New Mexico University - Roswell (NM)
San Juan College (NM)

Truckee Meadows Community Colleges (NV)
Broome Community College (NY)

Cayuga Community College (NY)

Clinton Community College (NY)
Columbia-Greene Community College (NY)
Corning Community College (NY)

Dutchess Community College (NY)

Erie Community College (NY)

Fashion Institute of Technology (NY)

Genesee Community College (NY)

Hudson Valley Community College (NY)
Jamestown Community College (NY)

Jefferson Community College (NY)

Mohawk Valley Community College (NY)

Monroe Community College (NY)

Niagara County Community College (NY)

North Country Community College (NY)
Onondaga Community College (NY)

Orange County Community College (NY)
Rockland Community College (NY)

Schenectady County Community College (NY)
Suffolk County Community College (NY)
Tompkins Cortland Community College (NY)
Ulster County Community College (NY)
Westchester Community College (NY)

Cincinnnati State Technical and Comm College (OH)
Cuyahoga Community College (OH)

Lorain County Community College (OH)
Oklahoma City Community College (OK)

Bucks County Community College (PA)

Butler County Community College (PA)
Community College of Allegheny County (PA)
Community College of Beaver County (PA)
Community College of Philadelphia (PA)

Maricopa Community College District - Office of Institutional Effectiveness
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Delaware County Community College (PA)
Harrisburg Area Community College (PA)

Lehigh Carbon Community College (PA)

Luzerne County Community College (PA)
Montgomery County Community College (PA)
Northampton Community College (PA)
Pennsylvania Highlands Community College (PA)
Reading Area Community College (PA)
Westmoreland County Community College (PA)
Spartanburg Community College (SC)

Tri-County Technical College (SC)

Trident Technical College (SC)

Chattanooga State Technical Comm College (TN)
Cleveland State Community College (TN)
Columbia State Community College (TN)
Dyersburg State Community College (TN)
Jackson State Community College (TN)

Motlow State Community College (TN)

Nashville State Technical Community College (TN)
Northeast State Technical Community College (TN)
Pellissippi State Technical Community College (TN)
Roane State Community College (TN)

Southwest Tennessee Community College (TN)
Volunteer State Community College (TN)

Walters State Community College (TN)

Amarillo College (TX)

Austin Community College District (TX)
Brazosport College (TX)

Brookhaven College (TX)

Collin County Community College District (TX)
Del Mar College (TX)

North Central Texas College (TX)

Northwest Vista College (TX)

Palo Alto College (TX)

Richland College (TX)

San Antonio College (TX)

St. Philip's College (TX)

Salt Lake Community College (UT)

Bellevue Community College (WA)

Clark College (WA)

Lower Columbia College (WA)

Spokane Falls Community College (WA)

Fox Valley Technical College (WI)

Milwaukee Area Technical College (WI)
Waukesha County Technical College (WI)
Northern Wyoming Community College District (WY)

Maricopa Community College District - Office of Institutional Effectiveness
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Institution Wide Credit Course Withdrawal Rates by Student Characteristics

n - This column shows total withdrawals in all courses including developmental, 100 and 200-levels.
% - This column shows the percent of enrollments withdrawn with grades W and Y.

Fall 2002 Fall 2003 Fall 2004 Fall 2005 Fall 2006  Fall 2007*

n % n % n % n % n % n %
Total Withdrawn 56,308 17.5% 59,261 17.6% 62,228 17.8% 65,254 18.6% 63,607 18.4% 65,952 19.2%
Race/Ethnic Background
American Indian 2,151 23% 2,243 22% 2,251 21% 2,454 23% 2473 25% 2,641 25%
Asian/Pacific Islander 1,758 16% 1,850 17% 1,868 16% 2,026 16% 2,180 17% 2,544 17%
Black 3,558 22% 4267 23% 4866 24% 5,183 24% 5,200 24% 6,609 27%
Hispanic 10,481 19% 11,411 19% 11,829 18% 13,403 20% 13,268 20% 14,390 21%
White 31,930 17% 32,711 17% 34,747 17% 35,880 18% 33,771 17% 36,285 18%
Other 1,499 18% 1,681 20% 1,762 20% 1,802 20% 1,684 19% 1,484 20%
Unknown 4931 16% 5,008 16% 4,905 17% 4,506 17% 5,031 18% 1,999 18%
Gender
Female 28,242 17% 30,104 17% 31,652 17% 34,044 18% 32,918 18% 33,719 18%
Male 25,416  19% 26,502 19% 28,505 19% 29,513 20% 29,008 20% 30,244 20%
Unknown 2,650 15% 2,655 15% 2,071 16% 1,697 17% 1,681 18% 1,989 21%
Age
Less than 25 35,936 18% 37,606 19% 38948 19% 42,620 20% 41,326 20% 43,213 20%
25 or Older 19,680 16% 21,180 16% 22,760 17% 22,281 17% 21,858 17% 22,589 18%
Unknown 692  13% 475 10% 520 11% 353 10% 423 12% 150  10%
High School Status
HS Diploma 42,776  18% 45,473 18% 48,193 18% 51,458 19% 50,506 19% 54,664 19%
GED 4927 23% 5376 22% 5,928 24% 5801 23% 5237 23% 6,341 26%
No GED/Diploma 1,662 23% 1,649 21% 1,743 22% 1,708 22% 1,826 21% 1,496 22%
Other/Unknown 6,943 13% 6,763 13% 6,364 12% 6,287 13% 6,038 12% 3,451 11%
Intent/Goal**
Transfer
Transfer 22,397  19% 23,098 20% 24,643 20% 25,822 21% 24,959 21% 22,981 21%
Degree + Transfer 6,510 18% 6,866 19% 6,678 19% 9,708 20% 9,175 19% 23,624 19%
Certificate + Transfer 97 14% 130 16% 168 19% 304 21% 333 16% 1,522 18%
Workforce
Degree 8,950 16% 10,304 16% 11,302 17% 8,469 17% 7,807 16% 3,836 16%
Certificate 985 9% 1,391 11% 1,570 12% 1,324 11% 1,526 12% 2,024 10%
Take Courses 6,399 17% 6,496 17% 6,899 16% 8202 16% 7,884 17% 6,173 20%
Personal Interest 4,146 18% 3,655 16% 3,530 16% 3,827 17% 3,579 17% 2,581 18%
Unknown 6,824 16% 7,321 16% 7,438 17% 7,598 19% 8,344 18% 3,211 18%
Enrollment Status
Full Time 2,165 2% 2,201 2% 2,165 2% 2,016 2% 1,972 2% 3,732 3%
Part Time 54,143  24% 57,060 25% 60,063 25% 63,238 26% 61,635 26% 62220 27%

* Preliminary numbers not submitted to NCCBP yet
**Conversion of Legacy data resulted in an increase in transfer intent/goals.
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Institution Wide Credit Course Completion Success Rates by Student Characteristics

n - This column shows enrollments completed successfully in all courses including developmental, 100 and 200-levels.

% - This column shows the percent of enrollments completed with grades A, B, C, and P.

Total Successful

Race/Ethnic Background

American Indian
Asian/Pacific Islander
Black

Hispanic

White

Other

Unknown

Gender

Female
Male
Unknown

Age
Less than 25

25 or Older
Unknown

High School Status

HS Diploma
GED

No GED/Diploma
Other/Unknown

Intent/Goal**

Transfer

Transfer

Degree + Transfer

Certificate + Transfer
Workforce

Degree

Certificate

Take Courses
Personal Interest
Unknown

Enrollment Status

Full Time
Part Time

Fall 2002

n

%

Fall 2003

n

%

Fall 2004

n

%

Fall 2005

n

%

Fall 2006

n

%

Fall 2007*

n

%

239,473 74.4% 250,643 74.4%

5,999
8,383
10,672
38,742
145,028
5,907
24,742

129,939
94,739
14,795

140,023
95,359
4,091

178,049
14,811
4,942
41,671

82,981
26,900
520

41,909

8,861
27,887
17,344
33,071

88,570
150,903

64%
77%
66%
71%
76%
73%
78%

76%
1%
81%

72%
78%
80%

74%
68%
67%
80%

72%
74%
76%

75%
85%
75%
74%
78%

91%
67%

6,637
8,316
11,754
43,047
149,545
6,124
25,220

136,624
99,860
14,159

145,937
100,709
3,997

188,020
16,463
5,304
40,856

83,504
26,919
602

47,415
10,805
30,181
16,982
34,235

97,159
153,484

* Preliminary numbers not submitted to NCCBP yet

65%
75%
64%
1%
76%
2%
78%

76%
2%
80%

72%
78%
83%

74%
69%
69%
80%

72%
73%
75%

75%
84%
T7%
76%
T7%

91%
67%

259,288 74.0%

7,025
8,709
13,242
46,879
155,139
6,142
22,152

142,872
106,729
9,687

151,351
104,080
3,857

195,479
16,887
5,472
41,450

86,436
25,115
635

51,048
11,428
33,496
17,198
33,932

100,716
158,572

67%
76%
64%
2%
76%
T1%
76%

76%
2%
T7%

72%
T7%
83%

73%
68%
69%
81%

T1%
72%
72%

75%
84%
T7%
77%
76%

91%
66%

**Conversion of Legacy data resulted in an increase in transfer intent/goals.
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255,517 72.8%

6,803
9,427
13,641
46,666
153,660
6,240
19,080

141,563
106,476
7,478

153,873
93,600
2,609

192,724
17,102
5,350
40,341

85,483
34,692
980

37,811

9,961
39,454
17,362
29,774

97,194
158,323

64%
76%
63%
70%
75%
70%
74%

74%
1%
75%

72%
70%
74%

72%
68%
68%
80%

69%
71%
69%

74%
84%
78%
76%
73%

91%
65%

251,159 72.7%

6,177
9,846
13,330
46,879
147,373
6,288
21,266

138,793
105,492
6,874

148,258
100,032
2,869

188,416
15,562
5,881
41,300

82,948
33,711
1,551

35,950
10,330
36,386
16,275
34,008

96,974
154,185

62%
75%
62%
70%
75%
T1%
74%

74%
T1%
73%

70%
T7%
82%

71%
68%
69%
81%

69%
71%
76%

75%
83%
76%
76%
74%

91%
65%

247,547 71.9%

6,731
11,348
14,499
47275

154,305

5,147

8,242

135,900
105,117
6,530

150,467
95,852
1,228

200,575
15,791
4,537
26,644

73,474
86,299
6,116

18,276
17,670
22,207
10,581
12,924

98,419
149,128

63%
75%
59%
69%
75%
70%
73%

73%
70%
68%

70%
75%
84%

71%
65%
68%
83%

68%
T1%
74%

T7%
86%
2%
74%
2%

89%
64%
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