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Message from the Provost

As a leader in the field of noncredit/adult education, NOCE continues the work on
standardization of the metrics specifically designed to measure institutional effectiveness of
noncredit programs and services.

One of the most significant statewide accomplishments in 2017-18 was the establishment of

common adult education metrics which aligned the K-12 and community college data systems.

Over the course of the past year, field teams com
California Department of Education, K-12 adult education and community college practitioners

established the indicators that would consistently represent success of adult education students

across the state. NOCE team members joined other community college practitioners in this

important work. The identified adult education success indicators were later incorporated into

the California Community College Student Success Metrics, Strong Workforce Program Success

Indicators, and California Adult Education Program Success Metrics. Many of the success

meas ures depicted in the NOCE®G6Gs Institutional Ef f e
indicators. Examples include equitable access, completion of high school diplomas and

certificates, retention, transition to post -secondary, employment and earnings.

The research team at NOCE have been key players in the conversations at both the local and

state levels regarding success metrics for noncredit students. In an effort to create a learning
community among noncredit pr acbnalRéesearckandRlanmfh@QCEGs O
(OIRP) has spearheaded the creation of the first State Noncredit Research and Planning

Committee. OIRP worked in collaboration with four other noncredit institutions over two years

to create buy-in from the California CommunityCol | ege Chancel |l ords Office |
Planning Group. They were formalized and recognized in spring 2018 by the RP Group. This

group meets on a quarterly basis to discuss research directly related to noncredit programs and

initiatives.

The makeup of student populations served by NOCE mirrors the NOCCCD service area
demographic changes that involve race, ethnicity, gender, age, and educational preparation.
When comparing the ethnic, gender, and age distribution of NOCE students across the three
years to the community -of-service data, NOCE served all groups of students proportionately. In
fact, NOCE is known to serve the older adult student population which increased by nearly 2% in
the past year. Older adults are the fastest growing population in Orange County.

As evidenced by the record-breaking 2018 Career and Technical Education graduating class,
NOCE plays a critical role in increasing the numbers of middle skilled employees and improving
their compatibility in the industries of the greatest demand, locally and statewide. According to
the results of the 2017 Career and Technical Education Outcomes Survey, students who
completed NOCE CTE programs found employment and increased their earnings.



NOCE achieved a new level of success in 201748 as indicated by higher rates of achievement in

all key success metrics: number of continuing students, course retention and success,

persistence, and noncredit-to-credit transition rate. Additional highlights from OIRP, include the

Campus Climate Survey, StopOutSur vey and t he Noncredit Dashboards
first Campus Climate Survey to students and employees. This survey provided baseline data for

campus climate. The StopOut Survey was released in fall 2017, this survey captured data solely

from high school students who stopped out and/or returned after a period of absence. OIRP

released Noncredit Dashboards in summer 2018, the
trends and lab usage.

OIRP identified several key projects for the next year. It willparticipate in the redesign of the

NOCE Strategic Plan by developing outcomes and me
Additionally, OIRP will continue to build the enrollment management system for NOCE by

establishing key indicators of successful enollment management and developing the tools to

monitor student attendance on a continuous basis. One of the most important projects is

planned for the next year which entails collecting student feedback through surveys and focus

groups on the topics of basic needs, reasons for stopping out of classes, and academic calendar

preferences.

NOCEds I nstitutional Ef fectiveness Report (I ER) i
for NOCE®ds noncredit offerings. Stinclddedirtthisparti ci pa
yeards | ER is an invaluable tool for evaluating o
rare resource contributing to telling the story of the students served in college -based adult

education. OIRP presented at several majoreducational conferences. Dulce Delgadillo, Interim

Director of Institutional Research and Planning, and Jason Makabali, Senior Research Analyst,

and Dr. Harpreet Uppal, Interim Senior Research Analyst were invited to the American

Educational Research Assocat i on Conf er ence, the worl dbds | arges
researchers, to participate in a panel discussion addressing opportunities and challenges of

adult education students and to present the findings of the NOCE Adult High School Drop Out

Survey.

| want to express my gratitude to all who contributed to the production of this report, especially
NOCEds Of fice of Institutional Research and Pl ann

Harpreet Uppal and all supporting staff, Kulvir Beinig, Jnal Mehta, Duc Nguyen, Tania Lee, Andy
Pham, and Pragyee Mool.
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Executive Summary

The executive summary
highlights the major findings fron
North Orange Continuing
9RdzOl A2y Q& Ly
Effectiveness Report.



North Orange Continuing Education (NOCE)is one of the largest community college based
providers of adult education in the state. Since its founding in 1973, NOCE has expanded its
student body and the services offered. NOCE is responsiveo evolving commun ity needs by
offering a wide range of programs and services in basic skills, career technical education and
English as a second language NOCE provides programs for individuals with disabilities, older
adults, and parents. NOCEis dedicated to its mission of serving the whole community by
preparing students for productive civic engagement and supporting learning goals across
lifespan, at no cost or an affordable cost, creating access for all.

NOCE WASC Ation Plan aligns with its mission, vision, and goals as with the North Orange

County Community Col | eSgawegidiirectionsi Thet WASC ActivORIa@ C D )

identifies three areas of focus:Institutional Effectiveness , Educational Pathways and Student

Services. The three WASC Action Plangoalsar e used to assess NOCEOGs procg
achieving the identified areas for enhancement.

The three WASC ActionPlan goals are as follows:

WASC Action Plan Goal 1 & Institutional Effectiveness : Develop processes and mechanisms
to integrate all NOCE planning initiatives, evaluate their effectiveness, and design continuous
improvement cycle.

WASC Action Plan Goal 2 & Educational Pathways: Repackage existing learning options in
the form of educational pathways and create new educational pathways to increase the
likelihood of completion and transition to credit programs and beyond.

WASC Action Plan Goal 3 & Student Services: Align student services from various funding
streams to improve student performance as measured by common indicators.

To assess whereNOCE standsin meeting these goals, data related to the programs and
students served at NOCEwas analyzal acrossthe last three academic years(2015-16 to 2017-
18). Below arethe key findings from the data:

1 NOCE continues to see a decrease in student headcount and enrollments for NOCE
overall and programs. However, the proportion of offsite enroliments has increased over
the past three academic years.

1 NOCE students who identify as Hispanic or Latino (34%), White (32%) or Asian (27%)
make up the three largest ethnic groups served by NOCE overall and NOCE programs.

1 The NOCEstudent population is over two -thirds female. A larger proportion of females
being served is mirrored by most NOCE Programs, with the exception of the Disability
Support Services (DSSyvhich serves more males 61%) than females.



NOCE mostly serves older adults34% of NOCE students are 55 or olderand this
proportion decreased the past year from 46%. This differs for the High School Diploma
and GED/HISET Preparation Program (HSDP) which serves more students in the 18 to 24
years of age category 34%). About 84% of the LEAP students consist of either minors
(under 18 years of age) or older adults.

The top two goals identified by NOCE students are basic skills improvement and
educational enrichment. This is reflected in the NOCE course enrollments since the two
largest programs at NOCE are LEAP and English as Second Language (ESL).

NOCE continues to retain over 80%of students in courses over the past three years.
Hispanic or Latino students are retained at lower rates in courses, whileWhite students
are retained at the highest rates. Females continue to beretained in NOCE courses at
higher rates compared to males. Of all NOCE programs, HSDP had the lowest course
retention rates, approximately 67%.

NOCE course success rates continue to increase tover an 80% success rate for NOCE
overall for 2017-18. White students continue to have the highest course success rates
Hispanic or Latino students have the lowest rates, although these rates have been
increasing over the past three years.LEAP and DSS programs both showed higher
success rates compaed to NOCE overall, while HSDP hd the lowest. This may be due to
the self-paced and open-enrollment nature of the HSDP.

Both average and median hours were calculated for NOCE and instructional programs.
DSS students on average, complete the greatest number of attendance hours, with each
student averaging and having a median of over 200 hours per academic year.Despite a
decline in NOCE headcount, overall averagehours completed across NOCE have
increased by about 5 hours from 2015-16 to 2017-18.

NOCE continues to retain about one in four (26%) of its student from Fall to Fall. There is
great variation in retention rates among programs, with DSS seeing the highest Fall to
Fall retention rates at over 50% followed by LEAP with 33% for 201718. HSDPand CTE
continue to experience lower Fall to Fall retention rates at around 20% and 22%,
respectively.

Persistence rates have slightly declined the last three yearswith about 27% of NOCE
students persisting towards their academic goals, LEAP notwittstanding. When looking
at the last three cohorts, Asian,Black or African American and White students
consistently had higher persistence rates compared to NOCE overall.

Since 2015-16, there continues to be an increase in the number of Career Technical
Education (CTE) certificates awardedThe Pharmacy Technician program has seen a
consistent decline (34%) in certificates awarded.However, there has been a consistent
increase (34%) in the number of Medical Assistant certificates awarded during the same
time frame.



1 The number of DSS certificateshas continued to grow over the past three years. In
addition, the DSS program began awarding Braille Transcribing certificatesduring the
2017-18 academic year.

1 About 13% of NOCE students transition to Fullerton College or Cypress College within six
years of their initial enroliment at NOCE. This rate has remained steady at about 13% for
the past three cohorts.

1 Over the past five years, over a fifth of NOCE students hae been employed in the
second fiscal quarter after exiting the community college system.

1 Since 201516, the number of students who completed an orientation has been
continually increasing from 4,551 up to 6,140 in 2017-18.

1 Close to 90% of the students who completed an assessment and 90% of the students
who completed an education plan enrolled in courses in the same year.

The findings from the 2017-18 Institutional Effectiveness Report suggest that NOCE continues ¢
make progress towards meeting the WASC Action Plan GoalsNOCE continues to serve a wide
range of students with a diverse set of needs and goals.Over the past three years, NOCE has
seen several successeqicluding an increase in DSS and CTE certificatesyverall course success
and overall course retention. OIRP is dedicated to cultivating a culture of data at NOCE and
continues to support the institution through this report in order for the NOCE community t o
make data-driven decisions. Ultimately, NOCE plays a powerful role in the lives ofour students
and their educational pathways. The Institutional Effectiveness Reporthelps illustrate their
success stories.



Chapter 1: Introduction

Chapter 1 provides

background information on
North Orange Continuing
Education. An overview of the

I nst i tvigidnjnoseidns
and core values are presented.
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Purpose

The purpose of the Institutional Effectiveness Report produced by the Office of Institutional

Research and Planning(OIRP)is to continuously assess the extent to which North Orange

Continuing Education (NOCE) is achieving its vision and mission in servingts students. This

report is intended to serve as a tool to measure
assure their al i\Waestare AssociationofBSchdol® &l Godleges (WASC) Action

Plan and North Orange County Community College Districtd s ( NOCCCD) Strategic D
NOCE is currently in the process of finalizing a new strategic plan which is intended to be

finalized by spring 2019.

Noncredit metrics and indicators have continued to be developed within OIRP to ensure NOCE

is accuratdy capturing programsoeffectiveness areas for growth, and student success.Three

effectiveness indicators have been identified and highlighted in the report to illustrate how

metrics align with NOECEMmsa¥WABLCNnACc NOCHG®Bheasms t | t Ut i
ayearlybasist he NOCE community is better informed about
strengths. This report is not intended to critique the details of NOC E3 individual programs, but

rather provide information to better assess the degree to which these programs support in

achieving NOCEO®Gs v i sThegrocessmofimeasuringrinstitutional effectadness
ensures NOCE®s acc ou mitteeducdtional gualitynd c o mmi t me

Office of Institutional Research and Planning




North Orange County Community College District

Vision

The mission of the North Orange County Community College District is to serve and enrich our
diverse communities by providing a comprehensive program of educational opportunities that
are accessible, academically excellent, and committed to student success and lifelong learning.
Cypress College and Fullerton College will offer associate degrees, vocational certificates and
transfer education, aswell as developmental instruction and a broad array of specialized
training. The School of Continuing Education® will offer non -college-credit programs including
high school diploma completion, basic skills, vocational certificates and self development
courses. Specific activities in both the colleges and School of Continuing will be directed toward
economic development within the community.

District Strategic Directions 2011 - 2020

The District will annually improve the rates of completion for degrees, certificates,

Strategic Direction 1 , . .
diplomas, transfers, transferreadiness requirements, and courses.

The District will annually make progress toward eliminating the documented
achievement gap among race/ethnicity groups.

Strategic Direction 2

Strategic Direction 3 The District will annually improve the success rate for students moving into:

x  The highest-level possible credit basic skills courses in mathematics, English, andEnglish
as a Second Language from noncredit basic skills instruction in the same discipline and

x  College-level courses in mathematics, English and Engliskas-a-Second-Language from
credit basic skills courses in these disciplines and

x  The nexthigher course in the sequence of credit or noncredit basic skills courses in
mathematics, English and Englishas-a-Second-Language.

Strategic Direction 4 The District will implement best practices related to planning including transparent
decision-making processes, support of strategic and comprehensive plaming
activities at campus and District levels, and the allocation of resources to fund
planning priorities.

Strategic Direction 5 The District will develop and sustain collaborative projects and partnerships with
the communityds educational institutic
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North Orange Continuing Education

Vision

NOCE has a comprehensive presence in the community and is recognized foexcellence. NOCE
embraces multiple facets of diversity and is committed to outcome -oriented educational
opportunities in preparing students for productive civic engagement. NOCE is an effective and
affordable option for students who are acquiring personal, academic, and career skills. NOCE is
responsive to evolving community needs.

Mission

To serve the needs of individuals, business, and the community, we educate a diverse student
population in successive essential skills that supportlearning goals across the lifespan.

Core Values
. x  Through a commitment to our mission and vision statement
Integrity x By encouraging a climate of honest and trust
x  Through teamwork that depends on accountability and responsibility
. x As a way to meet | ifebds challenges succe
Learning x As a path to personal and professional growth
x As a lifelong quest

I x By delivering comprehensive quality programs and services
Excellence x By creatively responding to the educational needs of our community

By recognizing and respecting the significance of each unique individual
By offering all learners access to relevant learning opportunities

X X

Diversity

) x  To the individual
Service x To the institution

To the community

Office of Institutional Research and Planning




Institutional Student Learning Outcomes

As a result of enrolling in and completing a North Orange Continuing Education course, group
of courses or entire certificate program, students can be expected to demonstrate the following:

1 Empowerment to be lifelong learners. Students can demonstrate the confidence and
courage to learn how to learn as well as appropriate research, study, inquiry and goat
setting skills.

2 The ability to function effectively within their community. Students demonstrate
appropriate effective interpersonal community, critical thinking and problem-solving
skills as well as an understanding of the value of diversity.

NOCE Strategic Planning Process

In June 2018, NOCE held a strategic planning retreat wherdeedback regarding NOCE 0 s
priorities was solicited from a variety of stakeholders, including management, faculty, and
classified staff. As a result of the group work and feedback received from the retreat, a strategic
planning workgroup was formed. The workgroup consists of NOCE management, faculty, and
classified staff. The purpose of the workgroup was to review the recommendations submitted by
the consultant who led the retreat and write a draft p lan. Once a draft plan is complete, it will be
vetted throughPr ov o st 0 NOGEavhfinalize their strategic plan and action plan in spring
20109.

NOCE Strategic Planning Timeline

Finalize NOCE Strateqgi(

NOCE Strategic Plannin|
Plan and Action Plan

Workgroup Established

NOCE Strategic
Planning Retreat Workgroup meets and drafts

strategicplan and action plan.

Summer 2018 Fall 2018 Winter 2019 Spring 2019
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NOCE Institutional Effectiveness Process

NOCE®s institut i on aidmoergfowards a fiveyea o/de tqpensore NGCE

complies with the WASC Action Plan. This process ensures institutional goals and metrics align

with NOCCCD strategic directions and NOCEds WASC
the cycle include:

9 Student Services Programs I Finance and Business
9 Academic/Instructional 9 Categorical Programs
Programs

The purpose of institutional effectiveness is to provide quality data such that data -driven
decisions and effective planning can be accomplished by NOCE faculty, staff, and administrators.
By monitoring institutional effectiveness in a systematic manner, NOCE can adapt b the

evolving needs of the school, students, and community. Given that this process has been
recently adopted at NOCE, it has evolved and continues to acclimate to the needs of the
institution.

The institutional effectiveness cycle consists of four components:ldentifying and utilizing
institutional effectiveness indicators to continuously assess and evaluate NOCE programs,
processes, and initiatives Setting institution -set standards which determine baseline standards
for institutional effectiveness and student achievement for NOCE; Moving to d eveloping a cycle
to assess institutional effectiveness,is a five-year timeline; Implementing a planning and
program review process at NOCEto

evaluate the effectiveness and progress
of academic programs, student services,
and institutional processes.

¢
With the goal of continuously improving @ <
NOCE®s institut,ithesea ﬁ : institutional <
] effectiveness [=

components are a part of an ongoing T indicators S

. = [}
cycle of assessment and evaluation, g >
actions for improvement, and 3 |rﬁ3?£$r$;:ﬁt
accreditation and compliance. The next A 2

Institution-set
standards

component that is planned to be added
to this cycle is identifying NOCE yearly
goals and targets to determine

effectiveness of programs and student
services m for mdﬁv
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WASC Action Plan

The purpose of the WASC Action Plan is to serveas a guiding document for the continuous
improvement and assessment of NOCEand its programs. Generated through the WASC
Accreditation Self-Study, the action plan identifies key issuesthat help NOCE align with the
overall NOCCCDG®G s s.9he WASCe gadearshipteamieentified thnee areas of
focus:

1 Institutional Effectiveness: NOCE willprovide leadership for noncredit accountability in areas
such as: SLO Development, SLO assessmertevelopment and report of noncredit student
success indicators, and modificationto curriculum instruction based on data related to student
outcomes.

2 Educational Pathway s: A major action institutions can take to increase the likely hood of
student success is to develop strong educational pathways. NOCE has dong-standing
rel ati onshi p swridittollegeb &nd ttd local K-12 districts. Many pathways exist
directing students from K-12 schools to both the credit and noncredit institutions within
NOCCCD, and NOCE is helping to strengthen the existing pathways and create new pathways
through the North Orange County Regional Consortium for Adult Education NOCRQ and
district-wide planning.

3 Student Services : NOCE recognizes that Student Services is another critical area for a school to
invest that will lead to greater student success. The school has been focusing on major
strategies developed through new funding streams such as SSSP, Student Equity, and AEBG
The WASC SeliStudy highlights many of these areas and provided new insight to further build
student services.

About this Report

The Institutional Effectiveness Report presents a comprehensive indepth analysis that sheds

l ight on NOCEGs strengt hsex amidniamge aMOC®BG&s gir rotwd rhn a lA
researching noncredit adult education , the Office of Institutional Research and Planning has

identified key metrics that serve aseffectiveness indicatorsthat can be linked back to NOCE & s

WASC Ation Plan. These effectiveness indicators helpthe NOCE community identify the

200 GKS dAYS 2F gNRGAY3I (0 KwesinothiBatad tli%. Bededt Sa@eichangefo/ ! OG A2y
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i nst it utrésetondrss aphiewingits goals in the action plan. Efectiveness indicators will
be discussed at greater length in a following section.

Throughout the report, effectivenessindicators have been labelled with icons to identify the
metrics that link back to NOCE &6 s WA S C .Eaveringdhe thréd beoad areas of
Institutional Effectiveness, Educational Pathways, and Student Serviceshe icons below
represent each of the goals identified in the WASC Action Plan:

WASC Action Plan Goal 1 9 Institutional Effectiveness:  Develop processes
/I and mechanisms to integrate all NOCE planning initiatives, evaluate their
| I I effectiveness, and design continuous improvement cycle.

WASC Action Plan Goal 2 6 Educational Pathways: Repackage existing learning

) options in the form of educational pathways and create new educational pathways to
“===°increase the likelihood of completion and transition to credit programs and beyond.
[

WASC Action Plan Goal 3 & Student Services: Align student services from various
* funding streams to improve student performance as measured by common indicators.

This report is structured to place the emphasis on the institutional effectiveness indicators and

N O C E & sall progress toward improving institutional effectiveness as captured by these

indicators. As t he Cal i fornia Communi teylvesS théiristedgnesuccdsa nc el | ©
metrics, it is OlIRPO&ds intent to crtiegaeeedswithl i gnment
locally defined metrics. As a result, the structure of the report will align with the categories in

which the Chancell or 6s Siplified®MetrichlLikslastcyban dawm willleo us e f
broken down by individual programs and services based on indicators. Chapter two will focus on

equitable access and examine community trends and enroliment patterns of NOCE students to

identify the needs of the community NOCE serves. This chapter will also provide insight into the

types of students served, providing overall demographic information. Chapter three will be

focused on the learning progress of NOCE students within their academic term The metrics

examined in this chapter will include course retention and course success Chapter four will be

looking at the momentum students have gained in their academic journey at NOCE and will

consider their hours completed, term to term retention, and persistence rates. These indicators

will evaluate the achievements of NOCE®G6s students
academic goals. Chapterfive focuses on students@successin achieving these goals and presents

certificate and diploma completion rates, along with noncredit to NOCCCD credit transition

rates. Chapter six will look at a new indicator introduced in this iteration of the institutional

effectiveness report, employm ent. This data was captured through the Cal PASS Plus

Launchboard dashboard and captures employment for NOCE students. Lastly, chapter seven is

dedicated to student services and provides an overview of the services that students are

receiving and the waysin which they lead to student success.The final section of this report

provides an overview of the conclusions and provides next steps and direction for the future of
NOCEasinformed by the analysis of the data.



Development of Noncredit  Metrics

Noncredit continues to be under studied and little direction is given regarding clearly defining

statewide metrics or indicators for the evaluation of noncredit institutional effectiveness. As a

result of this gap, NOCEds Of fi ce of ndPasning OlRP)continuedto Resear ch
expl or e dath@kEDlecal definitions for noncredit metrics. For the 2017-18 Institutional
Effectiveness Report, the following institutional effectiveness indicators have been identified and

locally defined:

U Headcount U Course Success

U Enrollment U Term to Term Retention

U Student Enroliment Status U Persistence

U Hours Completed U Certificate and Diploma Completion
U Course Retention U Noncredit to Credit Transitio n

The metrics above were created and locally defined by OIRPafter careful examination of internal
data and processes.OIRPcollaborated with NOCE staff, administrators, Admissions and Records
academic programs, classified personne| and district information services prior to finalizing the
above metrics. As OIRP continued to explore the intricacies of NOCE data, metrics and
definitions have gone through various revisions. These definitions and revisions have been an
ongoing conversation with NOCE members, including classified personnel, program directors,
and NOCE management.

NOCE®s met r i cs wihefederal ahe state ldedimitionsd in mind. State and federal
programs such as the Workforce Innovation Opportunity Act (WIOA), the California Adult
Education Program (CAEP)and Strong Workforce Program (SWP),along with the California

Community Coll ege Chancellords Offi c@EManagement
LaunchBoadand St udent Success metrics influenced the de:
metrics.

NOCE OIRP has beenmadvocate for the development of noncredit metrics throughout the
state. They have partnered with other noncredit institutional researchers and program staff
acrossCalifornia to establish the first noncredit research and planning group, which meets in a
guarterly basis. The purpose of this group is to discuss institutional research related to
noncredit. Topics such asnoncredit metrics, impacts of policy changeson noncredit funding and
state reporting templates are discussed. NOCE OIRP will continue to be an advocate for
noncredit research and be a voice for the needsof noncredit students and institutions.



Datasets and Met hodology

Data was primarily obtained directly from the districtwide student information system, Banner
database, through queries created using Oracle PL/SQL Developer. Student enrollments,
academic history, demographics, services received, award completion, course level data, and
credit student history were obtained through the queries. Additional data and information as
provided by various sources.Admissions and Records provided CDCP certificate and completion
data. Disability Support Services (DSS) provided data on those who completed internal DSS
certificates. Since not all grade data was transferred into the Banner student accainting system
prior to the 2016 -17 academic year, grade data collected on iTendance, the NOCE timecard and
roster system, was obtained from NOCE Instructional Technology Services.

All data was merged together and analyzed using statistical analytical software to create the
overall dataset. Sincedata is extracted from the live student accounting database, the final
dataset was manually checked for validityand is accurate as the time at which data was
extracted. Data used to compile the community profile section of this report was obtained from
the United States Census Bureau through the American Fact Findét The methodology used to
compile Fact Finder data for analysis will be discussed in depth in the community profile section
of the report. Methodologies for each individual effectiveness indicator will also be discussed in
detail within their respective section.

3 https://factfinder.census.gov/faces/nav/jsf/pages/index.xhtml



GED/HISET
Preparation

Chapter 2 focuses onthe
community trends and
enrollment patterns of NOCE
students to ensure equitable
accessto the community
NOCE serves.
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Community Profile

NOCE is a part of NOCCCD, a mulicollege district which includes NOCE Fullerton College, and
Cypress College. NOCCCD is a 155quare mile district that includes 18 communities and 16
school districts within its boundaries.

NOCEds mission is to serve the needs of individua
evaluate whether NOCE is truly serving its community, a community profile was created based

on sevencensus tracts, which includesl3 cities within the North Orange County service area.

The 13 cities included in the profile are Anaheim, Brea,Buena Park,Cypress, Fullerton, Garden
Grove, La Habra,La Palma, Los AlamitosPlacentia,Seal Beach, Stanton, androrba Linda The
community profile also includes a 14" city, Westminster, even though it does not fall within the
NOCCCD district boundaries. Some of the census trac are compiled of several citieswhich
makes it difficult to exclude just one city from a tract. Westminster is part of the tract that

includes Stanton and West Garden Grove. It is also important to note that Stanton and Garden
Grove (west and east) tracts were included in the profile even though the district boundaries

only touch a fraction of the cities. OIRP chose to include these two tracts because whie large
parts of these cities fall outside NOCCCD boundaries, NOCE is still open to serve students whose
needs might be met through our institution. About 85% of NOCE students are resident of these

13 cities. The remaining 15%students either reside in the other cities served by NOCCCD or live
outside of North Orange County area.

NOCCCD DISTRICT SERVICE MAP

2017/18 NOCE Students of Residence

La Habra
5% - 1,410

Eullerton - 15% Yorba Linda - 4%
La Palma

1% -384

Buena Park

8% - 2202

Los Alamitos
2% - 550 Cypress
4% - 1,035

Anaheim - 35%
10,146

Garden Grove - 3% ..
901 Other Cities
Stanton 4%
39% - 745 1126 Unknown

Seal Beach
1% -255
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The community profile i s ba20l§d Amedcan CorhmnaunitySuey Census
(ACS) 1Year estimatesbased on the 2010 Census data.The 2017 estimates are used instead of
the 2010 census data because2017 is closer to the academic years covered in this report. The
raw dataset is based on the Public Use Microdata Sample (PUMS), which is a sample of actual
responses to the ACS. The records werehosen based on individual-level characteristics. The
total number of observations in the 1 -Year dataset is approximately 1% of the United States
population. PUMS is a versatile data file that allows users to disaggregate data into smaller
chunks which isnot available under general information found on the Census website. The
Public Use Microdata Area (PUMA) codes were used to select3 cities where NOCE students
reside. The ACS PUMS is a weighted sample, and weighed variables were used to generate an
accurate community profile.

The community profile is based on only the adult sample (i.e. 18 years or older) within the

community because the primary target student population of noncredit adult education are

individuals age 18 or older. NOCE does serve younge students through its community services

programs suchasthe Ki dsd Col l ege and Teen Progr am,; however
(5.1% in 2017-18) of the total student population.

The following sections compare the NOCE student population with the adult community profile
to determine how well NOCE served its community over the last three years.

NOCE asa Whole

This section of the report provides headcount and enroliments for NOCE as a whole. Enrollments
are further broken down by campus locations and funding sources such as apportionment,
tuition, or grants. The student data (unduplicated headcount) is disaggregated by student
enrollment status, student demographics, education level, and educational goals.

Headcount and Enrollments
To better understand the magnitude of NOCE in terms of the number of students
/I served, both student headcount and their enrollments were examined. NOCE does
i I not have a standardized definition of enrollment nor uses a census date as a cutoff
to determine which students are considered enrolled in a course. Thus, enrollment is defined
locally for NOCE. A student is considered enrolled if he or she registered for and attended any
class session in a given term. A determination on whether a student enrolled in a couse is based



on the NOCE registration status codes, course attendance hours, and course gradé Headcount
is defined as an unduplicated count of students enrolled at NOCE.

Over the last three academic years, NOCE has seen a decline in both the number oftadents
served and total enroliments (Table 1). The student headcount dropped by 3% from 2015-16 to
2016-17 and another 7% from 2015-16 to 2016-17. Thedrop from 2016-17 to 2017-18 was
much sharper than the one from 2015-16 to 2016-17. A similar pattern emerged in the decline
of total enrollments, 2% from 2015-16 to 2016-17 and 3% from 2016-17 to 2017-18; however,
the proportion of students served droppe d much greater than student enrollments from 2016 -
17 to 2017-18. Based on the 2017 Census estimates, over 900,000 adults reside in the NOCE
service area, and over the yearsNOCEhas servedroughly 3% of the total community
population.

Tablel

NOCE Headcount and Enrollments

2017
2015-16 2016-17 2017-18  Community
Estimates
Unduplicated Headcount 32,563 31,641 29,331 981,279

Total Enrollments 144,815 141,782 137,706 -

Enrollments by Campus Location
In 2017-18 NOCE offeled coursesat 130 offsite facilities, and over half of NOCE
/I students took courses at these offsite locations (Table 2). Examining the three-year
L I trend, there have been about twice as many course enrollments at the Anaheim
Campus compared to the Cypress Center. Less than 10% of the enroliments were at the Wilshire
Center. While proportions of course enroliments at the three main locations have decreased by
5% over the years, they increased by 4% at the offsite locations.

4 The following registration status codes were considered for enroliment: CA, DC, DN, DO, DT, RE, RW, WA, WW.
However, students with any of those registration codes and neither attendance hours nor grades were not
considered enrolled. Students with other registration status codes were not considered enrolled.



Table 2

Enroliments by Campus Location

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
(N=144,815)  (N=141,782)  (N=137,706)
Anaheim 23.84% 22.82% 22.06%
Cypress 12.30% 11.12% 11.19%
Wilshire 9.25% 8.67% 8.54%
Offsite 54.61% 57.39% 58.21%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Enrollments: Apportionment vs. Community Service vs. Grants
The majority of NOCE courses receive state apportionment, and over the past years,

/I nearly 95% of course enrollments were apportionment ( Table 3). Most of the

1 I remaining course enrollments were community service courses, which are tuition
based courses. The remaining 1% of the enrollments were funded by Grants such as Adult
Education Program (AEP) or Perkins. Grant funded course enrollments decreased from 20136
to 2016-17 but increased slightly in the following year. In 2015-16, High School offsite labs,
Gilbert South and ElI Camino, were funded exclusively by AEPIn 2016-17, the offsite lab
attendance was also collected for apportionment, explaining the drop from 2015 -16 to 2016-17
in exclusively grant funded classes.

Table3

Course Enrollment Funding Sources

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
(N=144,815) (N=141,782) (N=137,706)
Apportionment 94.14% 95.90% 96.00%
Community Service 3.87% 3.45% 3.05%
Grants 1.98% 0.65% 0.94%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Student Enrollment Status
/ Student enrollment status identifies whether a student is new to NOCE, continually
II enrolling, or returning to NOCE after an extended period of absence. The definition
for this indicator was adapted from the Management Information System (MIS) Data
El ement Dictionary provided by the California Com

Office of Institutional Research and Planning




(CCCCA Student enroll ment status is based on
year. First time studentsare those who enrolled at NOCE for the first time. Over the past three
years, about one-third of the students were first time students at NOCE (Table 4). The

proportion of students who enrolled at NOCE for the first time has remained consistent over the
three year, and first time NOCE students make up onethird of the student population.
Continuing studentsare those who enrolled at NOCE in the given yea and were enrolled in any
one of the previous three primary terms (fall, winter, and spring). For example, if a student was
enrolled in the 2016 Fall Term, he or she would be considered a continuing student if he or she
enrolled in one or more of the foll owing terms: 2015 Fall, 2016 Winter or 2016 Spring. However,
if a student did not attend any of these three terms and was enrolled in terms prior to that, he

or she would be considered a returning student. Returning studentsare those who are enrolled
at NOCE after an absence of three or more consecutive primary terms. Across the three years,
nearly half of the students were continuing students, and less than one-fifth of the students
were returning students. These are the students who returned to NOCE afte being absent for a
year or over. The proportion of students identified in all three categories have remained
relatively consistent over the three years.

Table4

Student Enrollment Status

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
(N=32,563) (N=31,641) (N=29,331)
First Time Student 33.28% 32.67% 33.04%
Continuing Student 48.20% 49.20% 48.58%
Returning Student 18.52% 18.13% 18.38%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Student Ethnicity

Table 5 presents the ethnic distribution of NOCE students for the past three years and of the
community. A large proportion of NOCE students identified themselves as Hispanic or Latino.
The second largest group was White, about one-quarter of the NOCE student population. Asian
students were the third largest group, one -sixth of NOCE students. There is a slight fluctuation
in the proportions across the past three years for all ethnic groups, with a 3% decrease in the
Hispanic or Latino group. There is an increase in the proportion of students whose ethnicity is
Other or Unknown, and in 2017-1 8 , approximately one out of
was missing.

5 California Community Colleges Management Informafgstem Data Element Dictionary. Retrieved from
http://extranet.cccco.edu/Portals/1/TRIS/MIS/Left_Nav/DED/Data_Elements/SB/SB15.pdf

a

st



When comparing the ethnic distribution of NOCE students across the three years to the
community data, NOCE servedall the ethnic groups within the community proportionately
except White and Asian. NOCHE.nderserved the White population in the community since there
were approximately 32% White adults in the community compared to the 24% White population
at NOCE Similarly,the Asian community was disproportionately impacted with Asians
comprising 27% of the North Orange County community compared to the 19% Asian student
population at NOCE. NOCE had nearly 16% students whose ethnicity was either Other or
Unknown, but a small percentage in the community indicated race other than what was listed.
When demographic information is not fully captured or self -reported, it is difficult to present an
accurate representation of student ethnic groups served at NOCE.

Table5

Ethnicity of Students Enrolled at NOCE

2017
2015-16 2016-17 2017-18  Community
(N=32,563) (N=31,641) (N=29,331) Estimates

(N=981,279)
American Indian or Alaska Native 0.17% 0.16% 0.14% 0.13%
Asian 18.25% 18.00% 19.14% 27.38%
Black or African American 2.09% 2.06% 2.03% 2.25%
Hispanic or Latino 39.48% 37.53% 36.05% 34.17%
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 0.32% 0.33% 0.36% 0.15%
Other or Unknown 12.05% 14.43% 15.68% 0.08%
Two or More 2.98% 2.74% 3.20% 3.91%
White 24.67% 24.75% 23.40% 31.93%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Student Gender

Females make up two-thirds of the NOCE student population as presented in Table 6. The

proportion of females and males have remained relatively the same across the three years, with

a two to one ratio. The proportion of unknowns increased by 1% from 2016-17 to 2017-18.

When compared to the communityos
population by 14% and underserved male population by 19% in 2017-18.

Office of Institutional Research and Planning
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Table6

Gender of Students Enrolled at NOCE

2017
2015-16 2016-17 2017-18  Community
(N=32,563) (N=31,641) (N=29,331) Estimates

(N=981,279)
Female 64.80% 65.05% 64.83% 50.95%
Male 30.86% 30.09% 29.57% 49.05%
Unknown 4.34% 4.85% 5.60% N/A
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Student Age

NOCE is known for mostly serving the older adult student population in the community, which
could be due to the variety of personal enrichment courses offered at convenient locations such
as senior centers and community centers. The largest age group NOCE serves is adults 55 years
of age and older (46% in 2017-18), which is also the largest age group in the adult community
(34%) data. There is also a decline in thegoroportion for all age groups at NOCE except for the 55
years of age and older, which is increasing in the past three years Table 7). Because the 20¥
estimates are based on the adult population, there is no percentage reported for minors in the
community data.

Table7

Age of Students Enrolled at NOCE

2017
2015-16 ~ 2016-17  2017-18  Community
(N=32,563) (N=31,641) (N=29,331)  Estimates

(N=981,279)

0-17 Years 6.25% 5.48% 5.13% N/A

18-24 Years 12.40% 11.43% 10.61% 12.89%
25-34 Years 16.49% 15.31% 14.40% 18.93%
35-44 Years 13.47% 13.03% 13.50% 16.56%
45-54 Years 11.25% 10.81% 10.62% 17.81%
55+ Years 40.04% 43.91% 45.66% 33.81%
Unknown 0.09% 0.04% 0.07% N/A

Total 100.00%  100.00%  100.00% 100.00%
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Student Special Populations
Beginning in 2017-18, the only special student populations that are accurately captured are
those with disabilities. This information is collected through the DSS department when students

seek their services and/or take a course. Student
captured for only a small portion of new students between fall 2014 and summer 2017.
Therefore, thedatafors t udent sd mi |l it ary isvarglimtedandtbusnot ar e st at

included in this report. Based on the data available on students with disabilities, NOCE has
continued to serve close to 5% students with disabilities. Over the past three years, this
proportion has slightly decreased.

Table 8

Special Student Populations Enrolled at NOCE

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
(N=32,563) (N=31,641) (N=29,331)
Students with Disabilities 4.86% 4.46% 4.73%

Student Citizenship Status

NOCE serves a diverse student population. Over half of the students (56%) identified themselves
as US citizens and another 186 as permanent residents (Table 9). A small proportion self-
reported as temporary residents, refugees or on student visa. The proportions of students who
indicated permanent residence or temporary residence has increased in the last three years.
About a quarter of the students indicated other status or did not report their citizenship status.
The seltreported data is not verified; thus, it is difficult to determine the accurate citizenship
status of NOCE students.

Table9

Citizenship Status of NOCE Students

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
(N=32,563) (N=31,641) (N=29,331)
US Citizen 57.42% 56.76% 56.19%
Permanent Resident 13.75% 13.99% 14.55%
Temporary Resident 2.84% 2.87% 2.98%
Refugees/ Asylee 0.92% 1.16% 1.21%
Student Visa (F1 or M-1 visa) 0.19% 0.18% 0.19%
Other Status 15.04% 13.50% 12.94%
Status Unknown/ Uncollected 9.83% 11.55% 11.93%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
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Student Highest Level of Education

A large majority of students (40%) did not report their highest level of education on their
application of admission (Table 10). The second largest group at NOCE is students who earned
either a U.S. High School Diploma, passed their GED, or received a High School Equivalency or
Proficiency; however, this proportion decreased in 201718. The proportion of students who
have a foreign secondary school diploma/certificate or have a higher degree (Associate,
Bachelor or Higher) has increased over the past three years. The students who did not graduate
high school and currently enrolled in adult education has decreased by 1% since 205-16.

Table 10

NOCE Students' Highest Level of Education

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18

(N=32,563) (N=31,641) (N=29,331)
Not a high school graduate and
not currently enrolled in high 13.66% 13.55% 13.55%
school
Currently enrolled in grades K-12 1.13% 0.71% 0.78%
Not a high school graduate and
currently enrolled in adult 6.03% 5.09% 4.64%
education
Earned a U.S. High School Diploma
or high school equivalence (GED) 18.12% 1802% 16.99%
Foreign Secondary School
Diploma or Certificate of 9.13% 10.21% 11.24%
Graduation (HS or University)
Received an Associate Degree 3.00% 3.16% 3.08%
B a ¢ h e Degree@rsHigher (4- 9.27% 936% 9.47%
year U.S. college degree)
Unknown/Unreported 39.65% 3991% 40.25%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Student Educational Goals

Over one-third of the students did not declare their education al goal on their application for
admission. Of those who did indicate an educational goal on their application, the top two goals
identified are gaining basic skills such as improving their skills in English, reading, or math and
educational enrichment (Table 11). This is reflected in the NOCE course enroliments since the
two largest programs at NOCE arethe Lifeskills Education Advancement Program (LEAPand
English as a Second Language (ESL). The third largest group is of those who are undecided as to
why they are attending NOCE.
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Table11

Educational Goals of NOCE Students

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
(N=32,563) (N=31,641) (N=29,331)
Transfer Seeking 6.67% 6.09% 6.55%
Degree Seeking 1.73% 1.60% 1.58%
Certificate Seeking 1.52% 161% 151%
Diploma Seeking 5.84% 5.49% 5.26%
Basic Skills 16.90% 17.09% 16.75%
Skills Builder 4.30% 4.28% 4.42%
Educational Enrichment 13.05% 13.35% 12.89%
Career Exploration 6.20% 6.14% 6.26%
Undecided 7.88% 8.34% 8.42%
Unknown 35.91% 36.01% 36.36%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
Note. The educational goal of 64 year taking courses

Seeking goal since only half of a percentage point declared that goal.

Office of Institutional Research and Planning




NOCE Programs

Headcount and Enrollments by Program
NOCE offers fiveacademic programs: Career Technical Education (CTE), Disability
/I Support Services (DSS), English as a Second Language (ESL), High School Diploma
1 I and GED/HISET Preparation Program (HSDP), and Lifeskills Education Advancement
Program (LEAP)Table 12 presents the number of students enrolled in the five programs over
the three years and their course enrollments in each program.

The largest program at NOCEcontinues to be LEAP, followed bythe ESL program.From 2015-16
to 2017-18, DSS saw the largest drop(18%)in unduplicated students served. This was followed
by ESL (16%) and then CTE (15%Jhe ESL program continued to have the highest decline in
enrollments with a 19% decline over the three-year period. The HSDP saw the lowest percent
change in enroliments (4%) out of all the programs. LEAP continues to be the only program that
saw an increase in student enroliments from 2016-17 to 2017-18.

Table 12

Program Headcount and Enrollments

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
Career Technical Education
Headcount 3,861 3,502 3,275
Enrollments 12,713 12,049 11,145
Disability Support Services
Headcount 882 763 719
Enrollments 4271 4014 3,545
English as a Second Language
Headcount 9,939 9,072 8,341
Enrollments 34,407 30,209 27,718
High School Diploma/GED Program
Headcount 4,641 4420 4273
Enrollments 13,273 12,306 12,754
Lifeskills Education Advancement Program
Headcount 15,473 16,087 15,029
Enrollments 80,151 83,204 82,544
Overall
Overall NOCE Headcount 32,563 31,641 29,331
Overall NOCE Enrollments 144,815 141,782 137,706
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Career Technical Education (CTE)

The vast majority of CTE courses are offered at the Anaheim Campus (Table 13The Business
Management Certificate coursesare offered exclusively at the Wilshire Center.The drop in
Wilshire enroliments for the 2016-17 year are partially due to the fact that computer courses
were no longer offered at the Wilshire site beginning 2016-17. Physical Therapy Aid and a few
computer courses are the only CTE courses offered at Cypress Cente€TE offsite enrollments
continue to grow, partially due to the expansion of Adult Education Program (CAEP) strategies
There wasover a 5% increase in CTE offsite enroliments between 201516 and 2017-18.

Table 13

CTE Enroliments by Campus Location

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
(N=12,713) (N=12,049) (N=11,145)
Anaheim 92.68% 93.19% 91.50%
Cypress 1.05% 0.81% 0.57%
Wilshire 6.05% 4.24% 2.12%
Offsite 0.22% 1.76% 5.80%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 99.99%

Table 14 presents the ethnic breakdown of students enrolled in the CTE program. Due to small
sample sizes, American Indian or Alaska Native and Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islandewere
included in the Other or Unknown category. Hispanic or Latino students continue to make up
nearly half of the students in the CTE program The proportion of students who self-identified as
Hispanic or Latino slightly increased from 2015-16 to 2016-17, then decreased almast a full
percentage point 2016-17 to 2017-18. Asian students are the second largest ethnic group in the
CTE program and despite having a slight decrease from 2015-16 to 2016-17, overall their
proportion has increased over the three years. White students are the third largest ethnic group
making up almost a fifth (18%) of CTE students, which is different than the overall NOCE
community where White students are the second largest ethnic group and make up over a fifth
(23%) of all NOCE students Except for Whites, Hispanic or Latino, and Other or Unknowns, all
other ethnic groups saw an increase in proportions over the three-year period. The proportion
of Hispanic or Latino CTE studentsremained stable during this same timeframe.



Table 14

Ethnicity of Students Enrolled Students in the CTE Program

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
(N=3,861) (N=3, 502) (N=3, 275)
Asian 23.31% 22.64% 23.54%
Black or African American 3.26% 3.23% 3.36%
Hispanic or Latino 4644% 47.32% 46.44%
Other or Unknown 2.75% 2.80% 247%
Two or More 5.57% 5.88% 5.98%
White 18.67% 18.13% 18.20%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Note. Other or Unknown includes American Indian or Alaska Native and Native Hawaiian orPacific
Islander.

CTE Student Gender

Like the overall NOCE student population, females make upmore than two -thirds of the CTE
student population (Table 15). In fact, females make upa larger proportion (71%) of CTE
students compared to the overall NOCE dudent population where they make up 65%. In
addition, the proportion of females in CTE has increased over the course of the threeyears,
while male students have decreased similar to the overall NOCE student population.

Table 15

Gender of Students Enrolled in the CTE Program

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
(N=3,861) (N=3, 502) (N=3, 275)
Female 67.99% 70.02% 70.72%
Male 28.93% 26.76% 26.27%
Unknown 3.08% 3.23% 3.11%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

CTE Student Age

The largest agegroup among CTE students are those between the ages of 25 and 34 (Table 16).
This differs from the overall NOCE student population where the largest age group are those 55
and above. Despite being the largest age group for CTE, those in the 25 to 34 yearsof age

group did see a slight decrease in their proportions within the CTE program. The next two
largest age groups in CTEA5 to 44-yearold and 55 and above, both saw increases in their
proportions in CTE between 201516 and 2017-18.
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Table 16

Age of Students Enrolled in the CTE Program

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
(N=3,861) (N=3, 502) (N=3, 275)

18-24 Years 21.55% 19.36% 17.98%
25-34 Years 25.64% 25.04% 24.43%
35-44 Years 16.71% 17.79% 18.41%
45-54 Years 17.79% 18.33% 19.66%
55+ Years 18.13% 19.33% 1942%
Unknown 0.19% 0.14% 0.09%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 99.99%

Note. Students in 0-17 age groups were combined with Unknown category due to small sample size.

CTE Student Educational Goals

The CTE program offers students courses to advance in their profession or prepare for new
career opportunities. The top goal identified by students in CTE continues to be career
exploration, followed by transfer seeking and then skills building (Table 17).NOCHs CTE
program may serve as a point of entry in the academic journey of those who aspire to transition
to credit, transfer to a four -year, further their career technical education and/or shift to a new
career.

Table 17

Educational Goals of Students Enrolled in the CTE Program

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
(N=3,861) (N=3, 502) (N=3, 275)
Transfer Seeking 17.66% 15.79% 17.44%
Degree Seeking 5.52% 517% 4.70%
Certificate Seeking 7.49% 7.54% 6.69%
Diploma Seeking 3.81% 3.77% 3.45%
Basic Skills 6.55% 6.88% 8.40%
Skills Builder 12.59% 14.11% 13.13%
Educational Enrichment 6.06% 5.54% 6.29%
Career Exploration 20.46% 2093% 20.89%
Undecided 7.87% 8.20% 7.60%
Unknown 11.99% 12.08% 11.42%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
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Disability Support Services (DSS)

DSS Enrollments by Campus Location

Unlike the CTE courses which are offered mainly at the Anaheim Campus, DSS courses are
spread out across all three main sites and offsite locations(Table 18). Over the past three years,
the proportion of DSS course enrollments increased for the Cypress and WilshireCentersand
decreased for Anaheim and offsite locations.

Table 18

DSS Enrollments by Campus Location

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18

(N=4,271) (N=4,014) (N=3,545)
Anaheim 31.44% 33.23% 26.49%
Cypress 32.97% 32.49% 38.36%
Wilshire 19.83% 24.44% 24.12%
Offsite 15.76% 9.84% 11.03%

Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

DSS Student Ethnicity

Over the last three years, the proportion of DSS students who identified as Hispanic or Latino
has increasedalmost 5% and continues to be the largest ethnic group. Their proportion (3 4%),
mirrors that of the overall NOCE student population. The second largestethnic group, Whites,
have decreasedin proportion across the same timeframe (Table 19)Compared to the general
NOCEstudent population , there is a larger proportion of DSS students who identify as Black or
African American.

Table 19

Ethnicity of Students Enrolled in the DSS Program

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18

(N=882) (N=763) (N=719)
Asian 13.61% 13.76% 16.13%
Black or African American 556% 6.03% 5.98%
Hispanic or Latino 29.82% 31.85% 34.49%
Other or Unknown 16.21% 12.19% 10.29%
Two or More 4.88% 6.16% 6.68%
White 29.93% 30.01% 26.43%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Note. Other or Unknown includes American Indian or Alaska Native and Native Hawaiian or Pacific
Islander.
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DSS Student Gender
The gender breakdown of DSS differs to that of the overall NOCE student population. In the DSS

program, males outnumber females by over 20% (Table 20).In addition, the proportion of males
in the DSS program has increased between 201516 to 2017-18, while the proportion of females

has decreased.
Table 20

Gender of Students Enrolled in the DSS Program

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18

(N=882) (N=763) (N=719)
Female 41.61% 39.58% 37.27%
Male 56.12% 58.45% 60.50%
Unknown 2.27% 1.97% 2.23%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

DSS Student Age
Over three-fourths (78%) of students served in the DSS program were between the ages of 18

and 34 (Table 21). Over half (51%) of students were between 18 and 24 years of age. This age
breakdown does not mirror that of the overall NOCE student population, which mostly serves

students 55 years of ageor older.
Table 21

Age of Students Enrolled in the DSS Program

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18

(N=882) (N=763) (N=719)
18-24 Years 41.27% 43.51% 51.18%
25-34 Years 30.27% 30.14% 26.56%
35-44 Years 8.39% 7.60% 6.40%
45-54 Years 6.58% 5.64% 5.29%
55+ Years 13.38% 13.11% 10.57%
Unknown 0.11% 0.00% 0.00%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

DSS Student Educational Goals
For the 2017-18 academic year, about 13% of the students identified education enrichment as

their educational goal, and another 11% indicated career exploration (Table 22). However, for
the 2017-18 academic year,about 1 in 5 DSS studentswere undecided on their educational
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goal. Another 30% did not report their educational goal on their admissions for record
application. Overall, the proportion of students who have a missing educational goal has
decreased by over 16% between 201516 and 2017-18.

Table 22

Educational Goals of Students Enrolled in the DSS Program

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18

(N=882) (N=763) (N=719)
Transfer Seeking 6.24% 6.82% 6.95%
Degree Seeking 351% 4.06% 2.64%
Certificate Seeking 2.95% 4.06% 4.31%
Diploma Seeking 1.25% 1.05% 2.23%
Basic Skills 5.10% 4.46% 5.29%
Skills Builder 3.63% 341% 4.59%
Educational Enrichment 9.98% 14.15% 13.21%
Career Exploration 6.46% 9.44% 11.13%
Undecided 13.38% 15.86% 19.05%
Unknown 47.51% 36.70% 30.60%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

English as a Second Language (ESL)

ESL Enrollments by Campus Location

ESL offers courses to the community at all main campuses and offsite locations Table 23). Both
Anaheim Campusand Wilshire Center saw an increase in ESL enroliments between 20186 and
2017-18, while offsites and Cypress saw a derease over the same time period. Anaheim Campus
sees the largest proportion (40%) of ESL enrollments.

Table 23

ESL Enrollments by Campus Location

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
(N=34,407) (N=30,209) (N=27,718)
Anaheim 37.58% 40.46% 40.26%
Cypress 27.73% 25.01% 26.96%
Wilshire 16.99% 17.04% 17.87%
Offsite 17.69% 1750% 14.91%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
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ESL Student Ethnicity
Like NOCE overall, the ESLprograis | ar gest et hnic group were t hose
or Latino, followed by Asian (Table 24). The proportion of Asian students has increasedover the

|l ast three years, while the pr opor Thetbinlargdst Hi spani
ethnic group for both NOCE and the ESL program is White. However, the proportion of White

students was about three times smaller than NOCE overall 8% versus23%).

Table 24

Ethnicity of Students Enrolled in the ESL Program

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18

(N=9,939) (N=9, 072) (N=8,341)

Asian 21.50% 22.55% 23.94%
Black or African American 0.98% 1.28% 0.98%
Hispanic or Latino 64.08% 62.76% 60.96%
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 0.16% 0.23% 0.31%
Other or Unknown 4.91% 4.30% 411%
Two or More 1.47% 1.42% 1.85%
White 6.90% 7.45% 7.83%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 99.99%

Note. Other or Unknown includes American Indian or Alaska Native

ESL Student Gender

The gender makeup of the ESL program issimilar to that o f NOCE overall(Table 25). Close to
two-thirds (64%)of ESL studentswere female, and this proportion has grown over the last three
years.However, there has been a slight decrease among the proportion of males in the ESL
program between 2015-16 and 2017-18.

Table 25

Gender of Students Enrolled in the ESL Program

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
(N=9,939) (N=9, 072) (N=8,341)
Female 63.93% 63.45% 64.28%
Male 32.36% 3287% 31.94%
Unknown 3.71% 3.68% 3.78%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
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ESL Student Age

The ESL program mostly serves students between the age of 25 and 54Table 26). Students who
are 35to 44 years old make up the largest proportion (28%) of that group among ESL students.
Overall, the proportions of the age brackets between 25 and 54 have remained stable across the
last three years

Table 26

Age of Students Enrolled in the ESL Program

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
(N=9,939) (N=9, 072) (N=8,341)
0-17 Years 0.24% 0.28% 0.29%
18-24 Years 10.04% 10.71% 11.16%
25-34 Years 23.85% 22.49% 21.04%
35-44 Years 2742% 26.47% 27.68%
45-54 Years 21.91% 22.53% 21.94%
55+ Years 16.43% 17.52% 17.89%
Unknown 0.11% 0.01% 0.00%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

ESL Student Educational Goals

In 2017-18, dightly over 50% of ESL students identifiedimproving basic skills in English, reading
or math as their educational goal for attending NOCE (Table 27). This is no surprise, given that
most ESL students attendNOCEto improve their English comprehension. Over afifth (21%) of
students did not identify their educational goal, which is a decrease from 2015-16. The second
most common identified educational goal among ESL students was career exploration, with over
5% marking this goal in 2017-18.

Table 27

Educatbnal Goals of Students Enrolled in the ESL Program

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18

(N=9,939) (N=9, 072) (N=8,341)
Transfer Seeking 4.30% 4.00% 5.01%
Degree Seeking 0.69% 0.87% 0.97%
Certificate Seeking 0.71% 1.00% 1.08%
Diploma Seeking 1.95% 1.75% 2.06%
Basic Skills 47.92% 51.72% 50.41%
Skills Builder 4.59% 4.49% 4.93%
Educational Enrichment 5.84% 5.13% 5.69%
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Career Exploration 5.27% 5.30% 5.78%

Undecided 291% 3.15% 2.93%
Unknown 25.84% 22.57% 21.14%
Total 100.02% 99.99% 100.00%

High School Diploma and GED/HISET Preparation Program (HSDP)

HSDP Enrollments by Campus Location

HSDP open labs are located at all three main sites and at two offsite locations.The Anaheim
campus sees the most HSDP course enrollments (42%), followed byVilshire and then Cypress
(Table 28). Between 201516 and 2017-18, Anaheim saw an increase in their HSDP enroliments,
while the other two main campuses saw slight decreases.

Table 28

HSDP Enrolimentdy Campus Location

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
(N=13,273) (N=12,306) (N=12,754)
Anaheim 40.59% 37.88% 42.16%
Cypress 25.57% 26.40% 24.66%
Wilshire 30.13% 29.67% 28.24%
Offsite 3.71% 6.05% 4.94%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

HSDP Student Ethnicity

Most of the students (6 0%) in HSDPidentify as Hispanic or Latino (Table 29). This proportion has
decreased between 201516 and 2017-18, while the proportion of Asian students hasincreased
by three percentage points. White students in HSDPhave remained relatively stable at around
11%.

Table 29

Ethnicity of Students Enrolled in the HSDP Program

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
(N=4, 641) (N=4, 420) (N=4, 273)
Asian 11.01% 11.36% 14.02%
Black or African American 3.84% 3.78% 3.72%
Hispanic or Latino 64.23% 63.53% 60.19%
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 0.56% 0.54% .54%
Other or Unknown 2.35% 2.81% 3.51%

Office of Institutional Research and Planning




Two or More 6.18% 6.00% 6.72%

White 11.83% 11.99% 11.30%

Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
Note. Other or Unknown includes American Indian or Alaska Native.

HSDP Student Gender

Mirroring a similar gender breakdown to that of NOCE everall student population , more
females (59%)are enrolled in HSDPcompared to males (Table 30). Over the last three years, the
proportion of females has increased, while the proportion of males has decreased by more than
2%.

Table 30

Gender of Students Enrolled in the HSDP Program

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
(N=4, 641) (N=4, 420) (N=4, 273)
Female 58.56% 59.34% 59.63%
Male 39.67% 38.78% 37.09%
Unknown 1.77% 1.88% 3.28%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

HSDP Student Age

Almost two -thirds (63%) of students enrolled in HSDP are between the agesf 18 and 34 (Table
31). Among this group, over a third (34%) are represented by students 18 to 24 years of age. The
age breakdown of HSDP does not mirror the overall NOCE student population, where only 13%
are represented by that same age group (18-24). The DSS program and HSDRontinue to be

the only two instructional programs at NOCE that servea higher proportion of students in the
18 to 24-year age bracket as compared to other age categories.
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Table 31

Age of Students Enrolled in the HSDP Program

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
(N=4, 641) (N=4, 420) (N=4, 273)
0-17 Years 0.54% 0.59% 0.47%
18-24 Years 40.06% 36.79% 34.40%
25-34 Years 30.70% 30.20% 29.07%
35-44 Years 13.60% 15.27% 16.71%
45-54 Years 9.67% 10.84% 11.51%
55+ Years 5.39% 6.31% 7.68%
Unknown 0.04% 0.00% 0.16%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

HSDP Student Educational Goals
As expected, the number one goal HSDP students identified was to earn their highschool
diploma (Table 32). This proportion has slightly decreased between 201516 and 2017-18. The
second most common goal marked by HSDP students wasto transfer to a college or university,
with almost a fifth (18%) identifying this as their goal. Career exploration was alsoa frequently
chosen goal among HSDP students, with the proportion of students stating this goal increasing

over the last three years.

Table 32

Educational Goals of Students Enrolled in the HSDP Program

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
(N=4, 641) (N=4, 420) (N=4, 273)
Transfer Seeking 19.37% 18.53% 18.21%
Degree Seeking 4.59% 4.30% 452%
Certificate Seeking 2.84% 2.31% 2.74%
Diploma Seeking 31.57% 30.41% 27.52%
Basic Skills 6.83% 8.71% 10.04%
Skills Builder 3.77% 3.98% 4.12%
Educational Enrichment 2.46% 3.19% 3.25%
Career Exploration 9.80% 11.00% 11.02%
Undecided 5.54% 5.66% 6.23%
Unknown 1323% 11.92% 12.36%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
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Lifeskills Education Advancement Program (LEAP)

LEAP Enrollments by Campus Location

To serve the needs of the community, many of the courses offered through LEAP are located at
offsite locations. About 10% of the LEAP course enrollments were at the three main sites
(Anaheim, Cypress, Wilshire)and the proportion of enrollments at the three campus locations
has been consistent over the past three years (Table 33). Of the three main sites, Cypress has the
largest proportion (4%) of LEAP courses.

Table 33

LEAP Enrollments by Campus Location

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
(N=80,151) (N=83,204) (N=82,544)
Anaheim 3.84% 3.49% 3.28%
Cypress 4.16% 4.28% 4.08%
Wilshire 2.42% 241% 2.06%
Offsite 89.58% 89.82% 90.58%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

LEAP Student Ethnicity

LEAP is the only NOCE program wherestudents who identify as White make up the largest
(35%) ethnic group in the program (Table 34). For 2017-18, over a quarter (27%) of LEAP
students either did not identify their ethnicity or marked Other. This proportion has also
increasedover the past three years The proportion of Hispanic or Latino students in the LEAP
program has been decreasing over the years.However, Asian students who saw a slight dip from
2015-16 to 2016-17, saw an increase again in 20Z-18, allowing the proportion of Asian

students to remain at about 18%.

Table 34

Ethnicity of Students Enrolled in the LEAP Program

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
(N=15,473) (N=16,087) (N=15,029)

American Indian or Alaska Native 0.23% 0.18% 0.17%
Asian 18.48% 17.41% 18.46%
Black or African American 1.84% 1.73% 1.75%
Hispanic or Latino 16.53% 16.08% 15.10%
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 0.36% 0.33% 0.32%
Other or Unknown 20.52% 24.50% 26.81%
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Two or More 2.48% 2.04% 242%
White 39.57% 37.73% 34.97%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

LEAP Student Gender
Over two-thirds of the LEAP studentcontinue to be female, and the ratio of female to male has

remained consistent across the three years(Table 35). This proportion mirrors NOCEds over all

student population.

Table 35

Gender of Students Enrolled in the LEAP Program

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
(N=15,473) (N=16,087) (N=15,029)
Female 68.43% 68.28% 67.72%
Male 25.94% 25.29% 24.74%
Unknown 5.63% 6.43% 7.55%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

LEAP Student Age
LEAP courses range fr othe ®derdAdult PrGgoam larel geeve peaple pfs e s t o

all age groups. The vast majority (74%) of LEAP studerg continue to be 55 and older, with this
proportion consistently increasing over the past three years (Table 36). The second largest group
is students younger than 18 years of age, which has decreased over thesame three years. About
13% of the students in 2017-18 were between 25 years of age to 44.

Table 36

Age of Students Enrolled in the LEAP Program

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
(N=15,473) (N=16,087) (N=15,029)
0-17 Years 12.80% 10.43% 9.77%
18-24 Years 2.15% 1.85% 1.73%
25-34 Years 5.50% 5.58% 5.11%
35-44 Years 5.09% 5.35% 5.22%
45-54 Years 4.45% 3.93% 3.59%
55+ Years 69.90% 72.78% 74.50%
Unknown 12% 07% 0.08%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
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LEAP Student Educational Goals

Due to the nature of the LEAP program, which provides a variety of educational and lifestyle
enrichment courses, over half (54%) of studentsdid not identify their educational goal (Table
37). As expected,for those students who did identify a goal, over a fifth (20%) marked
educational enrichment as the reason for attending NOCE.

Table 37

Educational Gals of Students Enrolled in the LEAP Program

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
(N=15,473) (N=16,087) (N=15,029)
Transfer Seeking 2.73% 2.65% 2.92%
Degree Seeking 0.66% 0.69% 0.73%
Certificate Seeking 0.52% 0.64% 0.63%
Diploma Seeking 1.49% 1.31% 1.22%
Basic Skills 3.36% 3.26% 3.08%
Skills Builder 2.66% 2.65% 2.68%
Educational Enrichment 21.71% 2141% 20.11%
Career Exploration 3.39% 3.20% 3.09%
Undecided 11.32% 1149% 11.46%
Unknown 52.17% 52.70% 54.07%
Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
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Chapter 3: Learning Progress

Chapter 3 discusses the
learning progress
accomplished by NOCE
students. It includes course
level indicators to evaluate
their progress towards their
own educational goal.



Course Retention

Course retention is defined as a student being enrolled in a course and
/I -y o retained until the end of the term, regardless of passing or not passing the
| I I feeet course. This institutional effectiveness indicator measures how well NOCE is

retaining students in their courses throughout the entire ter m. By ensuring students are retained

in their NOCE courseswe are increasing their chances of completing their coursework and

furthering their progress towards their educational goals. This indicator aligns with both

institutional effectiveness and educational pathways WASC ActionPlan Goals.Inspired by the

CCCCO definition of retention®, a student is considered as retained in a course at the end of

term if the student receives a valid evaluative grade at the end of a term. Due to the open-

ended and rolling nature of ESL, HSDP, and Older Adults courses, a student was also considered
retained if the student received a grade indicato
course in the subsequent term. Furthermore, the registration status code for a course enrollment

in the student accounting system must indicate that the student is still registered in a course.

Course Retention =

Note: Grades of ONG6 are only included for the ESL, HSDP,
registers for the same course in the subsequent term

EnrollmentsfromKi d s 8 Co | | arigntationspassessngest,|earning centers,

Business/Computer Lab, and any courses wherein no grades were awarded during that year

were excluded from the denominator. Because there are no evaluative symbols provided to

students for these courses, OIRP is unable to determine whether a student is retained in these
courses.Furthermore, enroliments in courses that were cancelled after starting were also

removed fromthe denomi nator since they are not rAsfl ect i’
presented in Table 38, about 16% of the course enrollments in 2015-16 and 13% in 2016-17 and

2017-18 met the exclusion criteria. The remaining course enroliments were included in the

denominator for the course retention rate calculation. The proportion of course enroliments

with grades has increased o\er the past three yearsbut saw a dip from 2016-17 to 2017-18.

8/ FEfAF2NYAL /2YYdzyAGe /2tftS3Sa / KIyOStft2NRa hFFAOS al yl
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Table 38

Number of Course Enrollments with a Grade

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
Total Enrollments 144,815 141,782 137,706
Course Enrollments with a Grade 122,268 123,934 119,623
P_roportlon of Course Enroliments 84.43% 87 41% 86.87%
with a Grade

NOCE Overall Course Retention

For 2017-18 the course retention rate for NOCE overall has increased over the pasthree years.
Close to 90% of students have consistently been retained in courses throughout each NOCE
term. As seen inTable 39, over the past three years, summercontinues to see the highest
retention rat es. One speculation of why this may occur is due to enrollment patterns. Students
who forgo their summer break and enroll in classes may be more dedicated and thus more likely
to be retained until the end of the co urse. Apart from 2016-17, spring term has the second
highest retention rate among NOCE overall and has increased that ratebetween 2015-16 and
2017-18. Overall, NOCE las seen a consistent increase in the retention rates acrossll terms
indicating that students continue to be motivated to complete their NOCE coursework.

Table 39

NOCE Students' Course Retention

Summer Fall Winter Spring

Academic Year 2015 -16

N 22,988 33,725 33,262 32,293
Course Retention 20,778 28,967 28,854 28,266
Course Retention Rate 90.39% 85.89% 86.75% 87.53%
Academic Year 2016 -17

N 24,307 34,012 33,900 31,715
Course Retention 21,657 29,076 28,469 26,540
Course Retention Rate 89.10% 85.49% 83.98% 83.68%
Academic Year 2017 -18

N 22,246 33,072 32,763 31,542
Course Retention 20,424 28,932 28,520 28,357
Course Retention Rate 91.81% 87.48% 87.05% 89.90%
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Ethnicity

As seen inFigure 1, which presents course retention rates for the five largest ethnic groups at
NOCE,White students have consistently had the highest course retention rates across the last
three years. Students who identified as Asian were the second group with the highest course
retention rates compared to other ethnic groups. Hispanic or Latino students consistently had
the lowest retention rates among student ethnic groups for the same time frame. All ethnic
groups saw an increase in retention rates duringthe 2017 Summer Term, along with a drop in
the 2017 Fall Term. Native Hawaiian or Pacific islander, Whitesand Other or Unknown have
remained above NOCE®G6s overall retent iAmamgtmeat es ove
five largest ethnic groups, those who identified as Two or More have the most variation in their
course retention patterns, ranging from their lowest at 78% in the 2015 Fall Term to their
highest in the 2017 Summer Term at 89%. Retention rates for all ethnicities can be found in the
appendix (see Appendix Tables 36, 37, and 38).

Figure 1. NOCE Course Retention Rates by Ethnicity
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Gender

Over the past three years,females have surpassed malesn every term for course retention
(Figure 2). However, it is students who have missing gender information that have consistently
had the highest course retention rates. All three gender groups have had similar retention
patterns over the last 12 terms. Meaning, all groups either saw an increase or a decrease in their
retention rates compared to the prior term.
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Figure2. NOCE Course Retention Rates by Gender
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Course Retention by Program

When breaking down course retention by NOCE program, there is some disparity that can be
seen.LEAP continues tohave the highest retention rates among all NOCE programs, followed by
DSS(Figure 3). LEAP retention remains high ranging from 91% to 98%, possibly due to the
nature of LEAP courses which are mostly taken for leisure antbr are fee-based. However, the
DSS program continuesto experience large fluctuations in its course retention rates, with a high
of 99% in the 2018 Spring Term to a low of 64% in the 2016 SummerTerm.NOCE&6s t hr ee ma]j
academic programs, HSDP, ESL and CTE, all have lowetention rates compared to NOCE
overall, with HSDP having the lowest retention rates across the three yearsAfter some
exploration, OIRP has determined that this is likely due to the open lab structure of HSDP
courses.
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Figure 3. NOCE Course Retention Rates l§rogram
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Course Success

The development and reporting of noncredit student success indicators is
/I <= one of the WASC Action Plan areas of focus for NOCE. Course success
| I I faenlt examines the success rates of NOCE students across the institution and

the different programs. Goal 2 of WASC Action Plan focuses on increasing the likelihood of

student success, and thismetric, course success rates, provide a measure of how well NOCE

students are performing in their courses. However, not all courses offered at NOCE are graded,

thus, course success rates were calculated only out of courses in which grades were awarded in

each year, as discussed in the course retention section. Course success is defined by a student

receiving a final grade of A, B, C, D, Pass (P), or Satisfactory Progress (SP) in courses where

grades were awarded. The definition is adapted from the CCCCO déinition of course success’,

and modified to include the evaluative grade of SP, which is a progress indicator. HSDP is the

only program that assigns A through F grades, and to align withthe K-1 2, a grade of 0D6©6
considered passing.

Course Success =

NOCE Overall Course Success

Over three-fourths (81%)of NOCEstudents continue to be successful intheir coursework over
the past last three years (Table 40). Course success hasonsistently been improving for NOCE
students with an increase of five percentage points from 2015-16 to 2017-18.

Table 40

NOCEStudents' Course Success

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
Course Enrollments with a Grade 122,268 123,934 119,623
Success 93,692 96,529 97,330
Success Rate 76.63% 77.89% 81.36%

Figure 4 illustrates the success rates for all ethnic groups at NOCE. Across the three years, White
students had the highest success rates compared toother ethnic groups and NOCE overall.
Hispanic or Latino students had the lowest success rates amongst all for the three yearsFrom

TEFEAF2NYAL /2YYdzyAGe /2tfS3Sa / KIyOStft2NRa hFFAOS al yl
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2015-16 to 2017-18, all ethnic groups have seen an overall increase in their success rates exqs
for Black or African American students whose success rates have remainedostly consistent for
the last three years.

Figure4. NOCE Success Rates by Ethnicity

100%

Avg: 77% Avg: 78% Avg: 81%
88%
86% 85% 87%
84% 82% 85% 83% 879 aro
80% 77% 750,
72%
659% 71% o
60%
40%
20%
0%
2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
(N=122,268) (N=123,934) (N=119,623)
m American Indian or Alaska Native m Asian m Black or African American
m Hispanic or Latino W Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander m Other or Unknown
W Two or More B White ® NOCE Overall

Gender

Compared to males, females consistently had higher successates (Figure 5). However, students
with missing demographic information had the highest success rates. There was gpropor tional
increase in the success rates for all groups from 205-16 to 2017-18.
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Figure5. NOCE Success Rates by Gender
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Career Technical Education (CTE) Course Success

While the course enroliments have decreased over the years, the success rate of students in the
CTE program has increased. Like NOCE overall, CTE success rates increasediy percentage
points. However, CTE success ratekave been over 10% lower than the NOCE overall success
rates (Table 41) over the last three years.

Table41

CTE Students' Course Success

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
CTE Course Enrollments with a 8,841 8,476 8,179
Grade
Success 5,652 5,694 5,610
Success Rate 63.93% 67.18% 68.59%
Ethnicity

Similar to NOCE overall,the success rates ofmost ethnic groups increased from 2015-16 to
2017-18 (Figure 6). Only the success ratesof American Indian or Alaska Natives have seen an
overall decreasesince 201516 (7%), however, this fluctuation may be due to the relatively small
sample size éee Appendix Table 43). Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander students hadthe largest
increase in couse suaess rates, having the lowestsuccess rates in 201516 and improving by
39% to have the highest successrates of all ethnic groups in CTEin 2017-18.
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Figure6. CTE Success Rates by Ethnicity
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Gender

Females and males had relatively similar success rates across the years, which increased
consistently over the years Figure 7). However, students in unknown category had the highest
success rates.
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Figure7. CTE Success Rates by Gender
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Disability Support Services (DSS) Course Success

The success rates of students in the DSS program are much higher than NOCE overallhere was
a large decline in the success rates from 201516 to 2016-17 (Table 42), but the success rate has
almost recovered to the 2015-16 rate in 2017-18.

Table 42

DSS Students' Course Success

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
DSS CourseEnroliments with a 4,093 3,990 3,531
Grade
Success 3,603 3,185 3,084
Success Rate 88.03% 79.82% 87.34%
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Ethnicity

The success rates ofAmerican Indian and Alaska Native studentsdisplayed the largest increase
between 2015-16 and 2017-18 (Figure 8). However, it would not be accurate to compare success
rates of American Indian or Alaska Native students to rest of the groups due to their small
number of graded enroliments across the years Although almost all groups had declining
success rates from 201516 to 2016-17, the success rates of almost all groupsincreased from
2016-17 to 2017-18. Only the success rates of Native Havaiian or Pacific Islander students
declined from 2016-17, dropping by 12 percentage points.

Figure 8. DSS Success Rates by Ethnicity

100% Avg: 88% Avg: 87%
91% 91%
83% 86% " 86% &% 88% 87% 87% 88% 3%
81% 74% 0%
80%
60% 58%
46%
40%
20%
0%
2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
(N=4,093) (N=3,990) (N=3,531)
B American Indian or Alaska Native M Asian M Black or African American
m Hispanic or Latino m Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander m Other or Unknown
m Two or More m White ® DSS Overall

Gender
Unlike the overall and other programs, males had higher success rates thanfemales (Figure 9).
However, in 2017-18, the successrates of males andfemales were almost equal (see Appendix

Table46). The overall average success for the DSS progr

success rates.
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Figure9. DSS Success Rates by Gender
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English as a Second Language (ESL) Cour&ccess

While the ESL course enrollments decreased over the years, the success rates for ESL students
increased steadily (Table 43). Since2015-16, the success rate for ESL overall has increased by
almost 11 percentage points.

Table 43

ESL Students' Course Success

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
ESL Course Enroliments with a 26,866 24,404 21,793
Grade
Success 16,911 16,169 16,087
Success Rate 62.95% 66.26% 73.82%
Ethnicity

Asian, Two or More, White, and Other student groups consistently had an increase in their
success ratesover the last three years (Figure 10) Hispanic or Latino students also had a
consistent increasein their success rates and had the highest increase overall between 201516
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and 2016-17 (12%). However, the success rates of Hispanic or Latino students still fell below the
ESL average across all three year&lack or African American studentswere the only ethnic

group to have a consistent decline in their success rates, droppingby 11 percentage points from
2015-16 to 2017-18. American Indian or Alaska Natives did havegraded enrollments in 2015-16,
but due to the low number of enrolliments, their success rates for 2015 16 were incorporated
into Other or Unknown. There were no graded enroliments for American Indian or Alaska Native
students in 2016-17 or 2017-18.

Figure 10. ESL Success Rates by Ethnicity
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Note. Other or Unknown includes American Indian or Alaska Native.

Gender

Females consistently had highersuccess rates than males and unknowns for the three years
(Figure 11). Their success rates were also higher than the overall ESL program. The succesges
for all groups consistently increased across the past three yearsFemales, however, saw the
greatest increase in their success rates between 201516 and 2017-18 (11%).
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Figure11. ESL Success Rates by Gender
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High School Diploma and GED/HISET Preparation Program (HSDP) Course Success

HSDP coursesareselpaced and students receive a final eval
after completing all the required modules for a course. Students who do not complete a c ourse

in a term receive an ONGO grade. Some students ta
therefore, they do not receive an evaluative grade until course completion and cannot be

deemed successful at the end ofNGobh e rtaedrem.c a nSitou d ebre
considered successful because no measure of success is provided. Thus, HSDP had the lowest

success rates compared to NOCE overall and all other programsTable 44). To measure the

progress of HSDP students, it is recommended that some sort of evaluation symbols such as

0SPO6 are awarded to students at the end of each t
making progress toward the completion of the course.

Table 44

HSDP Students' Course Success

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
HSDP Course Enroliments with a 8,089 7,528 7,485
Grade
Success 2,232 2,369 2,314
Success Rate 27.59% 31.47% 30.92%
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Ethnicity

The success ratedor all ethnic groups in the High School Diploma Program rose between 2015
16 and 2016-17 (Figure 12). However, the success rateshen declined for almost all ethnic
groups from 2016-17 to 2017-18. Only the success rates forHispanic or Latino students saw an
increasebetween 2016-17 and 2017-18.

Figure 12. HSDP Success Rates by Ethnicity

100%

Avg: 28% Avg: 31% Avg: 31%

80%

60%

44%
38% 39% 40% 39% 40%

41%

40%

31%

20%

26%
I 20% 199

o

0%

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
(N=8,089) (N=7,528) (N=7,485)
W American Indian or Alaska Native ® Asian ® Black or African American

m Hispanic or Latino W Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander m Other or Unknown

B Two or More B White ® HSDP Overall

Gender

Success ratedor both males and females have beenroughly equal over the last three years
(Figure 13). Males did slightly better than females in 2015-16, but females had higher success
rates in 2016-17 and 2017-18.
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Figure 13. HSDP Success Rates by Gender
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Lifeskills Education Advancement Program (LEAP) Course Success
Of NOCEO®s f i ve mbBAB prognamhasghe highest overah siccess rate(Table
45). Since2015-16, dudents in LEAP classe$iave seensuccessin over 85% of their classes

Table 45

LEAP Students' Course Success

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
LEAPCourse Enroliments with a 74,379 79,536 78,635
Grade
Success 65,294 69,112 70,235
Success Rate 87.79% 86.89% 89.32%
Ethnicity

Students in the American Indian or Alaska Native group generally had the highest success rates
in their classessince 2015-16; however, their success rates have seena continual declined
(Figure 14). In 2017-18, the success ratesof White students increased slightly, growing to be
slightly higher than those of American Indian and Alaska Natives

Office of Institutional Research and Planning




Figure 14. LEAP Success Rates by Ethnicity
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Gender

The success rates ofmales and females in LEAP classesicreased between 2015-16 and 2017-18
(Figure 15). However,the success rate of males saw a slightly larger increase (3%)

Figure 15. LEAP Success Rates by Gender
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Chapter 4: Momentum

Chapter 4 presents indicators
associated with studentso
behaviors that indicate their
momentum towards achieving
their academic goals.



Hours Completed

year. For this report, average and median hours completed by students were

| I II calculated for the last three years. The total number of hours completed by each
student within an academic year was summed, and an average and a median of the hours were
calculated for NOCE as a whole and within each program. Hours were combined for a student
for both course instruction and any time spent in learning centers or the Business/Computer
Skils Lab. Hours completed is a useful measure to examine student attendance patterns to
evaluate institutional effectiveness, which is the first goal listed in the WASC Action Plan. Both an
average and a median were calculated since the average hours mightoe impacted by students
who put in fewer or more hours.

/ Hours completed is the sum of attendance hours aggregated by student for a given

Hours Completed by NOCE Overall

On average, NOCE students completed over 80 hours of instruction and lab work within an
academic year(Table 46). The median hours completed by students overall is approximately half
of the average number completed. This could be due to the skewness of the data where some
students might have completed significantly higher hours. The number of hours completed,
both the average and the median, increased from 2016-17 to 2017-18.

Table 46

Averageand Median Number of Hours Completed by NOCE Students

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
NOCE Overall Headcount 32,563 31,641 29,331
Average Hours Completed 85.92 82.69 90.21
Median Hours Completed 42.00 38.00 41.00

Table 47 presents the average and median hours completed by different ethnic groups at NOCE.
Hispanic or Latino students had the highest average and median hours completed for 2015-16;
however, Asian students completed more hours than Hispanicor Latino students in 2016-17.
The averageand median hours completed by Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islanderstudents was
the highest in 2017-18, and this group also had the highest spike in hours completed compared
to other groups.



Table 47

Averageand Median Number of Hours Completed by NOCE Students by Ethnicity

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
(N=32,563) (N=31,641) (N=29,331)
Mean Median | Mean Median | Mean  Median
American Indian or Alaska 59.03 21.00 | 63.71 2250 | 70.65 22.50
Native
Asian 89.68 42.00 | 92.83 46.00 98.24  46.00
Black or African American 82.30 32.00 82.85 30.00 78.26 29.75
Hispanic or Latino 92.84 45.00 89.30 42.00 | 100.47 47.50
Native Hawalian or Pacific 6578 2225 | 86.28 3350 |117.90 52.50
Islander
Other or Unknown 75.06 42.00 | 65.99 32.00 72.45 32.00
Two or More 7781 2400 | 86.93 28.00 | 89.05 29.00
White 79.18 40.00 | 86.93 36.00 | 80.69 38.00
NOCE Overall 85.92 42.00 | 82.69 38.00 | 90.21 41.00
Gender

Females consistency had higher averageand median hours completed than males for the three
years(Table 48). The hours completed increased for both males and females from 2016-17 to
2017-18. Comparedto the average of all NOCE students, females completed more hours.

Table 48

Averageand Median Number of Hours Completed by NOCE Students by Gender

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
(N=32,563) (N=31,641) (N=29,331)
Mean Median | Mean Median | Mean Median
Female 88.52 46.00 | 84.58 42.00 | 93.55 45.00
Male 82.03 33.00 | 80.28 32.50 | 85.95 34.00
Unknown 74.68 3850 | 72.06 35.00 | 74.03 34.00
NOCE Overall 85.92 4200 | 82.69 38.00 | 90.21  41.00

Hours Completed by Career Technical EducationCTE)

Over the three years, the number of students enrolled in the CTE program has decreased by
15%; however, the averageand median hours of attendance completed by CTEstudents has
increased by more than 7 hours over the three-year period (Table 49).
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Table 49

Averageand Median Number of Hours Completed by CTE Students

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
CTEHeadcount 3,861 3,502 3,275
Average Hours Completed 77.95 84.33 85.85
Median Hours Completed 44.00 48.00 51.75

Ethnicity

Even though American Indian or Alaska Nativeand Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander student
groups had the highest average attendance hours completed in 2015-16 and 2016-17, these
two groups consist of fewer than 15 students each. Comparing the attendance hours of a small
sample to a group as large asover 1,500 Hispanicor Latino students would not be accurate.
Therefore, the hours are compared out of the five largest ethnic groups in the CTE program
(Asian,Black or African American Hispanicor Latino, Two or More, and White). Asian students
had the highest hours completed across the last three years (Table 50); however, their average
hours decreased from 2016-17 to 2017-18 but median hours completed by this group increased
slightly.

Table 50

Averageand Median Number of Hours Completed by CTE Students by Ethnicity

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
(N=3,861) (N=3,502) (N=3,275)
Mean Median | Mean Median | Mean Median

American Indian or Alaska 89.10 120.00 | 68.38 70.00 | 49.61  33.00
Native
Asian 85.27 50.25 98.57 57.00 93.24 60.00
Black or African American 81.96 49.00 88.09 38.25 88.06 38.50
Hispanic or Latino 75.66 43.00 | 81.24 47.00 83.23  51.00
Native Hawalian or Pacific 4882 2850 |12253 7925 | 91.00 67.50
Islander
Other or Unknown 71.98 36.00 57.96  29.00 79.12 24.25
Two or More 78.82 44.00 75.87  45.00 88.71 48.00
White 7479 41.50 79.79 49.50 82.71 48.00
CTEOverall 7795 4400 | 84.33 48.00 85.85 51.75
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Gender

Compared to males, females completed more attendance hours in the CTE program(Table 51).
The average hours completed increased for femalesover the three years. On average, males
have consistently completed around 65 hours in the CTE program across the three yearsWhile
the average hours completed was higher for the unknown group in 2015-16 and 2016-17, the
median hours completed were higher for females. The difference between the two could be
explained by outliers in the unknown group who may have completed more hours which
impacted the average.

Table51

Averageand Median Number of Hours Completed by CTE Students by Gender

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
(N=3,861) (N=3,502) (N=3,275)
Mean Median | Mean Median | Mean Median
Female 83.37 49.00 91.04 54.00 | 92.60 57.00
Male 64.48  36.00 64.30 39.00 | 67.05 36.00
Unknown 84.76 36.00 | 104.16 51.00 | 90.90 51.00
CTEOverall 7795  44.00 84.33 48.00 | 85.85 51.75

Hours Completed by Disability Support Services (DSS)

The students in the DSS programon average completed over 250 attendance hours in the last
two academic years(Table 52). While the number of students in the program decreased, the
hours completed increased from 2015-16 to 2017-18, which isa similar trend seen in the CTE
program.

Table 52

Averageand Median Number of Hours Completed by DSS Students

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
DSS Headcount 882 763 719
Average Hours Completed 247.83 269.32 267.67
Median Hours Completed 137.75 192.75 185.00

Ethnicity

Like the CTE program, hours completed were compared across the five largest ethnic groups in
the DSS program (Asian Black or African American Hispanicor Latino, Two or More, and White).
Students who identified with  Two or More ethnic groups completed more hours in the three
years(Table 53). In 2016-17, this group completed on average over 400 hours, whichis 100
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hours more than the group with the second highest average hours completed (Asian, 326.46

hours).

Table 53

Averageand Median Number of Hours Completed by DSS Students by Ethnicity

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
(N=882) (N=763) (N=719)
Mean Median | Mean Median | Mean Median
Q;?Vr(':a" Indian or Alaska 05 95 120.75 | 185.50 21250 | 170.00 170.00
Asian 278.69 171.50 | 326.46 324.50 | 314.93 280.00
Black or African American 214.69 111.00 | 197.02 82.00 | 221.95 98.00
Hispanic or Latino 286.77 215.00 | 296.46 288.75 | 284.35 229.13
Native Hawaiian or Pacific — 5q, 30 578 75 | 438,65 46250 | 316.50 337.25
Islander
Other or Unknown 123.71 72.00 | 157.27 84.50 | 150.73 66.00
Two or More 365.69 321.00 |429.29 335.00 | 364.69 338.75
White 244,71 140.00 | 234.73 149.00 | 243.00 163.75
DSSOverall 247.83 137.75 | 269.32 192.75 | 267.67 185.00
Gender

For the DSS program the average and median hours completed by males were greater than
females across the three yeargTable 54).

Table 54

Averageand Median Number of Hours Completed by DSS Students by Gender

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
(N=882) (N=763) (N=719)
Mean Median | Mean Median | Mean Median
Female 220.76 115.00 | 229.71 147.75 | 251.01 164.00
Male 27253 165.00 | 297.66 272.50 | 282.13 225.00
Unknown 133.30 71.88 | 215.60 107.75 | 153.69 66.00
DSSOverall 247.83 137.75 | 269.32 192.75 | 267.67 185.00

Hours Completed by English as a Second Language (ESL)
Table 55 shows the averageand median number of hours completed by the students in the ESL
program. While the number of students served by the ESL program decreased over the years,
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the number of hours completed by these students increased, on average, by 11 hours from
2016-17 to 2017-18.

Table 55

Averageand Median Number of Hours Completed by ESStudents

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
ESlLHeadcount 9,939 9,072 8,341
Average Hours Completed 115.26 112.60 123.75
Median Hours Completed 67.50 70.00 75.00

Ethnicity

On average, the highest hours completed by ESL students differed for each of theacademic
years(Table 56). Black or African American students completed more hours in 2015-16; however,
their average dropped by 32 hours in the three years. Students who identified with Two or More
ethnic groups completed higher attendance hours than other groups in 2016-17. In 2017-18,
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islandergroup had completed the highest hours. The sample size for
American Indian or Alaska Nativegroup is considerably small; therefore, their hours arenot
reported in the table.

Table 56

Averageand Median Number of Hours Completed by ESL Students by Ethnicity

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
(N=9,939) (N=9,072) (N=8,341)
Mean Median | Mean Median | Mean  Median

American IndianorAlaska 2, 12 5100 | A NA | NA N/A
Native
Asian 121.93 71.75 120.07 72.50 126.55 77.50
Black or African American 131.21 90.50 | 109.26 56.50 99.05 67.50
Hispanic or Latino 112.87 67.50 | 109.21 69.00 | 123.71 75.00
Native Hawaiian or Pacific o2 20 6005 | 10555 4800 | 203.87 136.50
Islander
Other or Unknown 107.04 5450 | 108.13 6250 | 109.39 61.00
Two or More 118.93 56.75 | 120.67 77.00 141.28 99.68
White 120.43 65.00 120.60 84.00 119.08 73.75
ESLOverall 115.26 67.50 | 112.60 70.00 123.75 75.00
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Gender

There are more females in the ESL program than males, and consistently, females completed
more attendance hours compared to males (Table 57). The average number of hours completed
by both males and females hasincreased from 2016-17 to 2017-18.

Table57

Averageand Median Number of Hours Completed by ESL Students by Gender

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
(N=9,939) (N=9,072) (N=8,341)
Mean Median | Mean Median | Mean Median
Female 121.10 7250 |118.24 75.00 | 131.24 84.00
Male 105.22 60.00 | 102.69 6250 | 108.99 60.00
Unknown 102.18 56.00 | 10291 63.25 | 121.15 77.50
ESLOverall 115.26 67.50 | 112.60 70.00 | 123.75 75.00

Hours Completed by High School Diploma and GED/HISET Preparation Program (HSDP)
Like other programs, HSDP also had a decrease in the student headcount. The program saw a
decrease in the hours completed from 2015-16 to 2016-17, but an increase in the following year
(Table 58). HSDP is the only program with lower than 50 average hours completed by students

in an academic year. This might be due to the structure of the HSDP courses, which are open lab
setting and self-paced.

Table 58

Averageand Median Number of Hours Completed by HSDP Students

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
HSDPOverall Headcount 4,641 4,420 4,273
Average Hours Completed 40.21 38.27 43.23
Median Hours Completed 13.00 12.00 13.00

Ethnicity

The total average attendance hours completed by HSDP students ranged anywhere from 15 to
61 hours. Black or African Americanstudents completed the most hours in 2015-16 and 2016-
17; whereas, Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islandestudents completed on average more hours in
2017-18 (Table 59) While the number of students in this group decreased, the average hours
completed increased significantly (by 36 average hours)over the years.
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Table59

Averageand Median Number of Hours Completed by HSDP Students by Ethnicity

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
(N=4,641) (N=4,420) (N=4,273
Mean Median | Mean Median | Mean Median
American Indian or Alaska 2455 20.00 | 37.29 16.00 | 43.86  12.00
Native
Asian 30.70 6.00 38.50 9.00 50.66 12.00
Black or African American 51.10 15.00 | 52.39 15.50 43.58 14.00
Hispanic or Latino 4319 16.00 | 37.66 13.00 | 43.35 15.00
Native Hawailan or Pacific 2488 11.00 | 3317 2050 | 6126 15.00
Islander
Other or Unknown 15.84 4.00 22.10 3.00 19.84 4.00
Two or More 24.88 19.00 | 47.60 14.00 50.68 15.00
White 15.84 10.00 | 35.85 10.00 34.87 10.00
HSDPOverall 40.21 13.00 38.27 12.00 43.23 13.00
Gender

When comparing the median hours completed, males completed more hours than females in
the three years However, on average, females had slightly more hours completed than males in
2016-17 and 2017-18.

Table 60

Averageand Median Number of Hours Completed by HSDRStudents by Gender

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
(N=4,641) (N=4,420) (N=4,273)
Mean Median | Mean Median | Mean Median
Female 39.98 13.00 | 38.63 11.00 | 44.81 13.00
Male 40.76 14.00 | 38.02 13.00 | 42.19 14.00
Unknown 35.39 6.00 31.80 7.00 26.39 6.50
HSDPOverall 40.21 13.00 | 38.27 12.00 | 43.23 13.00

Hours Completed by Lifeskills Education Advancement Program (LEAP)

LEAP is the largest program at NOCE, both in terms of number of students served and their
course enrollments. However, the averageattendance hours completed is much lower compared
to the CTE, DSS, and ESL progran(@able 61). This could be due to the length of the LEAP
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courses compared to other programs. Some LEAP courses are as short as 10 hours of
instructional time per term. The shorter courses might have brought the average down for LEAP.

Table61

Averageand Median Number of Hours Completed byLEAP Students

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
LEAPOverall Headcount 15,473 16,087 15,029
Average Hours Completed 61.04 57.60 63.57
Median Hours Completed 28.00 26.00 26.00

Ethnicity

The two largest groups served by LEAP are White and Otheior Unknown. The group that
completed the highest average hours across the three years fluctuated. American Indianor
Alaska Native students completed the highest hours in 201 7-18. However, students who
indicated other race or did not provide their ethnicity ¢ ompleted highest median hours in 2015-
16. The White student group completed more hours on average than other groups in 2015-16
and 2016-17 (Table 62).

Table 62

Averageand Median Number of Hours Completed by LEAP Students by Ethnicity

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
(N=15,473) (N=16,087) (N=15,029)

Mean Median | Mean Median | Mean Median
American Indian or Alaska 50.72 1850 | 60.41 13.00 | 73.13  23.25
Native
Asian 51.54 2200 | 54.41 26.00 | 57.72 24.00
Black or African American 46.77 16.25 47.64 20.00 46.67 16.00
Hispanic or Latino 51.67 18.00 | 4955 18.00 | 54.66  18.00
Native Hawailan or Pacific 4850 20.00 | 50.28 2650 | 59.59  28.00
Islander
Other or Unknown 68.63 38.00 | 60.48 30.00 | 68.94 32.00
Two or More 3477 16.00 33.87 15.00 34.26 13.50
White 67.92 36.00 | 62.47 32.00 | 69.22 34.00
LEAPOverall 61.04 28.00 57.60 26.00 63.57 26.00
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Gender

On average, females completed morehours than males across the three years. In 201617,
females completed close to 20% more hours than males(Table 63).

Table 63

Averageand Median Number of Hours Completed by LEAP Students by Gender

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18
(N=15,473 (N=16,087) (N=15,029
Mean Median | Mean Median | Mean Median
Female 65.14 32.00 | 60.86 30.00 | 66.76  30.00
Male 5052 18.00 | 48.98 20.00 | 5585 20.00
Unknown 59.80 34.00 | 56.66 30.00 | 60.15 28.00
LEAPOverall 61.04 28.00 | 57.60 26.00 | 63.57 26.00
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Term to Term Retention

How well NOCE is retaining new students within an academic years
/I S measured by term to term retention rates. This indicator is in alignment
i I I feeest with the first two goals of the WASC Action Plan, which look at expanding

and exploring new course offerings and improving student outcomes. The term to term
retention cohort consists of new students who enrolled at NOCE for the first time in the selected
fall term and who enrolled in any of the primary subsequent terms (Winter, Spring, and Fall)
within a year. The term to term retention rate is calculated as the nhumber of students out of the
cohort who were retained in any of the following three primary terms. These rates are not
reflective of consecutive enroliments. For example, a new student who enrolls in the 2056 Fall
Term, does not enroll in the 2017 Winter Term, and re-enrolls in the 2017 Spring Term would be
considered retained in the 2017 Spring Term but not for the 201 7 Winter Term.

NOCE Overall Term to Term Retention

The number of students in each of the fall cohorts for 2015, 2016, and 2017 and their term to
term retention rates are presented below in table 64. Over the past three years, NOCE has
continued to retain close to half (49%) of the first -time students in the winter term, which means
that the other h alf of students did not return to NOCE after their first term of enroliment. For
each of the cohorts, student retention rates decline for the subsequent terms. Meaning, NOCE
retains fewer first-time students as the academic year unfolds.About a quarter of students do
return for the following fall. The proportion of students that are retained from fall to fall has
increased over the last three years. Betweerthe 2015 and 2016 FallCohorts, this proportion
slightly decreased going from 25.45% to 23.69%, but then increased by over 2.5 percentage
points for the following 2017 Fall Cohort (26.48%). This indicates that NOCE ishowing progress
in being able to retain first-time students from fall to fall. OIRP continues to explore the reasons
that could impact a studentds decision to return
include both gualitative and quantitative data have been conducted to explore these reasons.
Preliminary results have shown hat family/personal responsibilities, job schedules, and lack of
transportation have been barriers that NOCE students experience incontinuously enrolling term
to term. In addition, NOCE offers some shortterm certificates such as Administrative Assistant
and Medical Assisting Front Office that could be completed in two -terms, therefore, those
students who complete the certificates would be considered successful, but not be counted in
the fall to fall retention since retention rates are based only on enroll ments.

The retention rates were further broken down by ethnicity and gender (availablein the Appendix
Table 36-40). For the 2015 Fall Cohort, Black or African American and Other or Unknown
students had higher retention rates at 31% and 35%, respectively Females were retained at a



higher rate than males for each term and from fall to fall for the 2015 and 2016 Fall Ghorts. For
the 2017 Fall G@hort, those with an unknown gender were retained at the highest rate s for each
term, and females continued to have higher retention rates than males. Native Hawaiian or
Pacific Islanders had the highestfall to fall retention rates, followed by White students for the
2017 cohort. Please note that the sample size for Native Hawaiian or Pacifidslanders was much
smaller compared to other ethnicities. Only those who identified as White, Two or More, Other
or Unknown and Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islanders had higher fall to fall retention rates than
NOCE overall for the 2017Fall Ghort.

Table 64

Term to Term Retention Rates for NOCE

2015 Fall 2016 Fall 2017 Fall

Cohort Cohort Cohort

Number of Students in the Cohort 3,768 3,258 3,055
Retained in Winter 48.12% 48.96% 49.03%
Retained in Spring 36.23% 34.13% 36.14%
Retained in Fall 2545% 23.69% 26.48%

Term to Term Retention by Program

Term to term retention was also broken down by NOCE program. Compared to NOCE overall,
DSS and LEAP continue to have the highesEall to Fall retention rates, with DSSconsistently
having a rate over 50% andLEAPretaining around 30% for the past three years (Table 65).After
some exploration, OIRP determined that DSS may havéhigh retention rates due to the structure
in which DSS classare offered in a sequence from fall to spring terms. For LEAPthe Older Adults
Program continuously enrolled their students from term to term which might explain their

higher retention rates compared to NOCE overall. LEAP has also seen a significant increase in
their fall to fall retention for the 2017 Fall hort, where it increased by over eight percentage
points compared to the 2016 Fall Ghort.

The HSDP, CTEand ESL programs had lower fall to fall retention rates compared to NOCE
overall for the last three cohort years. The lower retention rates for HSDPare expected due to its
self-paced and open lab setting structure for students. Students can attend HSDP courses at
their convenience and during the open lab hours. Both CTE and ESL havabout a 20% fall to fall
retention rate, meaning about 1 in 5 students in either program is retained to the following year.
It is worth noting that lower rates for CTEmay be impacted due to students completing certain
certificates (i.e., Administrative Assistant, Medical Assistant Front @ice) in less than a year and
not enrolling in further courses. Thus, those students would not be included in fall to fall
retention rates. For the ESL program etention rates for the winter term were slightly higher



than NOCE overall for 2015 FallCohort; however, their retention rates have declined over the
past three years. Due to small program sample sizes in some of the terms, the term to term

retention rates by program were not broken down by demographics.

Table 65

Term to Term Retention Rates for Programs

2015 Fall 2016 Fall 2017 Fall
Cohort Cohort Cohort

Career Technical Education (CTE)
Starting Fall Cohort 417 377 322
Retained in Winter 40.05% 44.03% 46.58%
Retained in Spring 32.61% 31.56% 30.43%
Retained in Fall 23.98% 21.22% 22.36%
Disability Support Services (DSS)
Starting Fall Cohort 72 78 58
Retained in Winter 75.00% 79.49% 79.31%
Retained in Spring 72.22% 66.67% 65.52%
Retained in Fall 58.33% 51.28% 53.45%
English as a Second Language (ESL)
Starting Fall Cohort 1,593 1,397 1,214
Retained in Winter 51.10% 48.39% 46.95%
Retained in Spring 33.58% 31.28% 31.05%
Retained in Fall 20.46% 21.47% 20.18%
High School Diploma/GED Program (HSDP)
Starting Fall Cohort 566 393 431
Retained in Winter 44.35% 47.84% 43.39%
Retained in Spring 31.80% 30.53% 32.71%
Retained in Fall 18.20% 16.79% 17.40%
Lifeskills Education Advancement Program (LEAP)
Starting Fall Cohort 1,259 1,127 1,156
Retained in Winter 43.29% 46.58% 49.83%
Retained in Spring 36.93% 34.96% 40.40%
Retained in Fall 29.86% 24.22% 32.53%
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Persistence

Persistence is defined as the number of students in a cohort who meet one or more

=s of the following criteria: (1) consecutively enrolled for four primary terms ( Fall, Winter,
*=-== Spring, and Fall), Summer notwithstanding, (2) graduated from NOCE with a high

school diploma, (3) received a CTE or ESL Academic Success certificate, or (4) transitioned to
credit coursework within NOCCCD within four terms. To be included in the cohort, a student
must be a first-time student at NOCE in the select fall term and have completed at least 12 or
more instructional contact hours in the ESL, HSDP, CTE, and/or DSS programs in the selected
year. Persistence rates were not calculated for the LEAP program because most of the courses
offered in LEAP do not lead to an educational pathway outcome and are geared more toward
personal enrichment. The persistence indicator aligns with the WASC Action Plan Goal 2 since it
measures the effectiveness of the institution in ensuring students complete or make progress

toward their educational pathway by continuously taking courses.

NOCE Overall Persistence

Table 66 presents the persistence rates for the 2015, 2016,and 2017 Fall Cohorts.There was a
decrease in the persistence rate for NOCE overall from 2015 to 2016For 2016 ard 2017 Fall
Cohorts, the persistence rate has remained stable at27%, meaning that about 1 in 4 NOCE
students have persisted towards their academic goals for the last two years.

Table 66

Persistence Rates for NOCE

2015 Fall Cohort 2016 Fall Cohort 2017 Fall Cohort

Starting Fall Cohort 2,006 1,681 1,508
Persisted 608 464 412
Persistence Rate 30.31% 27.60% 27.32%

Figure 16 presents the persistence rates for NOCE broken down by ethnicity.For the 2015 Fall
Cohort, Black or African American students had the highest persistence ratesbut then
decreased by about 15 percentage points the following year in 2016. Student who identified as
American Indian or Alaska Native shared the highest persistence rates with Native Hawaiian or
PacificIslanders for the 2016 Fall Ghort (50%). American Indian or Alaska Native students
continued their increasing trend with 100% persistence the following year in 2017. 1t is worth
noting, though, that the sample size for both American Indian or Alaska Native and Native



Hawaiian or Pacific Islander are relatively small compared to otherethnic groups. When looking
at the last three cohorts, Asian, Black or African American,and White students consistently had
higher persistence rateswhen compared to NOCE overall.Hispanic or Latino students had lower
persistence rates for all three cohorts compared to NOCE overall.

Figure 16. Persistence Rates by Ethnicity
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Gender

For the 2015 Fall cohort, males had higher rates than females; however this shifted for the 2016
and 2017 Fall G@horts where females had higher persistence rates than males(Figure 17).
Overall, rates for both males and females have declined over the past three yearsAs noted
earlier, females tend to outperform their male counterparts in course retention, course success
and term to term retention. For those students whose gender is unknown, persistence rates
increased from 2015 to 2016 and remained stable at 20% through 2017.
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Figure 17. PersistenceRates by Gender
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Persistence by Program

Table 67 presents persistence rates by programs.DSS continues to have the highest persistence
rate for all three cohorts, followed by HSDP. As mentioned earlier, DSS also has the highegerm
to term retention, course success, andattendance hours completed. The culmination of all these
indicators explain the high persistence rates for these students. Also, DSS courses are
sequenced, which explains whyover half of the DSS Cohort persisted throughout the year.

Persistence rates for CTE were much closer to NOCE overall rates and have increased from 2015
16 to 2017-18, with a slight dip in 2016-17. The HSDP has had higher persistence rates for all
three years compared to NOCE overall; however, they havalecreased by seven percentage
points over the same time period. This may be a result of their open enroliment and self-paced
structure which may result in students either not continuously enrolling from term to term or
delaying their diploma attainment by more than the four terms that are looked at for outcomes

in the persistence metric.

The ESL programhas about a 23% persistence rate which has been declining over the past three
years.After some exploration, OIRP has determined that this could be explained by the fact that
the only ESL certificate included in the outcomes is the ESL Academic Success Certificate. ESL
students receive this certificate only if they complete the required co urses in the Academic
Success Program designed for Intermediate High and Advanced level students who want to
continue their education, complete their high school diploma, go to college, or complete

vocational training programs. Since the persistence cohorts are based on firsttime students who
completed 12 or more instructional hours in ESL or other programs, the cohort was comprised

of students from all levels of ESL, hence, it included ESL students who were not ready to take ESL
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academic success courses-However, to compensate for this, one of the persistence rate
outcomes included studentsd consecutive enroll men

Table 67

Persistence Rates by Program

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18

Career Technical Education (CTE)

Starting Fall Cohort 315 298 246

Persisted 100 91 79

Persistence Rate 31.75% 30.54% 32.11%
Disability Support Services (DSS)

Starting Fall Cohort 68 70 57

Persisted 44 38 31

Persistence Rate 64.71% 54.29% 54.39%
High School Diploma Program (HSDP)

Starting Fall Cohort 351 100 245

Persisted 145 36 84

Persistence Rate 41.31% 36.00% 34.29%
English as a Second Language (ESL)

Starting Fall Cohort 1,305 1,141 1,012

Persisted 323 268 225

Persistence Rate 24.75% 23.49% 22.23%

Note. The program data was not broken down by demographics due to the small sizes for some of the
program cohorts.
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Chapter 5: Student Success

Chapter 5 presents completion
and transition metrics that
serve asindicators to illustrate
N O C Estugent success



Certificate and Diploma Completion

/ Certificate and diploma completion examines the number of certificates

i I II “=--% the effectiveness of program offerings toward guiding students through
their chosen educational pathway, aligning with Goals 1 and 2 of the WASC Action Pla. This
metric provides counts of the number of certificates and diplomas awarded in any given year
but does not necessarily consider the term wherein a student meets the requirements for
certificate completion. For example, if a student completes the requirements for a certificate or
diploma in the 201 5-16 academic year but does not apply and receive approval for their
certificate or diploma until the 201 6-17 academic year, that student would be considered a
completer for 2016-17, not 2015-16.

s and diplomas awarded to students each year. This metric is indicative of

In this analysis, only Career Development and College Preparation (CDCP) and Disability Support
Services certificates and diplomas are examined. NOCE offers other locatertificates, but data

for these certificates was not available at the time of the writing of this report, hence their
exclusion.

Career Technical Education (CTE) Certificates Awarded

Figure 18 illustrates all CTE certificates awarded between 201516 and 2017-18. A total of 411
certificates were awarded in 201516, 448 in 2016-17, and 451 in 2017-18. Medical Assistant
certificates include both the Medical Assistant and Medical Assistant: Front Office Certificate
programs. Similarly, Pharmacy Technician includes both the Pharmacy Technician Registration
and Pharmacy Techniciand ASHP Accredited Certificate programs. Though once the largest CTE
program, since the 2015-16 academic year, there has been a consistent decline (24%) in the
number of Pharmacy Technician certificates awarded. However, there has been a consistent
increase (34%) in the number of Medical Assistant certificates awarded during the same
timeframe. Administrative Assistant certificates have also seen an increase (58%) between 2015
16 to 2017-18.



Figure 18. CTE Certificates Awarded by Academic Year

2016-17 CTE Certificates Awarded (Total=448)

Administrative Assistant _ 77
Early Childhood Education _ 77
Electrical Trainee - 16

Fundamental Computer Concepts and Skills l 7

Funeral Service Assistant | 1

Graphic, Design, and Web Skills - 26

il s | '

Office Application Essentials I 5

eramcy Tecicon | **
Project Management - 24

Quality Assurance for Medical Devices . 12

Ethnicity

The ethnic breakdown of CTE certificates awarded are illustrated inTable 68 below. Please noe
that some students received more than one CTE certificate in an academic yearHowever, the
table below accounts for the unduplicated counts of students. More detailed information can be
found in the appendix (Table 59) Due to small sample size and to potect student privacy,
American Indian or Alaska Native, Black or African American, and Native Hawaiian or Pacific
Islander were included in the Other or Unknown category. The demographic breakdown of CTE
certificates awarded continue to closely mirror that of the overall demographic picture of the
CTE program in general. Asian students have seen the biggest decrease in certificates awarded
between 2015-16 and 2017-18 (-4.81%), despite their proportions slightly growing in the CTE
program student population . Hispanic or Latino students saw the biggest increase in CTE
certificates awarded over the past three years.

Office of Institutional Research and Planning









































































