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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
 The 2006 Environmental Scan is a tool for administrators, faculty, and staff 

at Chandler-Gilbert Community College (CGCC), helping to make informed 

decisions about strategic planning for the college in the next five years.  

Demographic, economic, and academic data and trends for the college and 

its service area are provided to assist the decision-makers in understanding the 

opportunities and challenges that face Chandler-Gilbert and its community. 

 Undeniably, the Greater Phoenix metropolitan area is currently 

experiencing unprecedented growth in terms of population and employment 

opportunities.  The service area of CGCC, in particular, has two of the fastest 

growing locations in the country.  The population is also becoming more diverse, 

most notably with increasing numbers of Hispanic and Asian residents. The 

service area population tends to be younger than the nation as a whole, as well 

as better educated.  The area also enjoys high levels of employment in a diverse 

array of occupations and has median family and household incomes generally 

higher than the national levels. 

 Employment opportunities are expected to grow in the fields of health 

care, biotechnology, and high tech manufacturing.  These professions are going 

to require postsecondary training to create the educated, skilled workforce 

necessary to perform the job.  A study conducted by the Battelle Memorial 

Institute in 2005 demonstrated that there is opportunity for improvement on the 

part of the Maricopa community colleges to supply the trained labor needed to 

sustain growth in high tech industry.   

 Arizona’s elementary and secondary schools are struggling to improve 

student performance and success.  Advancements are needed in graduation 

and dropout rates, as well as performance on national and state exams.  

Standards for the Arizona’s Instrument to Measure Standards (AIMS) test have 

been lowered, so while passing the test is now required for high school 

graduation, lowered criteria will allow more under-prepared students to 
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graduate.  This may place additional stress on CGCC to help these students 

develop their skills via remedial coursework if they choose to attend the college. 

 In the 2005 Golden marketing study, students revealed that their primary 

reason for choosing CGCC was its location, which was made even more 

appealing by the completion of the Loop 202 in 2006.  The CGCC campuses 

saw an increase in enrollment, especially in areas located most closely to the 

highway.  However, an assessment of enrollment figures over a five-year period 

demonstrates that CGCC is drawing more students from an increasingly 

concentrated area than it had previously, despite the improved access.  A 

study of unduplicated enrollment data has shown that CGCC has never pulled 

more than 59% of the students who lived within its service area and were 

attending at least one of the MCCCD schools. 

 CGCC has been experiencing growth when many sister colleges are 

facing decreasing enrollment.  Chandler-Gilbert’s full-time student equivalent 

(FTSE) and headcount have been increasing in recent years, though at a slower 

pace than in the past.  Most students enroll part-time, and the majority of new 

students are recent high school graduates earning credits for university transfer.  

The amount of racial diversity of the college has been increasing, with growing 

numbers of Hispanic, black, Asian, and Native American students enrolling.  

However, the university transfer rate of minority students is low.  Overall, most 

CGCC transfer students elect education or business as their intended majors at 

the universities. 

 Chandler-Gilbert is facing increasing demands on its resources as the 

student body and service area population continue to grow and their needs 

change.  The environmental scan provides a snapshot of the college and its 

community.  While it may indicate areas of opportunity for the college, CGCC 

must remain cognizant of its relationship and obligations to sister colleges and 

community partners.  The scan is just one segment of the decision-making 

process as CGCC assesses the needs of its internal and external communities. 
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THE NATION 
 According to the 2005 American Community Survey (ACS), the total 

population of the United States is 288,378,137, up 6,956,231 individuals from the 

2000 census (US Census Bureau).  The nation’s population is projected to reach 

308,936,000 by 2010, 363,854,000 by 2030, and 419,854,000 by 2050.  The 

population remains relatively evenly divided by sex, with slightly more females 

(51% to 49%).  The American population is slowly aging, as indicated by the 

median age, which is 36.4 years for 2005, up from 35 years in 2000.  According to 

the 2005 ACS, the percentage of the population under the age of five years is 

7%, which is up 0.2% from 2000.  The percentage of the population 18 years of 

age and older is 74.6%, up 0.3% from 2000.  The percentage of the population 

over the age of 64 years has decreased 0.3% from 2000 levels to 12.1%.   

 The racial composition of the American population has remained 

relatively steady since 2000.  This is using duplicated data since racial data for 

2000 that would allow separation of Hispanic/non-Hispanic by race are not 

available.  There was a decrease of 0.4% in the percentage of the population 

that is white (74.7%), 0.2% decrease among blacks (12.1%), and 0.1% decrease 

among Native Americans (0.8%), while the percentage of Native 

Hawaiian/Pacific Islanders has remained unchanged.  The percentage of the 

population that is Asian was 4.3% for 2005, a 0.7% increase.  The largest gain was 

among individuals of Hispanic origin of any race, which increased by 2% to 

14.5% in 2005.    

The American population is becoming better educated, as revealed by 

the percentage of individuals with a high school degree or higher, as well as by 

those possessing a bachelor’s degree or more.  The percentage of the 

population with a high school diploma or more increased 3.8% between 2000 

and 2005 to 84.2% out of 188,950,759 individuals 25+years of age.   The 

percentage of individuals with a bachelor’s degree or more increased by 2.8%, 

representing 27.2% of the adult population 25 years and older in 2005. 
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 The percentage of the US population 16 years of age or older who are in 

the workforce increased in 2005 by 2% to stand at 65.9%.  The average 

commute decreased by half a minute to 25 minutes in 2005.  The median 

household income increased from $41,994 in 2000 to $46,242 in 2005.  The 

median family income also increased, from $50,046 in 2000 to $55,832.  Despite 

these increases in median incomes, the percentage of the population (both 

families and individuals) who fall below poverty levels increased since 2000.  The 

percentage of families in poverty increased 1% to stand at 10.2% in 2005, and 

the percentage of individuals in poverty increased 0.9%, representing 13.3% of 

the American population. 

 The national unemployment rate is striving to reach pre-2001 levels, when 

the unemployment yearly average was 4.7% (Arizona Department of Economic 

Security).  Unemployment averages have reached as high as 6.0% in 2003 and 

have been improving since that time.  As of November, the unemployment rate 

average for 2006 is at 4.6%.   

ARIZONA AND CHANDLER-GILBERT SERVICE AREA 
Population Growth 

 The state of Arizona and the service area of the Chandler-Gilbert 

Community College (Chandler, Gilbert, Mesa, Queen Creek, Sun Lakes, and 

Tempe) differ from the national trend in many indicators since they have been 

experiencing high levels of growth in population, economy, job opportunities, 

housing, etc.  From 1990 to 2005, the state’s total population has grown from 

3,665,228 to 5,829,839, a 63% increase, making Arizona the 17th largest state in 

the country (Table 1; US Census Bureau).  The county of Maricopa and the 

CGCC service area also have seen increases in their total populations.  Gilbert 

ranked 4th among US cities and towns with populations over 100,000 for amount 

of growth between 2003 and 2004, and Chandler ranked 7th.  Among cities and 

towns with the largest numerical increase from 2003 to 2004, Chandler ranked 

9th and Gilbert ranked 10th in the US.  The town of Queen Creek remains small in  



 8 

Table 1. Total population 1990-2005 with 2030 projections (Maricopa Association of 
Governments, US Census Bureau).  

Total Population 1990 2000 2005 2030 
United States 248,709,873 281,421,906 288,378,137 363,584,000 

Arizona 3,665,228 5,130,632 5,829,839 10,347,543 

Maricopa Co. 2,122,101 3,072,149 3,590,804 6,207,980 

Chandler 90,533 176,581 225,725 288,600 

Gilbert 29,188 109,967 178,539 290,500 

Mesa 288,091 396,375 442,445 647,800 

Queen Creek 2,667 4,316 16,414 88,100 

Sun Lakes 6,578 11,936 N/A N/A 

Tempe 141,865 158,625 166,171 196,700 

 

comparison, but it has also seen a steady increase in population from 2,667 in 

1990 to 16,414 in 2005 (Maricopa Association of Governments).   

 

Population Projections 

Population projections from the Arizona Department of Economic Security 

predict that, by 2055, the population of Arizona will be over 13 million, and that 

of Maricopa County will increase to nearly 8 million.  In 2003, the Maricopa 

Association of Governments (MAG) predicted that the total resident population 

in 2030 would be: Chandler, 288,600; Gilbert, 290,500; Mesa, 647,800; Queen 

Creek, 88,100; and Tempe, 197,700, though it is likely that these projections will 

be met in advance of 2030 for some of these fast-growing areas.  MAG 

projections and 2005 American Community Survey (ACS) population data for 

Sun Lakes, which is a census designated place and not a town per se, are not 

available. 

 

Age 

 According to the 2005 ACS, Arizonans tend to be younger than the 

national average, despite the state depicting itself as a prime retirement area 

(Morrison Institute, 2001).  However, there has been a slight increase in median 

age for the state since 2000, from 34.2 years to 34.5 years (US Census Bureau).  
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The average age of cities and towns for which 2005 ACS data are available 

(Chandler, Gilbert, Mesa, and Tempe) is 31.6 years, nearly five years younger 

than the national average.  In 2000, the median age of the same locations was 

30.5 years, while the national median was 35.3 years. 

 It will be several years before the US Census Bureau will have available 

most demographic statistics from the 2005 ACS for places with populations 

under 65,000, so the most recent data for Queen Creek and Sun Lakes are from 

the 2000 decennial census.  In 2000, the median age for Queen Creek was 30.9 

years and for Sun Lakes, which is an adult retirement community, 69.3 years.  

There are age restrictions in the Sun Lakes communities stipulating that no 

permanent residents can be under the age of 19 years (Robson Communities, 

www.robson.com).  Due to their comparatively small size and lack of 2005 ACS 

data, Sun Lakes and Queen Creek will not be covered in great detail. 

 A breakdown of the population by age increments reflects the relatively 

young median age of Arizonans (Table 2; US Census Bureau).  A large number of 

individuals are of prime working age (20-59 years) with all cities and towns 

having at least 50% of their population within this range.  Tempe has the highest 

number of individuals between 20-59 years (64.6%), followed by Chandler 

(59.6%), and Gilbert (55.6%).  There is also a high number of individuals under the 

age of 25 years, the group most likely to be enrolled in an educational institution 

of some kind.  Tempe has the highest percentage of this category (42.1%), 

followed by Gilbert (55.6%), and Chandler (37.4%).  Individuals between 20-24 

years of age comprise the largest segment of individuals less than 25 years 

residing in Tempe, undoubtedly connected with the presence of the main 

campus for the second largest university in the country.  Conversely, Gilbert’s 

population under 25 years of age consists mostly of individuals aged 14 years or 

younger (31.4%), promising a considerable number of college-bound students in 
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Table 2.  Population (%) by age group based on 2005 ACS (US Census Bureau). 

  
<5 

Years 
5-9 

Years 
10-14 
Years 

15-19 
Years 

20-24 
Years 

25-34 
Years 

35-44 
Years 

Maricopa Co. 8.3% 7.8% 7.4% 6.7% 6.9% 15.6% 14.6% 

Chandler 7.8% 8.0% 7.9% 7.6% 6.0% 17.0% 19.0% 

Gilbert 11.4% 10.5% 9.4% 7.0% 3.6% 15.7% 18.5% 

Mesa 8.4% 7.1% 7.2% 7.1% 7.4% 14.4% 14.0% 

Tempe 5.1% 6.7% 7.3% 6.4% 16.6% 17.7% 14.6% 

 

 
45-54 
Years 

55-59 
Years 

60-64 
Years 

65-74 
Years 

75-84 
Years 

85 
+Years 

 

Maricopa Co. 12.6% 5.1% 4.3% 6.0% 3.9% 1.1%  

Chandler 13.5% 4.1% 3.2% 3.5% 1.9% 0.5%  

Gilbert 12.3% 3.7% 3.1% 2.9% 1.8% 0.1%  

Mesa 11.5% 4.6% 4.0% 8.0% 5.1% 1.3%  

Tempe 11.6% 4.1% 3.1% 3.4% 2.5% 0.8%  

 

future years.  For Chandler and Mesa, there is a more even distribution between 

the age categories. 

 
Household and Family 

 The average household size in Arizona and targeted areas is larger than 

the national average of 2.60 based on the 2005 ACS (US Census Bureau).  

Gilbert has the largest average household size (3.26), while Tempe has the 

smallest (2.48).  Gilbert also has the largest average family size (3.58), and Mesa 

has the smallest (3.24), though it is still larger than the national average of 3.18.  

Based on the 2000 Census, Queen Creek’s average household size is 3.54 and 

Sun Lakes, 1.70.  In 2000, Queen Creek’s average family size was 3.77 and Sun 

Lakes, 2.06.  The average family size of the nation was 2.59 and average family 

size was 3.14 in 2000. 

 

Race 

 According to the 2005 ACS, the racial group with the highest numbers 

using unduplicated data (e.g., only counting individuals who are white Hispanics  



 11 

Table 3.  Population (%) by race according to 2005 ACS (US Census Bureau). 
 White Black 

Am. Indian/ 
Alaskan 
Native Asian 

Native 
Hawaiian/ 
Pacific Is. 

Hispanic of 
Any Race 

US 66.8 11.9 0.7 4.3 0.1 14.5 
Arizona 60.2 2.9 4.4 2.2 0.1 28.6 
Maricopa Co. 61.2 3.7 1.7 2.6 0.1 29.2 
Chandler 66.6 4.6 0.9 6.9 0.3 18.3 
Gilbert 77.8 3.2 0.4 4.8 0.1 12.2 
Mesa 68.2 2.3 1.9 1.9 0.1 24.0 
Tempe 67.0 2.9 2.3 4.5 0.0 22.0 
Non-Hispanic percentages are based on unduplicated totals. 

 

in the Hispanic category)) within Arizona is white (60.2%), followed by Hispanic of  

any race (28.6%) and Native American (4.4%; Table 3).  Hispanic (of any race)  

was the second most common group in all areas of interest.  There is some 

variance in the third most common racial group at the county and city levels.  

The third most common racial group in Maricopa County and Mesa is 

black/African American, while for Chandler, Gilbert, and Tempe, it is Asian.  

Native Hawaiians/Pacific Islanders comprise the smallest segment at the county 

and city levels.   

To measure the changes in racial composition for the areas of interest, a 

comparison of duplicated data was made.  Unduplicated data were not 

collected for all groups by the 2000 census, so it is necessary to compare 

duplicated figures.  Evaluating 2000 and 2005 data, racial diversity of the 

population is increasing slightly, especially in Chandler and Gilbert (Table 4).   

Most noticeable increases occurred among individuals who are Hispanic (of any 

race) or Asian.  Only 2000 census data are available for Queen Creek, whose 

population was mostly white (82.1%) or Hispanic of any race (30%), and Sun 

Lakes was predominately white (98.4%), followed by Hispanic (0.9%). 
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Table 4.  Population (%) by race according to 2000 census and 2005 ACS using duplicated data 
(US Census Bureau). 

 

White Black 

Am. 
Indian/Alaskan 

Native Asian 

Native 
Hawaiian/ 

Pacific 
Islander 

Hispanic of 
Any Race 

  2000 2005 2000 2005 2000 2005 2000 2005 2000 2005 2000 2005 
US 75.1 74.7 12.3 12.1 0.9 0.8 3.6 4.3 0.1 0.1 12.5 14.5 
Arizona 75.5 76.2 3.1 3.1 5.0 4.7 1.8 2.2 0.1 0.1 25.3 28.6 
Maricopa 
Co. 77.1 78.3 3.7 3.8 1.8 1.9 2.2 2.7 0.1 0.1 24.8 29.2 
Chandler 77.2 76.0 3.5 4.9 1.2 1.2 4.2 6.9 0.1 0.3 21.0 18.3 
Gilbert 85.7 84.7 2.4 3.3 0.6 0.4 3.6 4.8 0.1 0.1 11.9 12.2 
Mesa 81.7 81.6 2.5 2.4 1.7 2.2 1.5 2.0 0.2 0.1 19.7 24.0 
Tempe 77.5 83.1 3.7 3.0 2.0 2.3 4.7 4.6 0.3 0.0 17.9 22.0 
Queen 
Creek 82.1 N/A 0.3 N/A 0.5 N/A 0.3 N/A 0.1 N/A 30.0 N/A 
Sun Lakes 98.4 N/A 0.8 N/A 0.1 N/A 0.3 N/A 0.0 N/A 0.9 N/A 
Percentages may not add to 100% due to rounding and duplicated data. 
Unduplicated figures for all non-Hispanic groups are not available for the 2000 census. 

 

Residence, Origin, and Citizenship Status 

 Information regarding the residence and origin of Arizonans indicates that 

many residents have relocated here from outside of Arizona (Table 5).  In the 

2005 ACS, the majority of new residents to the county have come from a 

different state (over 82%).  A large number of individuals (over 70%) in Maricopa 

County, as well as the CGCC service area, reported that they lived in the same  

house as they had the previous year.  Mesa has the largest percentage with 79%  

living in the same house.  Among those who had lived elsewhere, more than half 

had relocated from within Maricopa County.  The percentage of individuals 

who had lived outside of Maricopa County in 2004 varied widely, from only 

28.3% in Mesa to 43.7% in Gilbert.  Only a small portion (less than 2%) had lived 

abroad in the previous year.  Overall, residency patterns are similar between the 

county, cities, and towns, with the greatest heterogeneity between these 

locations occurring in the category of residents moving here from other counties 

in the past year.  The highest number of newcomers to Maricopa County moved 

to Gilbert.   

 The majority of individuals living in Maricopa County and the CGCC 

service area are natural citizens of the United States (Table 6).  Of those born  
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Table 5. Residency and place of birth according to 2005 ACS (US Census Bureau). 

Residence One Year Ago 

 Population in 
AZ one year or 

longer Same House 
Different House 

in US Abroad 

Maricopa Co. 3,532,260 2,712,567 76.8% 786,844 22.3% 32,849 0.9% 
Chandler 222,397 163,044 73.3% 58,275 26.2% 1,078 0.5% 
Gilbert 175,410 134,548 76.7% 40,160 22.9% 702 0.4% 
Mesa 434,132 342,957 79.0% 87,693 20.2% 3,481 0.8% 
Tempe 165,190 126,474 76.6% 36,190 21.9% 2,526 1.5% 
If Living in Different House 
 Same County Different County Same State Different State 

Maricopa Co. 562,757 71.5% 224,087 28.5% 34,749 15.5% 189,338 84.5% 
Chandler 38,937 66.8% 19,338 33.2% 2,873 14.9% 16,465 85.1% 
Gilbert 22,595 56.3% 17,565 43.7% 2,701 15.4% 14,864 84.6% 
Mesa 62,867 71.7% 24,826 28.3% 4,407 17.8% 20,419 82.2% 
Tempe 26,414 73.0% 9,776 27.0% 1,521 15.6% 8,255 84.4% 
Place of Birth 

 Total Population Native Born in US Born Abroad 

Maricopa Co. 3,590,804 2,998,989 83.5% 2,958,893 98.7% 40,096 0.01% 
Chandler 225,725 194,729 86.3% 192,491 98.9% 2,238 0.01% 
Gilbert 178,539 162,705 91.1% 161,360 99.2% 1,345 0.8% 
Mesa 442,445 378,798 85.6% 374,133 98.8% 4,665 1.2% 
Tempe 166,171 139,684 84.1% 137,824 98.7% 1,860 1.3% 
 Born in US Same State Different State Foreign-born 

Maricopa Co. 2,958,893 98.7% 1,182,958 40.0% 1,775,935 60.0% 
 

591,815 16.5% 
Chandler192491 192,491 98.9% 71,004 36.9% 121,487 63.1% 30,996 13.7% 
Gilbert161360 161,360 99.2% 58,011 36.0% 103,349 64.1% 15,834 8.9% 
Mesa 374,133 98.8% 142,170 51.9% 231,963 62.0% 63,647 14.9% 
Tempe 137,824 98.7% 592,73 43.0% 78,551 57.0% 26,487 15.9% 
 

within the US, approximately 60% had been born in a state other than Arizona.  

Gilbert has the smallest percentage of individuals who were born in Arizona 

(36%), while Tempe has the highest (43%).  Only a small portion (less than 1%) 

were born in US territories or while US parents were abroad.  An average of 14%  

of county and targeted area residents was born in a foreign country.  Tempe 

has the highest percentage of foreign-born residents (15.9%), followed closely by 

Mesa (14.9%), and Chandler (13.7%), though they are all below the county level 

(16.5%). 
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Table 6.  Citizenship status and year of entry according to 2005 ACS (US Census Bureau). 

Citizenship Status 

 Foreign-born 
Population 

Naturalized US 
Citizen 

Not a  
US Citizen  

Maricopa Co. 591,815 175,011 29.6% 416,804 70.4%   
Chandler 30,996 12,061 38.9% 189,35 61.1%   
Gilbert 15,834 9,261 58.5% 6,573 41.5%   
Mesa 63,647 12,810 20.1% 50,837 79.9%   
Tempe 26,487 5,961 22.5% 20,526 77.5%   
 

Year of Entry 
 Population Born 

Outside US Native 
Entered 2000 or 

Later 
Entered Before 

2000 

Maricopa Co. 631,911 40,096 6.4% 2,636 6.6% 37,460 93.4% 
Chandler 33,234 2,238 6.7% 0 0.0% 2,238 100.0% 
Gilbert 17,179 1,345 7.8% 62 4.6% 1,283 95.4% 
Mesa 68,312 4,665 6.8% 0 0.0% 4,665 100.0% 
Tempe 28,347 1,860 6.6% 55 3.0% 1,805 97.0% 
 

 Foreign-Born 
Entered 2000 or 

Later 
Entered Before 

2000 

Maricopa Co.   591,815 93.7% 176,822 29.9% 414,993 70.1% 
Chandler   30,996 93.3% 6,122 19.8% 24,874 80.3% 
Gilbert   15,834 92.2% 2,783 17.6% 13,051 82.4% 
Mesa   63,647 93.2% 23,085 36.3% 40,562 63.7% 
Tempe   26,487 93.4% 11,106 41.9% 15,381 58.1% 
 

 In a state where illegal immigration and associated issues (e.g., border 

security and access to medical care, education, and other social services) are 

a prime concern, it is pertinent to note the reported citizenship status figures  

from the 2005 ACS for foreign-born individuals who reside in the targeted areas  

in Arizona.  The citizenship status widely varies between county and city  

percentages, though on average, more foreign-born individuals are not US 

citizens.  Of the nearly 600,000 foreign-born individuals living in Maricopa County, 

70% are not citizens of the United States.  Mesa has the highest percentage of  

foreign-born residents who are not US citizens (79.9%), followed closely by Tempe  

(77.5%).  Chandler (61.1%) and Gilbert (41.5%) fall below the county average 

(70.4%).  For Maricopa County, Chandler, and Gilbert, more than 70% of foreign-  
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Table 7.  Population (aged 3+ years) enrolled in school and educational attainment (25+ years) 
based on 2005 ACS (US Census Bureau).  

School Enrollment Maricopa Co. % Chandler % Gilbert % Mesa % Tempe % 

Pop. 3 yrs+ enrolled 966,255  67,342  61,748  115,766  58,381   

Nursery/preschool 52,343 5.4 4,280 6.4 5,290 8.6 5,416 4.7 1,614 2.8 

Kindergarten 52,288 5.4 3,452 5.1 3,821 6.2 6,341 5.5 1,481 2.5 

Elementary (grades 1-8) 433,672 44.9 28,246 41.9 27,349 44.3 51,355 44.4 19,096 32.7 

High School (grades 9-12) 200,909 20.8 15,883 23.6 12,362 20.0 24,308 21.0 8,155 14.0 

College/Graduate School 227,043 23.5 15,481 23.0 12,926 20.9 28,357 24.5 28,035 48.0 

             

Educational Attainment Maricopa Co. % Chandler % Gilbert % Mesa  % Tempe % 

Pop. 25 years+ 2,262,028  141,337  103,672  277,749  96,160   

Less than 9th grade 158,475 7.0 6,286 4.5 1,905 1.8 17,648 6.4 3,478 3.6 

9th-12th grade-no diploma 195,457 8.6 9,254 6.6 2,955 2.9 24,964 9.0 5,936 6.2 

High school grad (or GED) 546,465 24.2 24,725 17.5 17,704 17.1 72,076 26.0 20,092 20.9 

Some college-no degree 556,509 24.6 37,803 26.8 30,033 29.0 73,484 26.5 21,015 21.9 

Associate's degree 187,949 8.2 13,357 9.5 10,129 9.8 23,755 8.6 8,698 9.0 

Bachelor's degree 401,370 17.7 32,650 23.1 27,193 26.2 44,647 16.1 22,634 23.5 
Graduate/Professional 
deg. 215,803 9.5 17,262 12.2 13,753 13.3 21,175 7.6 14,307 14.9 

% H.S. graduate or higher  84.4  89.0  95.3  84.7  90.2 

% bachelor's or higher   27.3   35.3   39.5  23.7   34.8 

 

born individuals entered prior to 2000.  For Mesa and Tempe, approximately 40% 

entered after 2000. 

 

Level of Education 

 The 2005 ACS percentages of individuals three years of age or older who 

are enrolled in school in Maricopa County and CGCC service area are rather 

comparable (Table 7).  For Chandler, Gilbert, Mesa, and Tempe, an average of 

41% are attending elementary school (grades 1-8), followed by  

college/graduate school (29%), and high school (20%).  While the pool of 

potential college-going students is going to shrink for the near future, based on 

the smaller portion of the population enrolled in high school, the number of 

younger students coming through the elementary ranks is promising for larger 

college enrollment beginning after the next 5 years.  However, the strategic 

plan will be addressing the needs of the college with a reduced number of 

potential high school graduates within the next five years.  There is the possible 
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contribution of new families relocating to Arizona that may have children ready 

to enroll in college that can help bolster the smaller native pool of students.  

Gilbert has the most children enrolled in preschool or nursery school (8.6%), as 

well as in kindergarten (6.2%).  Mesa has the highest percentage of students in 

elementary school (44.4%), followed closely by Gilbert (44.3%).  Chandler has the 

largest percentage of high school students (23.6%), which can provide CGCC  

with potential students within the next five years.  Unsurprisingly, Tempe has the 

largest number of students enrolled in college or graduate school (48%), with 

Mesa trailing in second with 24.5%. 

In regards of educational attainment for individuals 25 years of age and 

older, the county, as a whole, has 7% of individuals with less than a 9th grade 

education and 9% with a high school education but no diploma.  The county 

also has a higher percentage of individuals who have only a high school 

education or equivalent (24%), though it is actually below the national 

percentage of 29.6%.  Twenty-seven percent of county residents 25 years and 

older have a bachelor’s degree or higher, which is on par with the national level 

(27.2%).  Of the cities and towns, Mesa has the highest percentage (26%) of 

individuals who have only a high school education or less. Gilbert has the 

highest percentage of residents with a high school diploma or more (95.3%), 

followed by Tempe (90.2%), and Chandler (89%).  Gilbert also has the highest 

percentage of residents 25 years and older who have a bachelor’s degree or 

higher (39.5%), followed by Chandler (35.3%), and Tempe (34.8%).  Of the 

targeted areas with data from the 2005 ACS, Mesa has the lowest percentages 

of residents possessing a minimum of a high school diploma (84.7%) or a 

bachelor’s degree or higher (23.7%).  Based on the 2000 decennial census data, 

78.9% of Queen Creek residents and 92.6% of Sun Lakes residents had a high 

school diploma or higher, while for the US as a whole, it was 80.4%.  For Queen 

Creek, 17.3% had a bachelor’s degree or higher, and for Sun Lakes, 29.3%, in 

comparison with the national level of 24.4%.   
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A comparison of 2000 and 2005 values for Maricopa County and targeted 

areas shows that the percentage of individuals with a diploma either increased 

by only 1% or remained the same over this period, which is below the 4% 

increase for the nation.  For those having a bachelor’s degree or higher, there 

was an increase by 1-13%, with Tempe having the highest gain.  The national 

increase for percentage of population having a bachelor’s degree or higher 

was 3%, with a total of 27%. 

 

Economics 

Economic Profiles 

Arizona  

 The primary employment areas in the state of Arizona include: aerospace, 

electronics and semiconductor manufacturing, tourism, business services, and 

back-office operations.  In rural Arizona, the original enterprises for which the 

state has been known—agriculture and mining—continue to be important, 

though, as a whole, they are on the decline.  The largest economic sectors, 

merely based on size, are real estate and rental industries, tourism, and 

government positions.  Compared to the national average, construction is a 

large component of Arizona’s economic activities, due to the rapid growth and 

development of the state (Arizona Department of Commerce). 

 

Chandler  

 Incorporated in 1920, Chandler used to be a quiet agricultural town, but it 

is now considered to be one of the fastest growing places in the country.  

Chandler has seen a significant increase in its population from 1990-2005, 

increasing from 90,533 to 225,725 (Maricopa Association of Governments; US 

Census Bureau).  The prime industry of Chandler’s economy has shifted from 

farming to high-tech manufacturing (e.g., electronics, semiconductors, and 

space vehicles) and includes companies such as Motorola, Intel, Microchip, 
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Avnet, AMKOR, Ryobi International, Orbital Sciences Corporation, and 

Speedfam International (Arizona Department of Commerce; Chandler 

Chamber of Commerce).  In fact, this high-tech manufacturing focus has led to 

the nickname of “Oasis of the Silicon Desert” (Greater Phoenix Economic 

Council).  While Chandler is home to several manufacturing facilities, the town is 

still somewhat dependent upon the economy of Phoenix.  A substantial number 

of Chandler residents commute to work outside this city, as evidenced by the 

fact that there were 30% fewer jobs in Chandler than the 97,000 employed 

residents counted in the 2000 census (Rex, 2004a). 

 

Gilbert 

 Founded in 1891 and incorporated in 1920, Gilbert has been one of the 

fastest growing cities in the country in recent years (US Census Bureau; Arizona 

Department of Commerce).  Gilbert is the seventh largest location (whether 

town or city) in Arizona, with a population of 178,539 in 2005 (US Census Bureau).  

It was ranked 16th on the overall list of “Best Places to Live in America” by Money 

magazine in 2006.  Part of the appeal of the town is the quality of housing, 

variety of home prices, quality of the education system, and the employment 

opportunities (Arizona Department of Commerce).  Gilbert has a relatively small 

employment base and a substantial number of residents commute to other 

areas to work (Rex, 2004b).   

Gilbert does have an atmosphere that favors business development, and 

the health service industry has been of increasing importance to the town.  

Gilbert has opened two major medical centers, with a third opening in the near 

future, which may make Gilbert one of the prime centers for healthcare in the 

metropolitan area (Greater Phoenix Economic Council).  While primarily 

residential, Gilbert is home to high-tech manufacturing companies, as well as 

finance/credit operations, and services such as retail and numerous grocery 

stores (Arizona Department of Economic Security; Rex, 2004b).  Employers in the 
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area include large operations such as General Dynamics C4 Systems, Spectrum 

Astro, Earnhardt’s Gilbert Dodge, GoDaddy.com, Dillard’s department stores 

distribution center, Fry’s Food and Drug, and Superstition Contracting (Arizona 

Department of Commerce; Gilbert Economic Development Department).    

 

Mesa 

 The city of Mesa is the third largest city in Arizona, with a population of 

442,445 in 2005 (US Census Bureau), and it also ranked third in Money 

Magazine’s top ten list of big cities in which to live in 2006.  Mesa is a diversified 

urban city, identified as the largest “boomburb” in the US in 2001 by the Fannie 

Mae Foundation.  It provides a selection of employment and educational 

opportunities and a relatively young, skilled workforce, and relatively affordable 

housing (Greater Phoenix Economic Council).   The primary areas of 

employment within Mesa are aerospace/aviation, agribusiness, automotive, 

business services, education services, electronics, health services, retail, and 

transportation services (Arizona Department of Commerce; Greater Phoenix 

Economic Council).  Among its largest employers are: Banner Health System, 

Boeing, AT&T, Wal-mart, TRW Safety Systems, the Kroger Company, Empire 

Southwest Machinery, Bashas’ grocery stores, Mesa Community College, and 

Home Depot (City of Mesa; Greater Phoenix Economic Council).   Recently, 

United Postal Service announced it will expand its Mesa distribution facility, 

which will create 300 new jobs by December 2007 (Hensley, 2006). 

 

Queen Creek 

 Queen Creek is a relatively young town, founded only in 1989 (Arizona 

Department of Commerce).  Being so young and on the southeastern fringe of 

the Phoenix metropolitan area, it is not surprising that Queen Creek has a more 

rural lifestyle.  The area has a history of being agricultural, but in recent years, it 

has been the focus of residential development.  The population in the area has 
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increased significantly in the past five years, from little more than 4,000 residents 

in 2000 to over 16,000 in 2005 (Maricopa Association of Governments; US Census 

Bureau).  The area is focused on quality homes and lifestyle preservation.  There 

are sections of the town designated as employment centers, but the focus is on 

residential living, not on becoming a booming urban economic center of the 

southeast valley (Greater Phoenix Economic Council).  With this emphasis on 

quality of life, Queen Creek is known more as a place to live than to work.  The 

economy of Queen Creek is described as being mostly dependent upon that of 

Phoenix (Rex, 2004c).  Manufacturing (e.g., motor vehicle parts and chemicals) 

is the primary local industry.  Major employers in the area include: Alliance 

Lumbar, Bashas’ grocery stores, Canyon State Academy, Home Depot, Magma 

Engineering, Queen Creek Water Company, Safeway grocery stores, Queen 

Creek Unified School District, and the town of Queen Creek (Arizona 

Department of Commerce). 

 

Sun Lakes 

 Sun Lakes, a census designated place, is an active adult community, 

seven miles south of Chandler.  It was founded by developer Edward J. Robson 

in 1972 as a 3,500-acre, master-planned community (Arizona Department of 

Commerce).  According to the 2000 census, there were nearly 12,000 individuals 

living in this area.  Since it is a retirement community, there are age restrictions 

on residents.  The majority of people living in Sun Lakes are retired and 

employment, if necessary, generally occurs in nearby cities and towns (Arizona 

Department of Commerce). 

 

Tempe 

 Tempe has a permanent resident population of 166,171, according to the 

2005 American Community Survey (US Census Bureau).  Being the home to the 

second largest university in the country, it is not surprising that Tempe is 
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described as a knowledge-based environment that is attractive to businesses 

requiring creative, intelligent employees, as well as those that serve the needs of 

city residents (City of Tempe).  Businesses located in Tempe include aerospace 

companies (e.g., Triumph and US Airways), business services (e.g., Chase 

Manhattan Bank, Wells Fargo Loan Services, and DHL), biotechnology (e.g., 

Orthologic, and Medtronics), high-tech manufacturing (e.g., Motorola, 

Microchip, and Avnet), retail, and tourism.  While ASU is the largest employer in 

Tempe, manufacturing, especially of high-tech products, provides the most 

employment in the non-agricultural civilian sector (Rex, 200d).  If US Airways bid 

to take over Delta Airlines is successful, it is possible that they may relocate their 

headquarters to Atlanta, Georgia, an event that state economic developers 

are attempting to avoid (Graham and Richardson, 2006). 

 

Income 

 Fueled by the abundant, educated, growing workforce, the economies 

of Arizona, Maricopa County, and CGCC service area are strong, and 

individuals are generally making more than the national average based on the 

2005 ACS (US Census Bureau).  Residents of Gilbert have the highest median 

household income ($76,171), which is nearly $30,000 more than the national 

median ($46,242), and Gilbert’s median family income is $80,999, which is 

roughly $25,000 more than that of the nation ($55,832).  Mesa residents have the 

lowest median household income ($44,861) and family income ($53,730) for the 

areas of interest.  Mesa’s median incomes are also below the national level by 

approximately $2,000. 

 The College Board (2006) published a report supporting the monetary 

benefits of a higher education.  In 1975, the median earnings for males holding 

bachelor degrees were 19% higher than that of high school graduates.  This gap 

expanded to 63% in 2005.  Among females, the difference in median income 

between those with bachelor degrees versus high school diplomas was only 37% 
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in 1975, and that has increased to 70% in 2005.  Having some college or an 

associate’s degree also improves one’s earning potential.  In 2005, males having 

such credentials earned 20% more than high school graduates.  Since 1981, 

females with some college or associate’s degree have earned between 14-23% 

more than females holding only a high school diploma.  The difference in 

median earnings for those with an associate degree versus high school diploma 

was $7,300 among 25-34 year-olds and $9,900 for 45-54 year-olds.  The 

difference in median income for those with bachelor’s degrees versus a high 

school diploma was $8,800 for 25-34 year-olds and $11,600 for 35-44 year-olds.   

 The US Census Bureau (2006) also supports the monetary benefits of 

having a college degree, using data from 2004.  Individuals over the age of 18 

years who have a bachelor’s degree earned $51,554 on average, while those 

who only had a high school diploma earned 55% less ($28,645).  Individuals who 

did not have a high school diploma earned $19,169 on average.  The average 

income of those with advanced degrees was $78,093. 

 

Poverty Level 

 While many are doing well in Maricopa County and the CGCC service 

area, there are some residents who are struggling financially, and the amount of 

individuals and families below poverty level is similar to or less than the national 

percentage according to the 2005 ACS.  Families falling below the poverty level 

range from 3.1% in Gilbert to 8.9% in Mesa, which are below the national 

average of 10.2%.  For Maricopa County, 9.5% of families are below poverty.  

Gilbert also has the lowest percentage of individuals below the poverty level 

(4.1%), while Tempe has the highest (13.5%).  The national percentage of 

individuals below poverty level is 13.3% and for the county, 12.5%. 
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Housing Market 

 In 2006, home values continue to increase in the greater Phoenix area, 

though at a slower rate than for 2005 (Long and Konig, 2006).  For new and 

existing homes combined, Queen Creek has seen the largest median value 

increase from 2001-2006 (119.6%), while Mesa had the smallest (87.2%).  Median 

new home prices in 2006 ranged from $238,613 in one area of Chandler to 

$434,986 in another.  The value of new homes has increased since 2005 by as 

much as 53% in Queen Creek, for example.  On the opposite end, the Mesa zip 

code of 85207 saw a decrease of 26% in 2006 median new home values 

compared to 2005.  While these numbers are impressive for a one year change, 

looking at the amount of change from 2001-2006 reveals the volatility of the 

market.  Median new home values have increased by as much as 142% (Queen 

Creek), and as little as 27.8% (zip code 85225 in Chandler). 

 The median 2006 values for existing homes have increased compared to 

2005 values in all of the CGCC service area (Long and Konig, 2006).  Increases 

ranged from as low as 4.7% (zip code 85215 in Mesa) to 21.8% (zip code 85205, 

also in Mesa).  The median percentage change has nearly doubled from 2001 

to 2006.  For the zip codes combined by city or town, the smallest increase was 

93.1% in Mesa and the largest was 110.6% in Gilbert.  Typically, the value of new 

homes exceeds that of existing homes, though in newer communities like Sun 

Lakes and Queen Creek, the difference is not significant. 

 An analysis of the overall home values, existing and new combined, 

demonstrates how much the housing market in the Valley of the Sun has grown 

in recent years (Long and Konig, 2006).  Comparing 2001 to 2002, home values 

increased by 0.8-11.2%.  The year 2005 saw rapid escalation of home values due 

to high demand fueled by investors and a low supply of homes on the market.  

From 2004 to 2005, the amount of change in values ranged from 28.2% (zip code 

85207 in Mesa) to 49.6% (zip code 85233 in Gilbert).  While the amount of 

increase has slowed in 2006, home values are still rising, ranging from a 4.7% to 
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38.9% increase.  At these prices,  new potential homeowners  may not be able 

to afford buying a house in the CGCC service area, forcing them to try newer 

developments south or west of Phoenix, outside the general territory of CGCC.  

Conversely, if new residents, with incomes lower than the median for the area, 

buy homes within the service area, they may not have sufficient funds to be 

able to afford taking college classes, even with the comparatively lower cost of 

attending CGCC. 

 

Workforce Size 

 The workforce size in Maricopa County and targeted areas is generally 

even with the national level or higher (US Census Bureau).  The percentage of 

the population 16 years of age or older who are in the workforce in Maricopa 

County is 67.1% and in the civilian workforce, in particular, 63.3%.  The national 

percentages are 65.9% and 65.6%, respectively.  Chandler, Gilbert, and Tempe, 

with a total workforce of 75%+ and civilian workforce of 71%+, are strongly 

above the national levels for the combined civilian/non-civilian (65.9%) and 

civilian (65.5%) workforces.  Mesa trails the national percentages in both 

categories (64.1% and 60.2%, respectively). 

 

Commute 

 The potential workforce available in the service area is increased by the 

other residents of the greater Phoenix metropolitan area who are willing to 

commute.  Residents of Maricopa County have a longer average commute 

than the nation as a whole, roughly 26 minutes versus 25 minutes.  Gilbert has 

the highest mean travel time out of all areas of interest, driving an extra four 

minutes to work than the national mean.  Tempe residents tend to have the 

shortest commute (20 minutes).  The commute times indicate that many 

residents live in one city or town, but work in another. 
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Occupation and Industry 

 Focusing on civilian occupations, the area that involves the highest 

percentage of the population of the county and CGCC service area is 

management, professional and related occupations (29.9% to 46.5%), followed 

by sales and office occupations, and service occupations (26.7% to 30.1%).  

Farming, fishing, and forestry occupations are the smallest component of the 

civilian workforce (less than 1%).  For Maricopa County, Gilbert, Mesa, and 

Tempe, construction, extraction, and maintenance occupations rank fourth, 

while for Chandler, it is production transportation and material moving 

occupations. 

 Among civilian industries, the category that consistently employs the most 

workers in the county and service area is education services, health care, and 

social assistance (17.3%).  The area that employs the fewest in the county and 

service area is agriculture, forestry, fishing, hunting, and mining (0.5% and less).  

The ranking of other industries varies between county, city and town.  For 

example, for Mesa and Tempe, professional, scientific, management, 

administrative, and waste management rank second, while it is third for 

Maricopa County, Chandler, and Gilbert.  Retail trade ranks second for 

Maricopa County and Gilbert, while manufacturing ranks second for Chandler. 

 

Employment Outlook 

 Arizona has been described as booming, in terms of population numbers, 

real estate, and job opportunities, and the growing population is considered to 

be a motivator for continued growth in other areas.  While strong in high 

technology manufacturing, Arizona was advised to expand into bioscience, 

nanotechnology, and improve on knowledge-based industries if the state 

wanted to maintain a strong economy and continued growth (Morrison Institute, 

2001).  The state and its universities took this message to heart, demonstrated by 

the establishment in Arizona of the Translational Genomics Research Institute, 
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Critical Path Institute, University of Arizona’s BIO5 Institute for Collaborative 

Research, and Arizona State University’s Biodesign Institute (Eller College of 

Management, 2005 

 Most industries, including aerospace, semiconductor manufacturers, 

education services, and health services, are looking to continue adding new 

jobs (Eller College of Management, 2005).  The Arizona Department of 

Commerce recently announced that Embraer, the world’s leading corporate jet 

manufacturer, will be opening an exclusive jet service center at the Williams 

Gateway Airport, an $11 million investment that will lead to the creation of new 

jobs.  The 2006 report of the Urban Land Institute on the growth of the Williams 

Gateway Airport region predicts that the 15,000 jobs that were in the area in 

2000 will explode to 100,000 by 2030 due to commercial, industrial, and 

residential developments planned for the area. 

The cities and towns of Maricopa County are striving to woo companies 

with higher-wage jobs to relocate or establish plants/labs/offices in Arizona.  

Covance, a large drug-development company, has announced plans to build 

a research facility near the CGCC Pecos campus, which may also lure other 

bioscience companies to do the same (Jensen, 2006).  While the shortage of 

wet lab space currently hinders the growth of small bioscience firms in the 

greater Phoenix area, other companies are looking to redesign current facilities 

to help boost the bioscience industry in the Valley (Alltucker, 2006). 

Both national and state government projections (for 2004-2014 and 2003-

2013, respectively) for fastest growing occupations are among health-related  

occupations (Table 8).  All ten of the fastest growing occupations predicted by 

the Arizona Department of Economic Security are in health care, while seven  

out of ten health care jobs are projected to be among the fastest growing by 

the US Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics.  Considering population 

growth and the aging population, the demands on health care professionals 

are only going to increase in the coming years.  Most health care jobs, even as  
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Table 8.  Projected fastest growing occupations in Arizona and the nation (Arizona Department of 
Economic Security; US Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics). 
Arizona 2003 2013 % Increase Education Requirements 

Physician Assistant 2,341 4,178 78.5% Bachelor's degree 

Medical Assistants 11,652 20,649 77.2% Moderate on-the-job training 

Respiratory Therapy Technician 813 1,426 75.4% Postsecondary vocational training 

Medical Records & Health Information Technician 3,137 5,397 72.0% Associate's degree 

Dental Assistant 5,239 8,963 71.1% Moderate on-the-job training 

Dental Hygienist 1,720 2,942 71.1% Associate's degree 

Respiratory Therapist 1,285 2,197 71.0% Associate's degree 

Physical Therapist Aide 1,336 2,227 66.7% Short-term on-the-job training 

Physical Therapist Assistant 1,535 2,544 65.7% Associate's degree 

Radiation Therapist 538 890 65.4% Associate's degree 

National 2004 2014 % Increase Education Requirements 

Home Health Aide 624 974 56.0% Short-term on-the-job training 

Network systems & Data Communications Analyst 231 357 54.6% Bachelor's degree 

Medical Assistant 387 589 52.1% Moderate on-the-job training 

Physician Assistant 62 93 49.6% Bachelor's degree 

Computer Software Engineers: Applications 460 682 48.4% Bachelor's degree 

Physical Therapist Assistant 59 85 44.2% Associate's degree 

Dental Hygienist 158 226 43.3% Associate's degree 

Computer Software Engineers: Systems Software 340 486 43.0% Bachelor's degree 

Dental Assistant 267 382 42.7% Moderate on-the-job training 

Personal & Home Care Aide 701 988 41.0% Short-term on-the-job training 

 

assistants or technicians, require at least an associate’s degree, and the 

responsibilities of these jobs are going to increase as medical institutions try to 

save on expenses.  Many high technology occupations, which are also 

projected to increase in the coming years, require postsecondary training,  

including bachelor’s degrees (US Department of Labor).  The US Department of 

Labor predicts that the demand for postsecondary teachers is also going to 

increase, due to the need for qualified instructors to educate the growing 

number of young adults choosing to go to college, as well as the rising number 

of older adults who are returning to college to improve their career and skills 

training (Hecker, 2005).  While the Department of Labor projects that the total 

nationwide employment number will increase by 18.9 million jobs by 2014, a 
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higher percentage of those jobs (ranging from 10% to 12.6%) will require some 

degree of postsecondary training.  Having only a high school diploma will 

exclude an individual from taking part in these fastest growing, better paying 

positions. 

 The US labor force is projected to reach 162.1 million in 2014, which is 15 

million individuals higher than in 2004 (Toossi, 2005).  This growth will be fueled by 

population increases, but workforce participation is expected to decline.  The 

decrease is due to retiring Baby Boomers, individuals born between 1946 and 

1964.  Because of the population explosion after World War II, the Baby Boomers 

are a large component of the US population.  There was a decrease in the 

number of individuals born in 1965 to 1976, with a slight rebound during 1976-

2000.  These younger generations will be expected to make up for the deficit of 

skilled, educated workers caused by the retirement of the Baby Boomers in the 

near future.  Baby Boomers have had a high participation rate in the US 

workforce (84% in 2000).  After 2000, more Boomers passed into the 55+ years of 

age group, which has lower participation rates, causing the overall workforce 

participation rates to decrease.  The individuals born after the Baby Boomers will 

not be able to make up for the loss of numbers in the workforce caused by the 

retirement of the Boomers.   

Lowered participation is not due only to retirees but also to changes in 

work habits among younger adults.  More individuals between the ages of 16-24 

years are electing to stay in high school and enter college, dedicating 

themselves to their studies and having lowered employment rates.  While these 

individuals are investing in their education, which will improve their participation 

in the future workforce, their absence from the current workforce contributes to 

lowered participation rates overall. 

Despite the loss of many Baby Boomers to retirement, some are electing 

to stay in the workforce, even after they reach 55 years of age.  Due to changes 

in legislation restricting the age at which retirees can claim full retirement 
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benefits, as well as policies and laws against age discrimination, numerous Baby 

Boomers are electing to stay in the workforce, helping to stabilize participation 

rates while younger generations complete their education.  The older workers 

will need training to keep them updated on necessary skills and knowledge to 

remain competitive and such continuing education should be supported by 

employers.  This is in accordance with the 2004 recommendations of the 

Morrison Institute for generating a productive aging agenda by which to get 

older citizens involved in work, lifelong learning, and volunteerism. 

 

Maricopa County Community Colleges and High-Tech Industry 

 In 2005, the Maricopa County Community Colleges District (MCCCD) and 

the Salt River Project (SRP) commissioned the Battelle Memorial Institute to 

conduct a study on the demand for skilled workers in the high technology 

manufacturing industry of Maricopa County and assess the ability of the 

postsecondary institutions in the area to meet that need.  After interviewing and 

surveying numerous companies, Battelle reports that the demand for trained 

high-tech workers is high and expected to grow, but the postsecondary 

institutions, including MCCCD schools, are not producing sufficient numbers to 

sustain the growth.  While MCCCD colleges have developed programs that 

match the profiles of high-tech businesses in the area, the community colleges 

barely produce a quarter of the associate’s degrees in high-tech occupations 

(28% in 2004).  However, the community colleges, along with the skills center, are 

primarily the only institutions in the Greater Phoenix area that provide 

certification for different areas within high-tech manufacturing.  The colleges 

account for 99% of the high-tech certificates from 1999-2004. 

 The study found that there is opportunity for improvement and that the 

colleges can develop their abilities to meet the needs for trained high-tech 

workers.  Battelle recommends that the schools boost their partnerships with 

local companies to help respond better to industry needs.  The flexibility and 
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affordability of classes at MCCCD should help to encourage individuals to 

pursue associate’s degrees and certification, even if there is no tuition 

reimbursement offered by the employer.  Battelle advises that the colleges 

assess their programs often to maintain pace with changing industry needs and 

to keep course offerings flexible and affordable.  The institute recommends that 

colleges not become too dependent upon any one firm or industry or else it will 

be difficult for the programs to adapt.  Battelle (2005) suggests that the 

community colleges continue to advance partnerships with four-year institutions, 

like Arizona State University, especially its Polytechnic campus.  Among the 

study’s conclusions, the colleges might also consider working with elementary 

and secondary schools to increase the number of students taking math and 

science courses and to promote future careers in high-tech industry. 

 High-tech companies are requiring more from their workers, which means 

that they will need more training.  Cross-training, systemic knowledge, critical 

thinking, and problem-solving skills are becoming increasingly important.  They 

expect more skills and abilities of their workers to maximize efficiency and cost.  

Better-trained employees will help to expedite production and support rapid 

and continued company growth.  Companies need to have the foundation of 

skilled workers from which to draw in order to continue growing, and Arizona 

companies are planning to grow.  Projected employment in high-tech 

production, electrical engineering, manufacturing of software systems, and 

electromechanical technicians are expected to climb.  Looking at projected 

growth, it is predicted that more than half of the estimated 9,000 new jobs in the  

next two years are going to require some level of formal and informal training in 

order to succeed, whether it be certification, associate’s degree or more.  Of 

companies surveyed, 42% responded that they did use the community colleges 

for some amount of formal training for their employees, but less than 20% 

actually recruit new workers from the colleges.   
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Figure 1.  Average unemployment rates for 2000-2005 (Arizona Department of Economic 
Security). 
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Nearly all high-tech manufacturing areas require skills, such as basic learning, 

problem-solving, and the ability to effectively read general materials, 

instructions, policies, and procedures.  Math skills, logical reasoning and the 

ability to work in a team are also very important.  Most require critical thinking 

skills and the ability to read technical and business documents.  More than half  

require knowledge of business tools (e.g., software programs such as Word and 

Excel).  Fewer require internet skills, knowledge of business software such as 

CAD/CAM, MRP/ERO, understanding of general engineering, and ability to write 

general materials, instructions, policies, and procedures.  Performance tasks that 

many companies desire include: the knowledge to select proper equipment to 

complete a task; troubleshooting system problems; product design; material 

selection; quality control of operations; and monitoring and adjustment of 

systems as needed. 

 

Unemployment 

 With the amount of job growth in Arizona, it is not surprising that 

unemployment figures for the state, Maricopa County, and most of the CGCC 



 32 

service area are below the national average and have been so, for the most 

part, over the past six years (Figure 1; Arizona Department of Economic  

Security).  The national unemployment rate has ranged from 4.0-6.0%, while that 

of Maricopa County has ranged from 3.3-5.6%.  Collectively, for the CGCC 

service area, the unemployment rate has varied from 1.9% to 7.4%.  Overall, 

Gilbert has had the lowest unemployment rate (its highest was 3.2% in 2002),  

followed by Chandler (highest 4.3%) and Tempe (highest 4.9%).  Sun Lakes has 

had the highest unemployment rates of the past six years for the service area, 

ranging from 4.4% to 7.4%.  Unemployment rates increased in 2001 and have 

remained above those of the year 2000 until recently.  As of October, the 2006 

unemployment rate average varies from 2.0% for Gilbert and 4.8% for Sun Lakes, 

the closest the unemployment rates have come to approaching the year 2000 

levels. 

 

Chandler-Gilbert Community College 

Assessment 
 

With growing global economic competition and increased retirement 

among Baby Boomers, the demand and expectations for a highly educated, 

well-trained American workforce is even greater than before, yet the ability of 

colleges and universities in the US to meet these needs is questioned.  Higher 

educational institutions in Arizona do not compare well with those of other states 

in categories examined in the 2006 edition of the National Center for Public 

Policy and Higher Education’s Measuring Up report on Arizona. 

 In Measuring Up 2006: Arizona, some disturbing trends have been noted.  

While Arizona has had one of the country’s largest percentages of individuals 

aged 25-49 years enrolled in a degree or certificate program, it has declined 

significantly from 1992-2006.  Arizonans are less likely to enroll in college by the 

age of 19, which is partly due to lower rates of high school graduation within four 

years and lower rates of college enrollment in general.  Similar to the national 
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trend, affordability of a college education in Arizona has decreased.  An 

increasing percentage of a family’s income is dedicated to paying for college, 

even among community college students.  In Arizona in 2006, the percentage of 

income needed to pay for college ranged from 25% for community colleges, 

31% for public four-year institutions, and 65% for private four-year colleges or 

universities.  This is much higher than the national average of 15%, 16%, and 32%, 

respectively.  Part of the challenge of affordability is due to the state not 

investing any money into needs-based financial aid. 

 Arizona is not only serving its postsecondary students poorly, according to 

the Measuring Up report, for it also is not preparing its elementary and 

secondary students well, which will only contribute to decreased performance 

and success at the college level in the future.  There have been decreasing 

numbers of eighth graders performing well on national assessments of math and 

reading.  For example, only 26% of Arizona eighth graders scored at or above 

“proficient,” versus 38% for the national average.  Only 23% of Arizonan eighth 

graders were proficient or better on reading assessments, while 38% was the 

national average.  Only 20% of Arizonan eighth graders were proficient or better 

in science or writing, while the national average was 41% in both areas.  

Performance on the SAT/ACT college entrance exams were also below national 

averages.  In Arizona, only 116 out of 1,000 high school students had scores in 

the top 20%, while the national average was 237 out of 1,000 students.  Arizona is 

also facing a higher disparity in college preparation and participation based on 

race or social status.  Individuals from lower income, non-white families are 

significantly less likely to complete their high school education or enroll in 

college.  Whites from higher income families in Arizona are twice as likely to 

complete high school and enroll in college. 

 More positive results have been seen in the completion rates among 

community college students, in particular, for the completion of certificates and 

degrees compared to the number of enrolled students (Measuring Up 2006: 
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Arizona).  Seventeen out of 100 students in Arizona are awarded their certificate 

or degree among college and university undergraduates, compared to 20 out 

of 100 for the nation as a whole.  Persistence among community colleges in 

Arizona is also improving (55% versus 62% for national average), and the state is 

one of the top performers in community college persistence in the country.   

According to the National Community College Benchmark Project for 

2006, the service area total population for Chandler-Gilbert Community College 

is 419,833, which includes all individuals regardless of age.  The market 

penetration, which includes the entire service area population, was 3.03% for 

students taking courses for credit, a rank of 50% for the national benchmark.   

The market penetration for non-credit students is 1.09%, which has a national 

rank of 32%.  The median percentiles for the national benchmarks are 3.02% and 

1.71% respectively. 

Reporting of student data (demographic information, graduating high 

school, declared degree, etc.) varies depending on if the information is self-

reported by the students or if the information is collected by the college directly.  

Based on the recommendations of the Higher Learning Commission of the North 

Central Association (HLC/NCA) in November 2006, institutional research and 

student metrics will need to be expanded to improve the college’s ability to 

know its students, their performance, and their needs and to help the college to 

continue developing student services and support. 

When appropriate, comparisons will be made between Chandler-Gilbert 

and other community colleges participating in the 2005 Community College 

Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE), managed by the College of Education 

at the University of Texas at Austin.  For Chandler-Gilbert, the majority of survey 

respondents were full-time students (64.2%), though they only comprise 27.4% of 

the actual CGCC student population according to Integrated Postsecondary 

Education Data System (IPEDS) figures.  Additional tables and figures are 

located in the appendix. 
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Table 9.  Arizona high school class of 2005 local graduates who enrolled at Chandler-Gilbert 
Community College 2005-2006 (2040 Report). 

School District n % 
Hamilton CHANDLER 208 18.2% 
Gilbert GILBERT 139 12.2% 
Mesquite GILBERT 132 11.5% 
Highland GILBERT 79 6.9% 
Chandler CHANDLER 74 6.5% 
Higley HIGLEY 59 5.2% 
Corona del Sol TEMPE UNION 47 4.1% 
Mesa MESA 43 3.8% 
Queen Creek QUEEN CREEK 35 3.1% 
Desert Vista TEMPE UNION 31 2.7% 
Dobson MESA 22 1.9% 
Desert Ridge GILBERT 21 1.8% 
Mountain View MESA 21 1.8% 
Red Mountain MESA 17 1.5% 
Mountain Pointe TEMPE UNION 17 1.5% 
Skyline MESA 12 1.0% 
Westwood MESA 5 0.4% 
Marcos de Niza TEMPE UNION 4 0.3% 
Basha CHANDLER 3 0.3% 
McClintock TEMPE UNION 2 0.2% 

East Valley Academy MESA 1 0.1% 
    

 

Feeder High School Students 

 Of the 2005 Arizona high school graduates, 1,144 students enrolled at 

CGCC for the 2005-2006 academic year (Table 9; 2040 Report).  Of the 1,144 

students, 969 (84.7%) came from local high schools within Chandler, Gilbert, 

Higley, Mesa, Tempe, and Queen Creek districts.  Over 50% of the 969 students 

were from either the Chandler or Gilbert Unified Districts.  The most students 

(18%) originated from Hamilton High School, a member of the Chandler Unified 

School District.  Even though CGCC received its largest supply of 2005 high 

school graduates from Hamilton (n=208), that amount represents only about 60% 

of Hamilton’s graduates for that year who are attending a MCCCD institution 

(Table 10).  Examining the number of 2005 high school graduates in the service 

area enrolled at a MCCCD college, only three out of 18 high schools have more  
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 Table 10.  Percentage of 2005 high school graduates from CGCC service area who enrolled 
at a MCCCD college other than Chandler-Gilbert in Fall 2005 (Maricopa Trends). 

High School # at  
CGCC 

# at other 
MCCCD College 

# in  
Entire District 

% Enrolled at a  
Different MCCCD college 

Higley 59 24 83 28.9% 
Queen Creek 35 22 57 38.6% 
Hamilton 208 140 348 40.2% 
Gilbert 139 160 299 53.5% 
Mesquite 132 177 309 57.3% 
Chandler 74 107 181 59.1% 
Highland 79 177 256 69.1% 
Desert Ridge 21 84 105 80.0% 
Corona del Sol 47 190 237 80.2% 
Mesa  43 228 271 84.1% 
Desert Vista 31 228 197 84.3% 
Mountain Pointe 17 144 161 89.4% 
East Valley Academy 1 10 11 90.9% 
Dobson 22 256 278 92.1% 
Skyline 12 181 193 93.8% 
Red Mountain 17 291 308 94.5% 
Marcos de Niza 4 184 188 97.9% 
Westwood 5 234 239 97.9% 
McClintock 2 125 127 98.4% 

     District data for Mountain View High School in Mesa is not available. 
 

than 50% of their recent graduates attending Chandler-Gilbert.  Only 175 recent 

high school graduates at CGCC came from outside the service area.   

 

Recent High School Graduate GPA at CGCC 

 The average GPA for the first term among recent high school graduates 

at CGCC ranged from 1.9 to 3.2, and the average for graduates from all 

Arizona high schools at CGCC was 2.4 (2040 Report).  The highest average GPA 

of local students was found among 2005 graduates of Mountain View High 

School (Mesa Unified District), which was 3.2.  Five high schools had fewer than 

10 students attending CGCC so their data have been suppressed to protect 

student confidentiality. 

 

Recent High School Graduate Persistence at CGCC 

 More than half of the 2005 high school graduates enrolled at CGCC 

during the 2005-2006 academic year took classes in both fall and spring terms 

(2040 Report).  The percentage of all Arizona high school graduates of 2005 at  
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Table 11.  Race and sex data for 2005 Arizona high school graduates attending  
Chandler-Gilbert Community College in academic year 2005-2006 (2040 Report). 

 Am. Indian Asian Black Hispanic White Female Male 
Total 

Students 

All 2005 AZ HS Graduates 2% 3% 3% 18% 74% 53% 47% 1,144 

Basha High School * * * * * * * 3 

Chandler High School 0% 1% 8% 28% 63% 53% 47% 74 

Corona del Sol HS 2% 9% 6% 15% 68% 55% 45% 47 

Desert Ridge High School 0% 0% 0% 14% 86% 43% 57% 21 

Desert Vista High School 0% 0% 3% 16% 81% 45% 55% 31 

Dobson High School 0% 0% 0% 9% 91% 36% 64% 22 

East Valley Academy * * * * * * * 1 

Gilbert High School 0% 1% 1% 12% 86% 58% 42% 139 

Hamilton High School 2% 8% 5% 22% 63% 50% 50% 208 

Highland High School 0% 0% 4% 13% 83% 59% 41% 79 

Higley High School 0% 7% 5% 19% 69% 54% 46% 59 

Marcos de Niza HS * * * * * * * 4 

McClintock High School * * * * * * * 2 

Mesquite High School 2% 1% 5% 12% 80% 55% 45% 132 

Mesa High School 0% 2% 0% 16% 82% 77% 23% 43 

Mountain Pointe HS 0% 6% 12% 12% 70% 47% 53% 17 

Mountain View HS 0% 0% 0% 19% 81% 52% 48% 21 

Queen Creek High School 6% 0% 3% 31% 60% 49% 51% 35 

Red Mt. High School 0% 0% 0% 6% 94% 47% 53% 17 

Skyline High School 0% 0% 0% 17% 83% 67% 33% 12 

Westwood High School * * * * * * * 5 

* Less than 10 Students         

 

CGCC enrolled both terms was 74%, and of local schools, the percentage 

ranged from 58% (Desert Ridge High School, Tempe Union High School District) 

and 100% (Mountain Pointe High School, Tempe Union High School District). 

 

Recent High School Graduate Sex and Race Data  

 The race and sex composition of 2005 Arizona high school graduates 

attending CGCC in 2005-2006 generally follows the basic population trends for 

the area.  The majority of recent graduates from the local high schools are white 

(60% or more), followed by Hispanics (28% or less), with the remaining racial 

groups comprising 12% or less (Table 11; 2040 Report).  Students coming from 

Hamilton High School are the most racially diverse, though this is most likely due 
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to this school providing the most students to CGCC.  Hamilton’s larger sample 

size is more representative of the general population.  Students from Corona del 

Sol and Mesquite high schools are the other two most diverse groups of recent 

high school graduates attending CGCC. 

 While males may comprise a slightly larger portion of the population, it is 

actually females who decide more often to enroll at CGCC.  Mesa High School 

had the highest percentage of female graduates attending CGCC (77%) and  

the school with the highest percentage of males at CGCC was Dobson (64%), 

both schools in the Mesa Unified District.  For the most part, the percentages of  

males and females were roughly similar.  According to a recent press release 

from the US Census Bureau, slightly more females graduate from high school  

than males (85.4% to 84.9%), meaning there is higher number of females eligible 

to enroll in college.  However males appear to have a higher collegiate 

completion rate, with more males minimally having a bachelor’s degree (28.9% 

versus 26.5%). 

 
General Enrollment Data 

 The unified public school districts that traditionally supply the majority of 

students to the Chandler-Gilbert Community College are: Chandler (CUSD), 

Gilbert (GPS), Higley (HUSD), Mesa (MPS), Queen Creek (QCUSD), and Tempe 

Union (TUHSD), which acquires its students from the Tempe Elementary District.  

Total district enrollment figures range from 7,076 (Higley) to 74,626 (Mesa), based 

on October 1, 2006 enrollment figures (Table 12 and 13; Arizona Department of 

Education).  Enrollment in nearly all districts has been increasing since the 1999-

2000 academic year.  Mesa Unified District has seen a marginal decrease in 

enrollment from 2004-2005 to 2005-2006. 

 It is necessary to consider what impact elementary and secondary 

enrollment figures have on future enrollment and growth at CGCC.  Excluding 

Tempe Union High School District, secondary students comprise 23.8% to 32% of 

the total student population for a district.  When enrollment figures for grades 7  
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Table 12.  October 1st  enrollment by grade for unified school districts 2005-2006 (AZ  
Departmentof Education).   
Unified 
District PS K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

Chandler 287 2,764 2,589 2,626 2,516 2,509 2,521 2,376 2,566 2,395 

Gilbert 655 2,528 2,678 2,846 2,784 2,886 2,874 2,944 3,010 3,110 

Higley 117 668 684 675 597 602 546 521 502 483 

Mesa 929 6,751 5,838 5,613 5,610 5,841 5,714 5,630 5,761 5,689 

Queen 
Creek 

55 285 267 235 276 308 281 259 296 303 

Tempe 
Elementary 

151 1,894 1,725 1,574 1,495 1,626 1,436 1,274 1,252 1,278 

Tempe 
Union 

- - - - - - - - - - 

 9 10 11 12 Total      

Chandler 2,663 2,327 1,991 1,749 31,879      

Gilbert 2,968 3,000 2,793 2,565 37,641      

Higley 498 523 386 274 7,076      

Mesa 5,778 5,992 4,862 4,618 74,626      

Queen 
Creek 

358 349 307 198 3,777 
     

Tempe 
Elementary 

- - - - 13,705 
     

Tempe 
Union 

3,628 3,577 3,222 3,274 13,701 
     

 

and 8 are added with the high school data, the percentage of students per 

district who can potentially enroll at CGCC within the next five years grows-- 

37.7% to 59.2%.  The highest percentage is for the Tempe districts combined 

(high school and elementary districts) and the lowest for Higley.  For Chandler 

and Gilbert districts, the percentage of students in grades 7-12 in the 2005-2006 

academic year is 47.9% and 46.3%, respectively, which differs from US Census 

Bureau figures.  Historically, these districts provide the most students at CGCC, 

and the percentage of students who will be graduating from these districts 

within the next five years is promising for continued growth at CGCC.    

Dividing the school district enrollment by sex and race reveals that roughly 

51% are male and approximately 49% are female (Tables 14-16).  As with the 

overall total population figures for the areas under study, the racial groups with  
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Table 13.  October 1st total enrollment by district from academic year 1999-2000 to  
2005-2006 (AZ Department of Education). 
Unified District 1999-2000 2000-2001 2001-2002 2002-2003 
Chandler 20,400 21,838 23,383 26,128 
Gilbert 27,127 29,379 31,276 33,254 
Higley 3,989 2,188 3,417 3,445 
Mesa 73,168 74,474 74,808 75,266 
Queen Creek 1,425 1,645 1,764 2,162 
Tempe Elementary 12,688 12,856 13,535 13,393 
Tempe Union 10,121 12,872 12,946 13,135 
 2003-2004 2004-2005 2005-2006  

Chandler 26,771 29,578 31,879  

Gilbert 35,218 37,070 37,641  

Higley 4,766 6,479 7,076  

Mesa 75,400 75,471 74,626  

Queen Creek 2,516 2,941 3,777  

Tempe Elementary 13,712 13,734 13,705  

Tempe Union 13,248 13,484 13,701  

 
Table 14.  Academic year 2005-2006 student enrollment by sex and racial group by unified 
school district (AZ Department of Education). 
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Chandler  11,890 11,115 1,314 1,362 6,904 299 13,126 
Gilbert  13,635 12,680 1,136 1,152 4,272 259 19,496 
Higley  2,759 2,636 190 265 920 74 3,946 
Mesa  30,295 28,524 1,361 2,329 21,30 2,430 31,359 
Queen Creek  1,334 1,230 50 55 651 13 1,795 
Tempe 
Elementary  7,034 6,671 444 1,671 6,469 1,176 3,945 

Total (PS-8)  66,947 62,856 4,495 6,834 21,346 4,251 73,667 
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Chandler  4,346 4,284 514 598 2,179 139 5,200 
Gilbert  5,762 5,564 531 463 1,591 81 8,660 
Higley   866 815 70 86 263 31 1,230 
Mesa  7,777 7,352 395 583 3,634 503 10,014 
Queen Creek  633 580 13 51 340 8 801 
Tempe Union  6,966 6,735 865 1254 2,912 474 8,199 
Total (9-12)  26,350 25,330 2,388 3,035 10,919 1,236 34,104 
Total (PS-8 & 9-
12)  93,297 88,186 6,883 9,869 32,265 5,487 

107,77
1 

Chandler Unified District included a few schools that were a blend of grades k-12 (n=244), as did Mesa Public  
Schools (n=678) 
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Table 15.  Student enrollment (%) by sex and race divided by elementary and secondary  
grades for academic year 2005-2006 (AZ Department of Education). 

Unified District & 
Grade Level 
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Chandler PS-8 51.7% 48.3% 5.7% 5.9% 30.0% 1.3% 57.1% 
Chandler 9-12 50.4% 49.6% 6.0% 6.9% 25.2% 1.6% 60.3% 
GilbertPS-8 51.8% 48.2% 4.3% 4.4% 16.2% 1.0% 74.1% 
Gilbert 9-12 50.9% 49.1% 4.7% 4.1% 14.0% 0.7% 76.5% 
Higley PS-8 51.1% 48.9% 3.5% 4.9% 17.1% 1.4% 73.1% 
Higley 9-12 51.5% 48.5% 4.2% 5.1% 15.6% 1.8% 73.2% 
Mesa PS-8 51.5% 48.5% 2.3% 4.0% 36.3% 4.1% 53.3% 
Mesa 9-12 51.4% 48.6% 2.6% 3.9% 24.0% 3.3% 66.2% 
Queen Creek PS-8 52.0% 48.0% 2.0% 2.1% 25.4% 0.5% 70.0% 
Queen Creek 9-12 52.2% 48.0% 1.1% 4.2% 28.0% 0.7% 66.0% 
Tempe Elementary 
PS-8 51.3% 48.7% 3.2% 12.2% 47.2% 8.6% 28.8% 
Tempe Union 9-12 50.8% 49.2% 6.3% 9.2% 21.3% 3.5% 59.8% 

 
Table 16.  Sex and race percentages by district for academic year 2005-2006 (AZ  
Department of Education). 
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Chandler 51.0% 49.0% 5.9% 6.4% 27.6% 1.3% 58.7% 
Gilbert 51.3% 48.7% 4.5% 4.3% 15.1% 0.9% 75.3% 
Higley 51.3% 48.7% 3.9% 5.0% 16.3% 1.6% 73.2% 
Mesa 51.5% 48.6% 2.5% 4.0% 30.2% 3.7% 59.8% 
Queen Creek 52.1% 48.0% 1.6% 3.2% 26.7% 0.6% 68.0% 
Tempe Elementary 51.3% 48.7% 3.2% 12.2% 47.2% 8.6% 28.8% 
Tempe Union 50.8% 49.2% 6.3% 9.2% 21.3% 3.5% 59.8% 

 

the highest percentages across all school districts are whites and Hispanics, 

though the percentages vary.  For example, 75.3% of Gilbert district students are 

white, while only 28.8% of students are white in the Tempe Elementary system.  

The Tempe Union High School District shows the greatest racial diversity among 

its students, while Gilbert and Higley Unified Districts show the least.   
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Table 17.  Four-year graduation rate, cohort size, and number of four-year graduates for the 
class of 2004 (AZ Department of Education).  

Unified District 4-Year Grad Rate Cohort Four-Year Graduates 
Chandler 90.0% 1,382 1,236 
Gilbert 98.2% 1,673 1,643 
Higley  79.5% 205 163 
Mesa  83.1% 4,925 4,020 
Queen Creek  80.5% 154 124 
Tempe Union 87.5% 3,016 2,638 

 

Performance 
In order to appreciate the academic performance of a school district 

and its students, it is necessary to consider results of the Arizona’s Instrument to 

Measure Standards (AIMS) test, graduation rate, and dropout rate.  The state 

has been striving to improve these figures and there has been improvement in 

recent years.  The most current available graduation data from the Arizona 

Department of Education is for the class of 2004 (Table 17).  Gilbert Unified had 

the highest four-year graduation rate at 98.2% for its class of 2004 (cohort=1,673).  

Higley Unified District had the lowest four-year graduate rate (79.5%) for its senior 

class of 205 students.  At the district level in recent years, graduation rates were 

as low as 69.6%, which was for Higley Unified District class of 2001.  Higley’s 

graduation rate has improved by nearly 10% for the class of 2004.  For the class  

of 2001, the highest rate of graduation was 94.5% for Gilbert Unified District, 

which was improved in 2004 with 98.2% of the class cohort graduating. 

Among individual high schools, graduation performance greatly varied for 

the class of 2004 (Table 18; Arizona Department of Education).  Compadre High 

School, part of the Tempe Union High School District, is a school focused on at-

risk students, and it had the lowest four-year graduation rate of 49.7% for 2004.  

The second lowest 2004 graduate rate (65.5%) was East Valley Academy (Mesa 

Unified District).  While low, both of these schools have improved upon their 

graduation rates from 2003.  Gilbert Unified District had the top three graduation 

rates (99.2%, 98.2%, and 97.4%) for Mesquite, Highland, and Gilbert high schools.  

The median graduation rate for 2004 was 83.5%, and for nearly all high schools,  
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Table 18.  Actual number of four-year graduates by high school for class of 2003 and 2004 (AZ 
Department of Education). 
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Chandler Chandler 550 452 82.2% 540 472 87.4% 

Chandler Hamilton 723 658 91.0% 819 772 94.3% 

Chandler Pathways 29 0 0.0% 23 -8 0.0% 

Gilbert Gilbert 661 645 97.6% 683 665 97.4% 

Gilbert Highland 627 611 97.4% 457 449 98.2% 

Gilbert Mesquite 591 552 93.4% 533 529 99.2% 

Higley Higley 134 105 78.4% 205 163 79.5% 

Mesa Dobson 781 665 85.1% 845 708 83.8% 

Mesa 
East Valley 
Academy 

139 48 34.5% 171 112 65.5% 

Mesa Mesa 868 728 83.9% 875 718 82.1% 

Mesa 
Mountain 
View 

923 816 88.4% 919 826 89.9% 

Mesa 
Red 
Mountain 

819 683 83.4% 840 699 83.2% 

Mesa Skyline 566 408 72.1% 556 432 77.7% 

Mesa Westwood 787 538 68.4% 719 525 73.0% 

Queen 
Creek 

Queen 
Creek 

117 89 76.1% 154 124 80.5% 

Tempe 
Union 

Compadre 171 45 26.3% 153 76 49.7% 

Tempe 
Union 

Corona del 
Sol 

645 612 94.9% 624 600 96.2% 

Tempe 
Union 

Desert Vista 626 604 96.5% 646 613 94.9% 

Tempe 
Union 

Marcos de 
Niza 

458 387 84.5% 431 392 91.0% 

Tempe 
Union 

McClintock 422 333 78.9% 347 284 81.8% 

Tempe 
Union 

Mountain 
Pointe 

537 482 89.8% 526 455 86.5% 

Tempe 
Union 

Tempe 299 224 74.9% 289 218 75.4% 
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the 2004 rates were better than those of 2003.  There is no graduation data yet 

available for Desert Ridge High School, which opened in 2002-2003 and is part of 

the Gilbert Unified District (Arizona Department of Education). 

The US Department of Education’s National Center for Education Statistics 

projects that the number of high school graduates in Arizona will increase 31.6% 

between 2001-2002 and 2013-2014, which is second only to the projected 

growth of Nevada (NCES 2005-074).  It must be  noted that the projections are 

based on expected increases in the number of individuals aged 18 years in the 

population and may be impacted by graduation requirements and other 

factors.  

Another area that Arizona educators have been trying to improve is the 

dropout rate.  The state has struggled to encourage students to complete their  

high school education, but there has been improvement in recent years.  

Dropout data are not available for all schools for all years between 2001-2002 

and 2004-2005 (Table 19; Arizona Department of Education).  For some districts, 

the overall high school dropout rates are inflated by a single school that has 

chronically high dropout rates.  For instance, the Chandler Unified District’s high 

school dropout rate for 2004-2005 is elevated by Pathways Learning Center, 

which had a dropout rate approximately four times higher than the combined 

rates for the remaining high schools in that district—18.3% to a combined 4.9%.  

Mesa Unified District’s high school dropout rate was skewed in 2004-2005 by East 

Valley Academy (15.8%) and Sundown High School (12.3%).  Compadre High 

School in the Tempe Union High School District persistently has had a high 

dropout rate, ranging from 21.8% to 28.8% over four years.  For the academic 

year 2004-2005, the average dropout rate for the state of Arizona was 6.9% and 

for Maricopa County, 6.5%.  When the statewide dropout rate is examined by 

race, it is apparent that Hispanics had a higher rate (20.5%), followed by Native 

Americans (16.0%), and blacks (15.2%), while Asians had the lowest rate (5.1%; 

Table 20).  Across all racial groups, higher dropout rates occurred among males. 
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Table 19.  Dropout rates for high schools by unified district for academic years 2001-2002 to 2004-
2005 (AZ Department of Education). 
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Chandler 4,908 5.8% 1,0715 8.7% 9,265 21.7% 6,847 17.1% 

Basha 975 1.5% 1,260 * 408 * n/a n/a 

Chandler   1,882 2.4% 5,352 2.1% 5,063 1.2% 3,018 3.3% 

Hamilton 1,843 1.0% 3,871 0.8% 3,659 1.0% 3,675 1.8% 
Pathways 
Learning 
Ctr. 208 18.3% 232 23.2% 135 63.0% 154 46.1% 

Gilbert 9,158 0.5% n/a n/a 10,383 1.3% 9,647 1.4% 
Desert  
Ridge 1,718 0.5% n/a n/a 1,093 2.3% n/a n/a 

Gilbert   2,625 0.9% n/a n/a 3,332 1.1% 3,292 1.7% 

Highland 2,139 0.3% n/a n/a 2,678 0.5% 3,176 0.9% 

Mesquite 2,676 0.1% n/a n/a 3,280 1.2% 3,179 1.6% 

Higley 304 0.3% n/a n/a 1,093 3.5% 788 4.2% 

Higley   304 0.3% n/a n/a 1,093 3.5% 788 4.2% 

Mesa 11,174 4.4% 17,713 3.6% 17,684 5.3% 17,563 5.8% 

Dobson 1,862 2.6% 2,835 1.8% 2,909 2.0% 2,893 2.7% 
East Valley 
Academy 139 15.8% 487 3.9% 453 8.8% 381 14.4% 

Mesa    2,066 1.9% 3,214 1.8% 3,088 1.9% 3,014 1.7% 

Mesa Vista 101 0.0% 472 13.8% 441 19.0% 445 23.4% 
Mountain 
View 2,099 0.6% 2,784 0.7% 3,031 1.6% 3,078 1.7% 
Red 
Mountain 1,872 1.7% 2,785 2.3% 2,742 2.1% 2,711 2.4% 

Skyline 1,141 2.1% 1,976 1.5% 1,938 1.3% 1,937 1.4% 

Sundown 65 12.3% 139 * 202 7.4% 210 0.5% 

Westwood 1,829 2.3% 3,021 2.9% 2,880 3.8% 2,894 3.8% 
Queen 
Creek 665 2.0% n/a n/a 787 3.6% 672 4.3% 
Queen 
Creek    665 2.0% n/a n/a 787 3.6% 672 4.3% 
Tempe 
Union 9,264 1.4% 15,288 1.9% 15,159 2.4% 15,252 6.0% 

Compadre 299 28.8% 618 21.8% 695 25.9% 652 28.5% 
Corona del 
Sol 2,032 0.5% 3,020 0.4% 3,064 0.5% 3,017 0.8% 
Desert 
Vista 1,436 0.5% 3,123 0.5% 3,011 * 2,887 0.8% 
Marcos de 
Niza 1,405 0.9% 2,286 1.9% 2,220 2.1% 2,238 2.6% 

McClintock 1,377 0.4% 2,240 1.1% 2,135 1.6% 2,052 2.1% 
Mountain 
Pointe 1,599 0.3% 2,664 1.0% 2,652 1.1% 2,685 2.4% 

Tempe 1,116 0.4% 1,673 2.0% 1,716 3.1% 1,721 4.6% 

* less than 10 students 
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Table 20.  Statewide figures for high school dropout rates by sex and race for 2004-2005 (AZ 
Department of Education). 

  
Cohort 

Membership 
Four-Year 

Dropout Rate 
Four-Year Dropout Rate 

Sexes Combined 

Male 75,690 5.2% 
White 

Female 71,921 3.9% 
9.1% 

Male 50,238 11.3% Hispanic 

Female 48,659 9.2% 

20.5% 

Male 9,535 8.7% Native 
American 

Female 9,711 7.3% 

16.0% 

Male 7,472 9.0% Black 

Female 6,939 6.3% 

15.3% 

Male 3,543 3.0% Asian 

Female 3,402 2.1% 

5.1% 

 

Arizona’s Instrument to Measure Standards (AIMS) 

 Due to changes in the Arizona’s Instrument to Measure Standards (AIMS) 

test, it is not truly appropriate to compare results predating 2005 with more 

recent test scores.  Changes made to the test include easing of difficulty of 

questions and lowering cut-off rate for failing, which had an obvious impact on 

students’ results.  For example, in 2003, students needed to answer 73% of the 

questions correctly in order to pass the AIMS test.  That has now been lowered to 

59% (Ladner, 2005).  Researchers making national comparisons between states’ 

tests in 2003 and 2005 revealed that the most significant drop in standards 

occurred in Arizona (Peterson and Hess, 2006).  A comparison of results for 

Maricopa County shows that the changes to the AIMS test have most 

dramatically affected the math results, followed by reading and writing (Table 

21).  The largest impact is in the “Meets Standards” category.  The class of 2006 is 

the first that is officially required to pass the AIMS test in order to graduate.  

However, students can request to augment their AIMS scores by petitioning to  
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Table 21.  AIMS high school results for Maricopa County 2002-2006 (AZ Department of 
Education). 

Math       
 # Tested  Mean SS FFB A M E 

2002 37,820 487 41% 22% 25% 11% 
2003 38,678 495 41% 17% 26% 16% 
2004 45,884 495 39% 19% 26% 16% 
2005 46,251 712 13% 11% 57% 19% 
2006 43,045 708 17% 12% 54% 17% 

Reading       
 # Tested  Mean SS FFB A M E 

2002 31,647 518 11% 22% 52% 16% 
2003 33,123 515 13% 22% 53% 11% 
2004 46,491 510 17% 24% 51% 8% 
2005 42,964 709 4% 17% 68% 10% 
2006 44,522 711 4% 19% 68% 10% 

Writing       
 # Tested  Mean SS FFB A M E 

2002 33,184 484 12% 21% 66% 1% 
2003 35,519 483 13% 13% 74% 0% 
2004 44,503 529 20% 16% 61% 3% 
2005 41,999 705 2% 18% 68% 12% 
2006 44,082 691 4% 27% 82% 7% 

FFB=Falls Far Below Standards A=Approaches Standards  SS=Scale Score 
M=Meets Standards  E= Exceeds Standards 
 

substitute certain course grades in order to graduate despite poor performance 

o the AIMS test (Murray, 2005). 

It should be noted that the AIMS test received approval with 

recommendations, which were not released, from the US Department of 

Education, announced via a news release from the Arizona Department of 

Education on August 3, 2006.  The AIMS test and its alternative forms of 

assessment and/or accommodation met all federal requirements for the No 

Child Left behind initiative.  Only 10 states received full US Department of 

Education approval (with or without recommendations).  All remaining 40 states 

failed.  Despite having the blessing of the federal and state governments, the 

AIMS test may not be an accurate measure of student ability.   

Another indication that the Arizona public schools may not be serving its 

students well is the list of smartest states, published by Morgan Quitno Press, 

which places Arizona in last place for 2006-2007, the same rank it had the 
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previous year (www.morganquitno.com/edpress.htm).  The group looks at 21 

factors, including education spending, student/teacher ratios, teacher salary, 

dropout rates, graduation rates, and test scores, to determine which state has 

the best elementary and secondary schools.  While opinions vary on the quality 

of this study and the factors used for ranking, the fact remains that in some 

areas regarding the state education system are in need of improvement 

(Faherty, 2006).  Arizona also ranked poorly in the Education Week’s Editorial 

Projects in Education’s Quality Counts 2007 report, which assessed student  

success and the state’s performance in indicators on education policies, 

demographics, economics, and academic performance.  Arizona tied for 49th 

place in the country for student’s chances for lifelong success. 

Regarding the most recent AIMS results, Queen Creek Unified District had 

the highest percentage of high school students who fell far below standard for  

mathematics (28%) and reading (5%) on the 2006 AIMS test, while Tempe Union 

High School District had the highest percentage (5%) of students in the lowest 

category for writing (Table 22; Arizona Department of Education).   Gilbert  

Unified District had the highest percentage of students who met or exceeded 

standards on the 2006 test for math (83%; Table 23), Chandler had the highest 

for reading (85%), and the unified districts of Gilbert and Higley tied for the 

highest percentage (79%) of student meeting or exceeding standards for 

writing.  For all districts, except Chandler Unified, the percentage of students 

meeting or exceeding standards for math dropped in 2006.  Three districts 

(Chandler, Higley, and Mesa) saw an increase in the percentage of students 

performing well on the reading segment of the 2006 AIMS test, while all districts 

decreased in the percentage of students meeting or exceeding standards in 

writing.  Despite the drop in performance, the district percentages were typically 

above those for the county and state for each segment of the AIMS test. 

The performance of individual high schools in 2006 varies considerably (Tables 

24-26; Arizona Department of Education).  Some schools have only 5% 
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Table 22.  2006 high school AIMS results by school district (AZ Department of Education). 
 

FFB=Falls Far Below Standards A=Approaches Standards  SS=Scale Score 
M=Meets Standards  E= Exceeds Standards 
 
 
Table 23.  High school students meeting or exceeding standards on AIMS test 2005-2006 by 
district (AZ Department of Education). 

Math Chandler  Gilbert  Higley Mesa 
Queen 
Creek  Tempe Union Maricopa Co. Arizona 

2005 78% 86% 82% 82% 74% 80% 76% 69% 

2006 79% 83% 80% 80% 52% 75% 71% 65% 

Reading         

2005 84% 85% 83% 79% 77% 83% 78% 71% 

2006 85% 83% 84% 81% 74% 81% 78% 74% 

Writing         

2005 90% 86% 82% 80% 79% 83% 80% 73% 

2006 77% 79% 79% 70% 63% 70% 69% 66% 
 

 

 

Math       
District # Tested  Mean SS FFB A M E 
Chandler 2,279 714 10% 10% 60% 19% 
Gilbert 3,008 723 8% 9% 57% 26% 
Higley 531 712 10% 11% 64% 15% 
Mesa 5,223 719 10% 9% 55% 25% 
Queen Creek 421 688 28% 20% 45% 7% 
Tempe 3,818 715 14% 11% 52% 23% 

Reading       
District # Tested  Mean SS FFB A M E 
Chandler 2,391 721 2% 13% 72% 13% 
Gilbert 3,303 718 3% 14% 71% 12% 
Higley 562 717 2% 14% 74% 10% 
Mesa 5,529 716 2% 17% 69% 12% 
Queen Creek 399 701 5% 22% 69% 5% 
Tempe 3,884 719 3% 16% 66% 15% 

Writing       
District # Tested  Mean SS FFB A M E 
Chandler 2,293 701 2% 21% 65% 12% 
Gilbert 3,350 699 3% 18% 71% 8% 
Higley 563 697 4% 17% 72% 7% 
Mesa 5,445 693 3% 27% 64% 6% 
Queen Creek 389 686 3% 34% 58% 5% 
Tempe 3,849 694 5% 26% 61% 9% 
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Table 24.  2006 AIMS math results by percent (%) per category for high schools (AZ Department 
of Education). 
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exceeding math standards (East Valley Academy and Tempe High School), 

while others have 42% (Desert Vista) or 35% (Mountain View).  Several schools 

have 5% of students taking the reading section of the test falling far below 

standard (Westwood, Marcos de Niza, and Queen Creek), while five schools 

had only 1% fall below standard (Dobson, Mesa, Desert Vista, Basha, and 

Hamilton).  In writing, Tempe High School had only 1% exceed the standards, 

while Desert Vista had 20%.  Of all schools, Desert Vista High School, a member 

of the Tempe Union High School District, performed the best in all three areas of 

the AIMS test in 2006. 
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Table 25.  2006 AIMS reading results by percent (%) per category for high schools (AZ 
Department of Education). 
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Table 26.  2006 AIMS writing results by percent (%) per category for high schools (AZ Department 
of Education). 

 M
PS

: D
o

b
so

n 

M
PS

: E
. V

a
lle

y 
A

c
a

d
e

m
y 

M
PS

: M
e

sa
 

M
PS

: M
t. 

V
ie

w
 

M
PS

: R
e

d
 M

t. 

M
PS

: S
ky

lin
e

 

M
PS

: W
e

st
w

o
o

d
 

TU
H

SD
: C

o
ro

na
 d

e
l S

o
l 

TU
H

SD
: D

e
se

rt
 V

is
ta

 

TU
H

SD
: M

a
rc

o
s 

d
e

 N
iz

a
 

TU
H

SD
: M

c
C

lin
to

c
k 

TU
H

SD
: M

t. 
Po

in
t 

TU
H

SD
: T

e
m

p
e

 

C
U

SD
: B

a
sh

a
 

C
U

SD
: C

ha
nd

le
r 

C
U

SD
: H

a
m

ilt
o

n 

G
PS

: D
e

se
rt

 R
id

g
e

 

G
PS

: G
ilb

e
rt

 

G
PS

: H
ig

hl
a

nd
 

G
PS

: M
e

sq
ui

te
 

Q
C

U
SD

: Q
ue

e
n

 C
re

e
k 

H
U

SD
: H

ig
le

y 

FF
B 

 

1 0 2 2 2 3 3 3 2 5 7 2 11 1 4 1 3 2 3 5 3 4 

A
 

24 60 28 13 19 32 40 17 10 32 46 23 42 21 22 18 22 16 15 17 34 17 

M
 

71 39 64 73 70 60 56 70 68 59 43 67 46 71 65 62 70 74 71 72 58 72 

E 5 1 6 12 10 5 2 10 20 4 4 7 1 7 9 19 5 8 11 6 5 7 

FB= Falls far below  M=Meets  A=Approaches  E=Exceeds 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

52 

Table 27.  Fiscal year full-time student equivalent (FTSE) and total headcount for credit-seeking 
students at Chandler-Gilbert Community College (Maricopa Trends). 

 1995-6 1996-7 1997-8 1998-9 1999-2000 2000-1 2001-2 2002-3 2003-4 2004-5 2005-6 

FTSE 1,650.2 1,740.2 1,913.1 2,172.0 2,503.0 2,927.1 3,358.2 3,848.8 4,229.9 4,431.6 4,501.0 

Headcount 5,764 6,113 6,872 7,975 9,377 10,038 10,712 12,179 12,416 12,707 13,240 

 

Students at Chandler-Gilbert Community College 

Enrollment information for Chandler-Gilbert Community College is 

available from Maricopa Trends, accessible on the MCCCD website.  Between 

fiscal years 1995-1996 to 2005-2006, total full-time student equivalent (FTSE) at 

CGCC has increased from 1,650.2 to 4,501.0 (Table 27).  For CGCC, the fiscal 

year FTSE increased from 4,431.6 in 2004-2005 to 4,501.0 in 2005-2006.  The FTSE 

improvement over the previous year is promising, especially when eight out of 

ten schools and two skill centers in the Maricopa County Community College 

District saw decreases in their figures.  For CGCC, the fiscal year total headcount 

of credit-seeking students has also increased from 5,764 in 1995-1996 to 13,240 in 

2004-2005, an increase of approximately 56%.   

 

Fall 45th Day Headcount 

For the years 1996-2006, total student headcount, calculated on the 45th 

day of the fall term, has increased from 3,528 in 1996 to 9,420 in 2006.  Over the 

past years, the rate at which new students have enrolled at CGCC has slowed.  

In the fall of 1999, there were 1,158 additional students enrolled over the 

previous year, in which there was a large increase in housing development in 

the area, increasing the CGCC service population.  But in the fall 2005, there 

were only 277 students coming to CGCC more than the previous fall’s figures.  

The number of new students increased in the fall of 2006 by 480 students.  

Overall, the total student body headcount is increasing over time, albeit more 

slowly than in the past.  However, Chandler-Gilbert is faring better than most 

other colleges in MCCCD.  Of ten schools, only three (CGCC, Paradise Valley, 

and Rio Salado) saw positive gains in the fall of 2006. 
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The Urban Land Institute (2006) predicts that Chandler-Gilbert is too 

conservative regarding its growth projections, particularly at the Williams 

Campus.  CGCC estimates that the headcount at Williams will grow to 6,000 by 

2014 and 10,000 by 2024.  Combined with the estimated growth at the ASU 

Polytechnic campus, also located at Williams, the two institutions together 

predict they will serve 35,000 by 2030.  However, ULI projects that the future 

student enrollment for both schools will equal 70,000 by 2030, twice the number 

that ASU and CGCC expect. 

 

Fall 45th Day Full-Time Student Equivalent 

 FTSE data for the 45th day of the fall term has also shown an overall 

increase since 2000.  While the 2006 data is up 6.8% over the previous year, the 

general trend is for lower numbers of additional students enrolling each fall.  As 

with the fiscal year FTSE, CGCC is performing better than many other schools in 

the district.  Only two other schools (Rio Salado and Estrella Mountain) saw 

increases in the fall 45th day FTSE in 2006.  The completion of a major highway 

near the Pecos and Williams campuses of CGCC in 2006 contributed to the 

increased enrollment, which will be discussed in greater detail in a later section.  

Enrollment was also boosted by the addition of several new programs of study. 

 

Student Population by Sex 

 The student body of CGCC has been relatively evenly divided between 

the sexes, though females have always been the larger portion of the student 

population with an average of 54.4%.  The percentage of female students has 

dipped below 50% only once in the past ten years, and that was partially due to 

4% of students not declaring sex information on college forms in 1999 and not to 

a significant increase in the number of male students. 

The CGCC student population is more evenly divided by sex compared to 

the collective colleges involved in CCSSE.  According to IPED data, 45.8% of the  
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Table 28. Distribution of students by age group at Chandler-Gilbert Community College 
according to fall 45th day totals (Maricopa Trends). 

Year 15-19 20-24 25-29 30-39 

1996 937 26.6% 916 26.0% 424 12.0% 637 18.1% 

1997 990 25.3% 980 25.1% 483 12.4% 670 17.1% 

1998 1,533 33.3% 1,109 24.1% 483 10.5% 666 14.5% 

1999 2,036 35.3% 1,249 21.7% 581 10.1% 797 13.8% 

2000 2,124 34.2% 1,483 23.9% 612 9.8% 940 15.1% 

2001 2,597 38.4% 1,640 24.3% 643 9.5% 927 13.7% 

2002 2,669 35.9% 2,015 26.8% 769 10.2% 989 12.2% 

2003 2,954 36.8% 2,291 28.5% 807 10.1% 1,015 12.6% 

2004 3,534 40.8% 2,319 26.8% 834 9.6% 975 11.3% 

2005 3,715 41.6% 2,390 26.7% 822 9.2% 1,008 11.3% 

2006 4,177 44.3% 2,452 26.0% 893 9.5% 967 10.3% 

Year 40-49 50-59 60+ Undeclared 

1996 351 9.9% 144 4.1% 83 2.4% 36 1.0% 

1997 395 10.1% 161 4.1% 171 4.4% 60 1.5% 

1998 421 9.1% 153 3.3% 162 3.5% 77 1.7% 

1999 504 8.7% 215 3.7% 172 3.0% 208 3.6% 

2000 589 9.5% 202 3.2% 133 2.1% 134 2.2% 

2001 559 8.3% 213 3.2% 87 1.3% 94 1.4% 

2002 627 8.3% 204 2.7% 107 1.4% 103 1.4% 

2003 564 7.0% 213 2.7% 68 0.8% 113 1.4% 

2004 545 6.3% 235 2.7% 75 0.9% 146 1.7% 

2005 610 6.8% 242 2.7% 66 0.7% 87 1.0% 

2006 576 6.1% 219 2.3% 68 0.7% 68 0.7% 

 

CGCC population is male, whereas for the collective colleges, 40.7% is male.  

For both sets of data, more females responded to the survey (53.7% at CGCC 

and 57.6% for the collective CCSSE colleges). 

 

Student Population by Age 

 From 1996-2006, the majority of students attending CGCC fell into the 

traditional age ranges expected for a college setting (Table 28).  In 2006, the 

most common age group is 15-19 years (44.3%), which has always represented 

the largest segment of the student population from 1996-2006, and  20-24 years 

(26%) rank second.   Individuals aged 30-39 years (10.3%) are the third most 

common age group, with 25-29 year-olds consistently ranking fourth, 
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representing 9.5% of the student population in the fall 2006.  Individuals aged 40-

49 years have never represented more than 10% of the student population, with 

an average of 7.1% from 1996 to 2006.  The age groups of 50-59 years (2.7% 

average) and 60 years+ (1.4%) have remained relatively steady in recent years.  

Individuals not providing age information averaged 1.4% during this time. 

 The proportion of the student population aged 18-19 years is higher at 

CGCC than for the collective colleges partaking in the CCSSE survey in 2005.  

CGCC has more recent high school graduates attending than do most other 

CCSSE colleges.  Approximately 32% of CGCC survey respondents (26.7% of 

IPEDS) fall into this category, whereas only 23.7% of the CCSSE total respondents 

(21.5% of IPEDS) were 18-19 years old.  Chandler-Gilbert also has a lower 

proportion of older students (50 years+) when compared to other colleges.  

While 4.0% of CCSSE respondents and 4.3% of IPEDS for all colleges participating 

in the survey were between 50-64 years of age, only 1.9% of survey respondents 

and 4.0% of IPEDS at CGCC fell into this category. 

 

Student Population by Race 

 The student body at CGCC is becoming more racially diverse since 1996 

(Table 29).  Whites continue to make up the majority of the student population 

(66.1% in 2006).  Hispanics are the second most common racial group, 

averaging 15%, while the third most common racial group has been the 

category “Other.”  The numbers of Native Americans, Asians, and blacks have 

always constitute a smaller portion of the student body, but there were small 

increases in the number of blacks and Asians in 2006, while there was a 0.1% 

decrease in Native American students. 

 The racial diversity of Chandler-Gilbert reflects that of Maricopa County 

and the state of Arizona, which differs from the general national pattern.  CGCC 

has a higher percentage of Hispanic and Native American groups than the 

nation as a whole.  These trends are also reflected in the results of the CCSSE  
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Table 29.  Fall 45th day enrollment by race for Chandler-Gilbert Community College  
(Maricopa Trends). 

 
American 

Indian % Asian % Black % Hispanic % White % Other % Total 

1996 44 1.2% 74 2.1 75 2.1 532 15.1 2,645 75.0 158 4.5 3,528 

1997 51 1.3 95 2.4 89 2.3 616 15.8 2,827 72.3 232 5.9 3,910 

1998 90 2.0 151 3.3 110 2.4 728 15.8 3,233 70.2 292 6.3 4,604 

1999 92 1.6 202 3.5 138 2.4 800 13.9 4,005 69.5 525 9.1 5,764 

2000 130 2.1 234 3.8 143 2.3 917 14.7 4,343 69.9 450 7.2 6,217 

2001 123 1.8 258 3.8 142 2.1 941 13.9 4,763 70.5 533 7.9 6,760 

2002 154 2.0 284 3.8 184 2.4 1,044 13.9 5,257 70.0 590 7.9 7,513 

2003 181 2.3 279 3.5 215 2.7 1,119 13.9 5,544 69.1 687 8.6 8,025 

2004 172 2.0 314 3.6 258 3.0 1,274 14.7 5,833 67.3 812 9.4 8,663 

2005 176 2.0 441 4.9 283 3.2 1,356 15.2 5,908 66.1 776 8.7 8,940 

2006 182 1.9 511 5.4 335 3.6 1,403 14.9 6,229 66.1 760 8.1 9,420 

 

survey.  CGCC has a considerably lower percentage of black students 

according to IPEDS (2.6% versus 14.1% for the collective colleges).  However,  

CGCC is 2.3% Native American, whereas the collective CCSSE college 

population is only 0.9% Native American.  Whites comprise the largest portion of 

both groups (68.9% for CGCC and 65.3% for CCSSE colleges as a whole).  More 

white students at CGCC responded to the survey (72.2%) than had whites in the 

collective CCSSE population (62.4%). 

 

Student Population by Residency 

 According to fall 45th day data, the vast majority of students at CGCC are 

residents of Maricopa County, though increasing numbers are enrolling at the 

college from different counties and from out of state.  The percentage of 

students attending CGCC who lived in Maricopa County was 95% in 1996 and 

that has dropped to 89.2% in 2006.  The percentages of students originating from 

other counties or other states have remained relatively similar (both averaging 

3%), but in 2006, there was nearly a 1% increase in the percentage of students 

enrolled at CGCC who lived in a different county.  The growth in students from  
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Table 30.  Admission status history of fall 45th day enrollment for Chandler-Gilbert Community 
College (Maricopa Trends). 

Year 
College 
Transfer 

High School 
Graduate GED Maturity 

Concurrently 
Enrolled 

Special 
Admission Not Coded 

1991 1,381 41.8% 1,571 47.5% 127 3.8% 119 3.6% 52 1.6% 13 0.4% 42 1.3% 
1992 1,424 40.8% 1,731 49.6% 153 4.4% 112 3.2% 42 1.2% 18 0.5% 10 0.3% 

1993 1,240 38.6% 1,670 52.0% 119 3.7% 119 3.7% 37 1.2% 10 0.3% 14 0.4% 

1994 1,243 37.6% 1,723 52.2% 125 3.8% 97 2.9% 24 0.7% 18 0.5% 73 2.2% 
1995 1,413 40.1% 1,738 49.3% 151 4.3% 123 3.5% 53 1.5% 32 0.9% 17 0.5% 

1996 1,382 39.2% 1,688 47.8% 139 3.9% 115 3.3% 42 1.2% 24 0.7% 138 3.9% 

1997 1,561 39.9% 1,777 45.4% 142 4.6% 133 3.4% 65 1.7% 99 2.5% 133 3.4% 
1998 1,627 35.3% 1,905 51.4% 142 3.1% 176 3.8% 272 5.9% 231 5.0% 251 5.5% 

1999 1,997 34.7% 2,154 37.4% 192 3.3% 198 3.4% 474 8.2% 46 0.8% 701 12.2% 

2000 2,146 34.5% 2,663 42.8% 200 3.2% 146 2.3% 686 11.0% 61 1.0% 315 5.1% 

 

outside Maricopa County may be due to increased offerings of web-based 

courses.  The percentage of foreign students has remained small over time 

(averaging 1%). 

 

Origin of Student Population-Admission Status 

 Methods for measuring admission status were changed in 2001.  From 

1996-2000, most students coming to CGCC were relatively recent high school 

graduates (average 47%), followed by college transfers (38%), according to the 

fall 45th day data (Table 30).  The remaining categories (i.e., GED, maturity, 

concurrently enrolled, special admission, and not coded) varied in their 

contribution to the student population during 1996-2000, but had never been a 

major source of new students.   

 

High School Status, Previous College Experience and Enrollment  

 From 2001-2006, the known high school status of the majority of students 

enrolled at CGCC is the successful obtainment of a high school diploma 

(average 68%).  This is followed by students who are dual-enrolled (13%).  These 

are high school students taking classes taught by secondary teachers using 

college textbooks and curricula for CGCC credit, and the number of students 

with dual-enrollment has increased since 2002, with a 2% increase in fall 2006 
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over the previous year.  A decreasing percentage of students are concurrently 

enrolled—in high school or a different college but taking classes at a CGCC 

campus.  That percentage had been as high as 9.8% in 2002 but has dropped to 

3.3% in 2006. 

 Information regarding previous college experience of students enrolling at 

CGCC has been collected since the fall of 2001, though students are not 

required to provide these data.  Among those students who answered this 

question, a shift has been revealed in the type of student choosing to enroll.  

From 2001-2003, most students providing data had had some college or 

university education but no degree.  Beginning in 2004, more students were 

coming to CGCC with no previous college or university experience.  It appears 

that more high school graduates are electing to enroll at CGCC than in the 

past.  There was a 4% increase in students with no previous college experience 

enrolling in 2006 than had in the fall 2005.  The proportion of students with 

associate, bachelor, and master degrees or higher has remained relatively 

steady during this period; however, the numbers have decreased by as much as 

2%  for those with some college/university but no degree in the fall 2006.  Since 

35-48% of students chose not to provide information regarding previous college 

experience, it is possible that the lack of data has had some impact on the 

apparent shift in 2004, when 33% of students did not report information. 

 On the CCSSE survey, students were asked if they had attended any other 

type of institution since high school, other than the one in which they were 

currently enrolled.  The CCSSE population replied that the majority (49%) had not 

attended any other type of institution prior to their current college since high 

school, followed by those who had previously attended a four-year institution 

(24%), a different community college or technical school (20%), a public 

vocational-technical school (10%), or a proprietary school or training program 

(8%).  For Chandler-Gilbert respondents, the majority (45%) had attended a 

different community or technical college, followed by those who had not 
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attended any other institution since high school (34%), a four-year institution 

(25%), a proprietary school or training program (9%), or a public vocational-

technical school (11%).  A higher percentage of CGCC students responding to 

the survey (52%) began their college careers at an institution other than 

Chandler-Gilbert, which sharply contrasts with the 32% of the collective CCSSE 

college students who began at an institution other than the one in which they 

are currently enrolled.  A higher portion of CGCC survey takers were full-time 

students, who actually comprise a smaller portion of the student body, which 

accounts for the different pattern of previous college experience revealed by 

the CCSSE survey and data collected by Chandler-Gilbert itself.    

Also, a higher percentage of Chandler-Gilbert students are concurrently 

enrolled at another community college (8%) or four-year institution (9%) 

compared to the collective CCSSE respondents (2% and 4%, respectively).  As a 

result of this co-enrollment, CGCC has a lower percentage of students who are 

only enrolled at CGCC (78%) compared to the 86% of the collective CCSSE 

colleges.  Chandler-Gilbert students are taking multiple classes at other 

institutions, ranging from 1 class (8%) to four or more classes (6%). 

 According to the CCSSE survey, the students of Chandler-Gilbert already 

have obtained a higher level of education compared to the collective CCSSE 

colleges.  Seventy percent of responding CGCC students has a high school 

diploma or GED, compared with 74% of the CCSSE schools.  Both sets of students 

have 10% possessing a vocational-technical certificate.  However, 8% of CGCC 

students, one percent more than the CCSSE students, already have obtained an 

associate degree, as well as 6% already with a bachelor degree, and 3% with a 

master degree or higher, whereas only 7%, 5%, and 1% of the collective CCSSE 

responding student population can claim previous possession of those degrees. 

 In general, more Chandler-Gilbert students come from families with a 

history of college enrollment compared to the general CCSSE population.  A 

higher percentage of CGCC students come from families where the parents 
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have had some level of college education (fathers 67% and mothers 64%), with 

an even higher percentage of CGCC students’ parents having a bachelor’s 

degree or higher (fathers 33% and mothers 25%).  For the general CCSSE 

population, 50% of fathers and 49% of mothers of current students had a high 

school education or less.  Only 21% of fathers and 19% of mothers of CCSSE 

students had a bachelor’s degree or higher.  CGCC students are not as likely to 

be the first generation of their family attending an institution of higher 

education, but instead, they are more likely to come from a family with a 

tradition of college education, according to the results of the CCSSE survey. 

 

New, Former, and Continuing Student Enrollment 

 The proportion of individuals who are new, former or continuing students 

has varied over the years.  While most students each year are new to CGCC, a 

general trend of increasing numbers of former students returning to the college 

has been seen.  However, the percentages of former and continuing students 

both decreased slightly in the fall of 2006.  The percentage of new students in 

the fall of the academic year was as high as 53.2% in 1999 and as low as 44.8% 

in 2003, while continuing student percentages have ranged from 36.8% and 

42.0% in those same years.  The percentage of former students coming back to 

CGCC has varied from 10.0% in 1999 to 14.1% in the fall of 2005. 

 Examining CCSSE survey results of 2005, 72% of responding Chandler-

Gilbert students said that they planned on taking more classes at CGCC within 

the next twelve months, which is higher than the 66% of the total CCSSE 

respondents.  A higher percentage of the general CCSSE respondents stated 

that they would be accomplishing their goals in the same term that the survey 

was administered and, therefore, would not be returning (12% versus 10% for 

CGCC), some had no current plans to return (5% compared to 4% for CGCC), 

and others were uncertain regarding their future plans with the college (18% 

compared to 14% for CGCC). 



 
 

61 

Table 31. Fall 45th day full-time and part-time enrollment at Chandler-Gilbert Community College 
(Maricopa Trends). 

Year Full-Time Part-Time 

1996 865 24.5% 2,663 75.55 

1997 917 23.5% 2,993 76.5% 

1998 1,023 22.2% 3,581 77.8% 

1999 1,144 19.9% 4,618 80.1% 

2000 1,359 21.9% 4,858 78.1% 

2001 1,673 24.7% 5,087 75.3% 

2002 1,907 25.4% 5,606 74.6% 

2003 2,200 27.4% 5,825 72.6% 

2004 2,441 28.2% 6,222 71.8% 

2005 2,441 27.3% 6,499 72.7% 

2006 2,593 27.5% 6,827 72.5% 
 

Full-time and Part-time Enrollment 

 Over the past ten years, the majority of students attending CGCC have 

been doing so part-time (Table 31).  However, more students have begun to 

enroll full-time.  Since 2000, an average of 184 additional students has enrolled 

full-time, and the number of additional part-time students has increased by 321 

per year on average.  The trend of increasing full-time enrollment becomes 

more readily apparent when considering the 1996-1999 data.  During this period, 

the increased number of new part-time students averaged 651, whereas new 

full-time students averaged only 93.  More than twice the number of students is 

enrolling full-time recently than had prior to 2000. 

According to the 2005 CCSSE survey, Chandler-Gilbert has a smaller 

percentage of full-time students compared to other CCSSE colleges (27.4% 

versus 40.2%) when using IPED data.  However, a larger portion of full-time 

students at CGCC (64.2%) responded to the survey than did the part-time 

student population (41.3%) at the college.   

 Results from the 2005 CCSSE for Chandler-Gilbert reveals differences 

between full-time and part-time students and their level of engagement. 
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When students are asked how often they came to class without doing their 

assignments or readings, more full-time students (21.3%) responded they often or 

very often did not do their assignments, compared to part-time students (16.3%).  

More full-time students replied that they often/very often skipped class (8.4%) 

versus part-time students (5.5%).  While significantly more part-time students felt 

that academic advising was important (56.7% compared to 5.7% for full-time), 

37.6% of part-time students said that they rarely or never used academic 

advising or planning, while 29.2% of full-time students rarely or never used such 

services. 

 Full-time students are more likely to interact with their instructors and 

classmates outside of class.  However, more part-time students (64.7% 

compared to 49.1%) said that they talked about class ideas with others (e.g., 

family and friends), whereas full-time students are more likely to discuss ideas 

outside of class with the instructor (14.6% versus 12.4%).  A smaller percentage of 

full-time students (3.5%) than part-time students (11.7%) said they never talked 

about their grades or assignments with their instructor.   More part-time students 

(42.7%) replied that they never discussed career plans with an instructor or 

advisor, compared to the full-time students (24.8%).   More full-time students 

(68.3% versus 58.8% for part-time students) also responded that they worked 

more frequently with fellow students on projects in class.  Full-time students 

(22.2%) were more likely to work more often with classmates on assignments 

outside of class, as well, compared to17.6% of part-time students.  However, 

more part-time students responded that they often or very often worked with 

instructors on projects not related to coursework (7.8% versus 6.7%). 

 There is an apparent disconnect between the amount of student-teacher 

interaction as perceived by faculty and as reported by the students on the 

engagement survey.  Fifty percent of instructors believed that students often 

communicated with them via email, though the student frequency reported 

was only 37%.  A high proportion of faculty also thought that students often 
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discussed grades and assignments with the instructor (716), though only 44% of 

the students reported that they often did so.  Over one-third of teachers felt that 

students often discussed career plans with them, though not even a quarter of 

the students responded that they did so.  But these discrepancies may be due 

to instructors hearing more often from part-time students, who had low 

participation and representation in the survey. 

 

Day and Evening Enrollment 

 The fall 45th day headcount and full-time student equivalent (FTSE) 

enrollment figures for day and evening classes reveal that, historically, the 

majority of students at CGCC take classes during the day.  The percentage of 

the total student headcount attending evening classes have been decreasing 

since 2000, though the percentage of FTSE in evening classes did not begin to 

decline until 2001.  Both total headcount and FTSE numbers for day classes 

decreased slightly in 2005 but then rebounded to their highest figures since1996 

in the fall 2006.  For this term, day FTSE was 3,483.0 (75.0%) and headcount was 

6,765 (71.8%)   According to the 2005 CCSSE survey, a smaller percentage of 

Chandler-Gilbert students attends classes during the day (59%) compared to the 

collective CCSSE respondents (68%).   

 

Academic versus Occupational Enrollment 

 The courses of study that students pursue at CGCC have been grouped 

into academic versus occupational categories.  Academic FTSE numbers have 

been increasing from the fall term of 1996 to 2006 (1,330.0 to 3,865.3), while the  

growth of the occupational program has been variable (255.4 in 1996, 907.1 in 

2003, and 777.3 in 2006; Table 32).  The majority of full-time students at CGCC 

has been pursuing academic courses that can be used for transfer to a  

four-year institution.  The lowest FTSE percentage of academic students was 

72.1% in 1999 and the highest was 89.9% in 1996, though recent years have  
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Table 32.  Academic and occupational FTSE for fall 45th day at Chandler-Gilbert Community 
College (Maricopa Trends). 

Year Academic FTSE Occupational FTSE 

1996 1,330.0 83.9% 255.4 16.1% 

1997 1,379.3 81.5% 313.8 18.5% 

1998 1,514.0 75.9% 479.5 24.1% 

1999 1,730.7 72.1% 668.6 27.9% 

2000 2,005.2 73.8% 713.1 26.2% 

2001 2,328.7 73.7% 830.6 26.3% 

2002 2,696.4 75.2% 890.2 24.8% 

2003 3,041.4 77.0% 907.1 23.0% 

2004 3,550.0 83.0% 727.6 17.0% 

2005 3,615.2 83.1% 733.5 16.9% 

2006 3,865.3 93.3% 77.3 16.7% 
 

 

come closest to matching that value.  The percentage of occupational FTSE has 

reached as high as 27.9% in 1999 and as low as 16.1% in 1996. 

On the 2005 CCSSE survey, students were asked what their primary and 

secondary objectives were for attending their community college.  The 

responses compared vary noticeably in some areas between Chandler- Gilbert 

and the CCSSE general population.  Twenty-nine percent of CCSSE and  

22% of CGCC answered that the completion of a certificate program was their 

primary goal for attending the community college, which was the lowest 

percentage out of the six categories included on the survey.  Fifty-seven 

percent of CCSSE respondents said that getting an associate’s degree was their 

primary goal, which was the highest percentage for any category among 

CCSSE students.  Only 42% of CGCC students replied that the associate’s 

degree was their primary objective.  For Chandler-Gilbert students, the number 

one primary goal for attending the college was to earn credit for academic 

transfer to a four-year institution (66%), while that was only the second highest 

priority among CCSSE students (48%).  Almost a third of CCSSE students (31%) did 

not consider university transfer a goal, while only 19% of CGCC students held 
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that opinion.  Forty-one percent of CCSSE and 35% of CGCC students replied 

that obtaining or updating job-related skills was the primary purpose of 

attending the community college.  Thirty percent of CCSSE and 27% of CGCC 

students said that changing careers was their primary motivator for attending 

the community college.  Overall, a higher percentage of Chandler-Gilbert 

students attend the community college with the primary purpose of university 

transfer, followed by obtainment of an associate’s degree, whereas the order of 

those goals are reversed for CCSSE student population. 

 

Remedial Coursework 

 When compared with the overall CCSSE results, a lower percentage of 

Chandler-Gilbert students has taken remedial coursework and a slightly higher 

percentage of students has planned on taking such courses while at the 

college.  Only 4% of CGCC respondents answered that they had taken a 

remedial reading course, and 11% replied that they planned on taking such a 

class.  Eighty-two percent said that they had not taken nor planned on taking 

any remedial reading classes.  This varies from the CCSSE overall results of 17% 

(had taken), 8% (planned to take), and 75% (neither taken nor plan to take).  A 

lower percentage of CGCC respondents had enrolled in remedial writing 

classes (16%) or planned on taking such classes (12%).  Overall CCSSE 

respondents differed, with 21% having taken and 10% planning to take remedial 

writing classes.  Remedial mathematics courses had the highest number of 

individuals who had enrolled or planned on enrolling in such classes for both 

CGCC and the overall CCSSE respondents.  For CGCC, 25% had taken, 14% 

planned on taking, and 61% had not and would not be taking remedial math 

classes.  For the overall CCSSE results, 33% had taken, 14% planned on taking, 

and 54% had not and would not be taking remedial mathematics courses. 
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Successful Course Completion 

 While student enrollment has been increasing over the past years, the 

academic performance of the student body has remained relatively steady.  

Based on data for the end of the fall term, which is available only up to 2004, 

the percentage of total completions (total of grades A, B, C, D, F, and Passing)  

remained between 80.0% and 84.4% from 1995-2004.  The percentage of 

successful completions (total of grades A, B, C, and Passing) ranged from 74.0% 

to 78.2%.  The highest percentage in both categories occurred in the fall of 2002. 

The majority of overall GPA as reported by the students in the CCSSE 

survey falls within the A to C range (95% for CGCC and 94% for CCSSE).  For 

Chandler-Gilbert, the largest percentage is in the A- to B+ range (34%), which is 

also the highest category for the general CCSSE respondents, though at a lower 

percentage (28%).  Ninety-four percent of CCSSE and 39% of CGCC GPAs fall 

within the B to C range.   

 

Transfer Student Data 

Information regarding CGCC transfer students is available from the 

MCCCD Decision Support System.  A student is considered to be a CGCC 

transfer student if the individual has any credits from CGCC transfer to one of 

the state public universities.  This includes dual-enrolled students who did not 

physically attend CGCC and co-enrolled students, primarily from Arizona State 

University, who may have taken only one class at CGCC in addition to their 

university course load.  This should be kept in consideration when evaluating 

these data originating from transcript information stored in the statewide 

university data warehouse.   

The number of students transferring to Arizona universities from Chandler-

Gilbert has increased every year from 1999- 2000 to 2004-2005, which is the most 

recent academic year available for these data (total transfers: 2,939 to 5,945).  

The number of former CGCC students who attended one of Arizona’s public  
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Table 33.  Transfer rate of new and former CGCC students to Arizona public universities by race 
with fall 2003 and 2004 enrollment percentages by race (Maricopa Decision Support System). 

 Former New 
Fall 2003 

Enrollment 
Fall 2004 

Enrollment 

Native American 1.6% 1.6% 2.3% 2.0% 

Asian 4.6% 3.4% 3.5% 3.6% 
Black 2.2% 1.9% 2.7% 3.0% 

Hispanic  11.1% 12.6% 13.9% 14.7% 

White 75.6% 74.7% 69.1% 67.3% 

Additional categories (e.g., international and unknown) included in transfer study were not included here 

 

universities increased from 2,273 to 4,623, and the number of new transfers from 

CGCC grew from 666 students to 1,322.  The bulk of the students (80% or more)  

transferred to Arizona State University, followed by Northern Arizona University, 

and the University of Arizona.   

The majority of CGCC students (52%), both former and new, who transfer 

to one of the state universities tend to transfer fewer than 12 credit hours.  It is 

necessary to remember the potential impact of co-enrolled and dual-enrolled 

students on these numbers.  Among those who transfer more than 12 credit 

hours (only 48% of the total new and former CGCC transfer student population), 

34% transfer 12-23 and 33% transfer 48-64 credit hours.  The percentages are 

rather similar when new and former CGCC transfer students are examined 

separately.  As a consequence of transferring fewer credits, more students 

arrived at the state universities in the academic year 2004-2005 at the freshman 

level, followed by the sophomore level, based on CGCC credits alone.  Of those 

with sufficient credit transfer to enter a state university at an upper division level, 

the majority (91%) did so as juniors.   

When examining the number of transferring students by race, it is 

apparent that the transfer rate of minority groups to state universities is less than 

their enrollment at CGCC, while whites tend to transfer at a higher rate (Table 

33).  In the fall terms of 2003 and 2004, 13.9% and 14.7% of the total CGCC 

student population were Hispanic, yet only 11.1% of former and 12.6% of new  



 
 

68 

Table 34.  Top ten majors of former CGCC transfer students awarded degrees from Arizona public  
Universities 2004-2005 (Maricopa Decision Support System). 

Major n 
Education 223 
Business (Management, Marketing, Related Support) 191 
Agriculture (Agribusiness, Operations and Related Sciences) 73 
Engineering 50 
Biological and Biomedical Sciences 47 
Interdisciplinary Studies 46 
Psychology 46 
Communications 45 
Family and Consumer Sciences/Human Sciences 43 
 
 
Table 35.  Percentage of CGCC transfer students at Arizona public universities by popular 
intended major and by most degrees awarded in 2004-2005 (Maricopa Decision Support 
System). 

Intended Major % Major-Degree Awarded % 
Education 15 Education 21 
Business (Management, Marketing, 
Related Support) 14 

Business (Management, Marketing, 
Related Support) 18 

Engineering 8 
Agriculture (Agribusiness, Operations 
and Related Sciences) 7 

Agriculture (Agribusiness, Operations 
and Related Sciences) 7 Engineering 5 
Biological and Biomedical Sciences 6 Biological and Biomedical Sciences 4 
Parks, Recreation, Leisure and Fitness 5 Interdisciplinary Studies 4 
Health Professions and Related 
Clinical Sciences 5 Psychology 4 
Communications 4 Communications 4 

Transportation and Materials Moving 4 
Family and Consumer 
Sciences/Human Sciences 4 

Engineering Technologies 4 Parks, Recreation, Leisure and Fitness 4 
Percentages may not add to 100% due to rounding 

 

transfer students were Hispanic.  A different pattern is seen for white students, 

with 75.6% of former and 74.7% of new transfer students being white, though 

they only comprised 69.1% and 67.3% of the CGCC student body in 2003 and 

2004, respectively.  Asian students were the only other group that saw a higher 

percentage of former transfer students (4.6%) than had been enrolled in 2003-

2004 (3.5% and 3.6%).  Transfer student percentages generally were lower than 

enrollment percentages by 2% or less for remaining racial groups.  

Most transfer students selected education or business as their intended 

majors (Tables 34 and 35).  There were 678 CGCC transfer students attending 

one of the state universities with an education major, and 644 business majors.  
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Education has a higher percentage of transfer students who were awarded 

degrees in 2004-2005 with 21% compared to 18% that were business degrees.  

The third most common degree awarded was for agriculture, a major not 

offered by CGCC.  All 73 degrees in this area were in agricultural business and 

management. 

 

Extracurricular Activities 

 On the 2005 CCSSE survey, students were asked how many hours a week 

they spent involved in activities outside of class.  In general, many Chandler-

Gilbert students are spending a lot of time working for pay, leaving less time for 

dependent care or extracurricular school activities.  CGCC students spend less 

time commuting to school than most CCSSE respondents. 

 More Chandler-Gilbert students who responded to the survey were 

employed and working more than 30 hours a week (51% compared to 40% of  

overall CCSSE respondents).  Fewer CGCC students were not employed (18%) 

than the overall CCSSE respondents (21%).  A higher percentage of CCSSE 

respondents worked between 6-30 hours a week (40%) compared to CGCC 

students (31%).  In general, the majority of CGCC students are either employed 

more than 30 hours a week or not at all. 

 Chandler-Gilbert students have a much shorter commute to school than 

the overall CCSSE respondents, which is not surprising considering the primary 

reason for attending CGCC was “location,” according to the 2005 marketing 

report by Sandra Golden and Associates.  While 6% of CGCC students and 7% of 

CCSSE students replied that they spend no time commuting to class, 2% of 

CCSSE students spend more than 30 hours a week commuting to and from 

school, while no CGCC students had to dedicate so many hours a week to their 

commute.  Ninety-two percent of CGCC students devote between 1-10 hours a 

week commuting to school, while only 84% of CCSSE respondents did the same.  
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Six percent of CCSSE students and only 2% of CCGC students spent between 11-

30 hours a week commuting to school. 

 A lower percentage of Chandler-Gilbert students spent time caring for 

dependents during the week.  Forty-seven percent of CGCC students and 44% 

of CCSSE students replied that they had no dependent responsibility, while 22% 

of CGCC students and 26% of CCSSE students replied that they spent more than 

30 hours a week caring for dependents.  Twenty-two percent of CGCC students 

and 21% of CCSSE students dedicate 1-10 hours a week caring for others.  

Dependent care requires 11-30 hours a week for 10% of CCSSE students and only 

8% of CGCC students.  In general, the majority of CCSSE students do not have to 

work nor care for others outside of class.   

 Responses of Chandler-Gilbert students reveal that they are less involved 

in college-sponsored activities (e.g., clubs, organizations, student government, 

sports, etc.) than the students in the overall CCSSE pool.  Eighty-five percent of 

Chandler-Gilbert students never participated in extracurricular activities, while 

83% of CCSSE students shared that response.  Ten percent of CGCC students 

and 12% of CCSSE students spent 1-5 hours a week involved in extracurricular 

activities.  More CGCC students (5%) spent between 6-20 hours involved in 

campus activities, compared to 3% for CCSSE students.  No Chandler-Gilbert 

students spent more than 20 hours a week participating in extracurricular 

groups, while 2% of CCSSE students reported that level of involvement.   

 On average, Chandler-Gilbert students have a low level of involvement in 

extracurricular, on-campus activities, but it is also seems that many of the 

students consider such activities an unimportant.  However, it is not evident if 

they consider any extracurricular event unimportant or if it just applies to the 

current events that are offered.  Forty percent of Chandler-Gilbert students 

reported that they never or rarely participated in student organizations, while 6% 

said that they occasionally did.  Only 4% of Chandler-Gilbert students answered 

that they often participated in student organizations on campus.  When asked 
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how satisfied the students were with the available student organizations, most 

students believed that there is room for improvement.  Only 7% of CGCC 

students were very satisfied with the quality of student groups, while 13% were 

only somewhat satisfied.  Eight percent of CGCC students were completely 

unsatisfied with the quality of student organizations currently available at the 

college.  Despite this feeling of necessary improvement, most students do not 

think that student organizations are important.  Only 18% of CGCC students felt 

that student organizations were important, while 34% thought that they were 

only marginally important.  Forty-nine percent of Chandler-Gilbert students who 

responded to the survey said that student organizations have absolutely no 

importance, which likely explains the lower participation rates.   

At the national level, community college student participation in 

extracurricular activities is also low, with 43% of CCSSE respondents replying that 

they never or rarely participate, 11% occasionally participating, and 11% having 

more frequent participation.   Forty-three percent of CCSSE respondents also 

replied that student organizations were of no importance, a slightly smaller 

percentage than of CGCC students who shared that opinion.  

 Studies have demonstrated that students who are more involved with their 

college and community have higher GPAs and better retention rates than 

students who are not involved (Derby, 2006).  Involvement includes interaction 

with faculty and administration, student government, school activities, and 

clubs.  Since most students at CGCC are planning to transfer to a traditional 

four-year institution to complete their bachelor degrees, improved student 

involvement in campus activities may be beneficial to their continued 

educational success. 

 

Infrastructure 

 The greater Phoenix area is constantly striving to improve transportation in 

the region.  The southeast valley has benefited from the recent completion of 
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the San Tan Loop 202, facilitating access to Interstate 10, US Route 60, and the 

Loop 101.  The proposed Williams Gateway Freeway, which is expected to be 

constructed by 2020, will also ease travel from the far east valley by joining with 

the Loop 202.  The state has decided to accelerate the Williams Gateway 

freeway by moving the date of land acquisition for the right of way to 2007 

instead of 2014 (Golfen, 2006).  The Valley Metro Light Rail project, which is 

expected to begin services in December 2008, will not likely improve enrollment 

at CGCC due to the more northerly route of the system, never going south of US 

60, and its most eastern terminus is located near Apache Avenue and Dobson 

Avenue in Mesa (Valley Metro, www.valleymetro.org/rail/ maps/ index.htm).  

The Chandler-Gilbert service area is provided air transportation by the Phoenix 

Sky Harbor International Airport, as well as the regional Chandler Municipal and 

Williams Gateway airports.   

 

Impact of the Loop 202 

 In June 2006, the Loop 202 in the southeast valley was completed.  Since 

the new highway is located near two of the CGCC campuses (Pecos and 

Williams), it was likely that the improved highway access would increase student 

enrollment at these locations.  An analysis of Fall 45th day enrollment data from 

the core area over a five-year period (2001-2006) was made in order to confirm 

changes in enrollment coinciding with the 202 completion.  The core area for 

CGCC is defined primarily as those zip codes south of US Route 60 and east of 

Interstate 10 (Figure 2). 

Between Fall 2005 and 2006, CGCC saw an increase in the number of 

students coming to the college, from as little as 1.8% (85212) up to 78.2% (85243).  

Several areas had decreases ranging from -0.97% (85234) to -5.45% (85233), both 

in Gilbert.  The Chandler zip code 85224 also saw a decrease (-3.05%).  The 

Gilbert zip codes showing a decrease in enrollment are located just south of US 

60, and the residents in these areas may feel that the main campus for Mesa 
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Figure 2.  Map of CGCC service area with zip codes associated highways (Decision 
Support System). 
 

 

 

Community College (MCC) is closer.  The Chandler zip code having a 

decreased enrollment in 2006 is located just to the east of the Loop 101, and the 

residents there may also believe that MCC is easier to access from their homes.   

The areas showing the largest increase (greater than 5%) in enrollment 

between Fall 2005-2006 are those locations to the south and east of CGCC 

campuses (85242, 85243, 85249, 85296, 85297).  In these areas, the Loop 202 

completion is an improvement over surface streets, facilitating access and 

convenience of CGCC campuses for area residents.  The largest increase 

(78.2%) was for the Queen Creek zip code of 85243, which is to the extreme 

southeast of the service area.  The second largest increase (16.2%) occurred in 

the Gilbert zip code of 85297, located nearly midway between the Pecos and 

Williams campuses to the south. 

Looking at the changes that have occurred between Fall 2001-2006, 12 

out of 13 zip codes from the core service area showed increases in enrollment, 

Loop 202 

US 60 

Loop 101 
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ranging from 7.9% (85233) to 89.5% (85297).  The increase of 100% between 2001-

2006 for Queen Creek zip code 85243 cannot be considered as dramatic since 

the zip code was not in place in 2001 and, therefore, it could not have 

contributed students in that year.  However, its one-year difference from 2005 to 

2006 (78.9%) is noteworthy.  The zip code, 85233, which saw the most modest 

gain in enrollment during this five-year period is located to the north of the 

Pecos campus and was not influenced by the opening of the Loop 202.  The 

Chandler zip code of 85224 saw a decrease in enrollment of approximately 5% 

between 2001 and 2006.   

 Another pattern that this five-year assessment reveals is that more of the 

student body is coming from the core area south of Route 60 and east of I-10.  In 

Fall 2001, only 71.9% of the students enrolled at CGCC came from the 13 zip 

codes comprising the core area.  That has increased to 86.9% in 2006.  Looking 

at the five-year change, 89.4% of increased student enrollment originated within 

the core area.  So despite easier access, linking the CGCC campuses to other 

major highways in the greater Phoenix metropolitan area via the Loop 202 and 

increased availability of online courses, the college is actually drawing most of 

its students from an even more concentrated area than it had five years 

previously. 

 A comparison of unduplicated MCCCD enrollment totals was conducted 

between students originating within the CGCC core area who attended any 

MCCCD school and those who enrolled at CGCC.  It reveals that Chandler-

Gilbert has never pulled more than 59% of the MCCCD students living in its core 

area zip codes.  The highest percentage, which was for zip code 85249 in 

Chandler to the south of the Pecos Campus, occurred in 2006 and likely is linked 

with completion of the Loop 202 and improvements of surface streets in the 

immediate area.  The lowest percentage of 2006 was 15.1%, for the Gilbert zip 

code of 85226, which is bordered by I-10 to the west and the Loop 202 to the 

south and is several miles to the west of the Pecos campus.   Except for Queen 
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Creek, CGCC is drawing an increased percentage of students from its core 

area, though the total percentage by town or city ranges from 35.1-44.6%.   

Most students residing within the core area are attending MCCCD schools other 

than Chandler-Gilbert.   The largest 2006 increase of CGCC’s share of students 

living in the core area occurred in the Mesa zip code of 85212, which is home to 

the Williams campus and is bordered to the west by the last section of the Loop 

202 to be completed.    

Almost all zip codes in the core area had an increasing percentage of 

students attending CGCC rather than another MCCCD school in 2006, though 

the increase was only 1.8% on average. In areas where an increase occurred, 

the Loop 202 is within easy reach and likely played a part in boosting enrollment 

at CGCC.  But since the college has yet to draw more than 59.4% of the 

students who are enrolled in a MCCCD school in its service area, the completion 

of a highway alone will not boost the college’s enrollment. 

An examination of the unduplicated enrollment totals for students residing 

in the CGCC core area and attending any of the district community colleges 

reveals a decline in actual totals over the past year for nearly half of the zip 

codes in the core area, though most have seen an improvement over a five-

year span.  The Chandler zip code of 85224, bordered by the Loop 101 and the 

Loop 202, has seen a general decline in the number of students from this area 

attending a MCCCD college since the fall of 2001—a total loss of 136 over this 

period.  The Mesa zip code of 85212, which is home of the CGCC Williams 

campus, had a decrease of 148 students in 2006.  Also, the Gilbert zip code of 

85225, in which the Pecos campus is located, had a decrease in enrollment 

from 2005 to 2006 (-52).  CGCC may be seeing an increased share of students 

enrolled in an MCCCD school and living within this core area, but it is a larger 

share of a smaller pool of students in some cases.  And for all zip codes within 

this area, there was only an increase of 242 additional students enrolling at a 

MCCCD school, which is only a 1.3% increase over 2005. 
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 When the enrollment data for the 45th day of the 2006 fall term are 

examined to determine which Maricopa college is drawing the most students 

from Chandler-Gilbert’s core area, it is apparent that Mesa Community College 

(MCC) and Rio Salado Community College (RSCC) are providing the most 

competition with CGCC for students.  Each college within MCCCD has enrolled 

at least one student from the CGCC core area.  Of the 941 students attending a 

MCCCD school from the Mesa zip code of 85212, 48% attend MCC, 35.1% 

CGCC, and 12.5% RSCC, even though CGCC campuses are closer.  For the 

seven remaining colleges, the percentages range from 0.1% to 3.6%.  For the 

collective Chandler zip codes with a total of 8,226 students, MCC draws more 

students (38.5%) than CGCC (36.5%) and RSCC (14.6%).  The percentages for 

the remaining colleges range from 0.1% to 5.3%.  For the collective Gilbert zip 

codes with a total of 7,053 students, CGCC enrolls the most (44.6%), followed by 

MCC (36.9%) and RSCC (15.5%).  The remaining colleges draw between  0.04% 

and 3.9%.  Of the 1,706 Queen Creek students enrolled at a MCCCD college, 

44.8% attend CGCC, 31.9% MCC, and 18.6% RSCC.  Enrollment at the other 

colleges is 0.1% to 4.5%.  For the core area overall, 40.4% of the 17,926 students 

enrolled at a MCCCD college attend CGCC, 37.7% MCC, and 15.2% RSCC.  

Remaining colleges claim between 0.1% to 4.6%.  For all cities within the core 

area and for the core area overall, Gateway Community College (GW) ranks 

fourth. 

 When a more detailed examination of the distribution of students to 

Maricopa colleges by zip code in a particular city is made, it becomes 

apparent that, while one college may claim the most students overall, it may 

not do so by individual zip code.  For instance, MCC claims the most students 

from the Chandler zip codes of 85224 and 85226.  These two zip code areas are 

on the western edge of the CGCC core area, and both are close to the Loop 

202 and Loop 101 and 85226 is also close to I-10.  RSCC ranks second for 

drawing students from 85226 and CGCC ranks third.  Chandler-Gilbert draws the 
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most students from the Chandler zip codes of 85225, 85248, and 85249.  MCC 

ranks second for all of these yet, overall, it claims the highest percentage of 

students from Chandler who are enrolled in a MCCCD college. 

 In general, CGCC draws the most students enrolled in a district college 

who reside within the town of Gilbert (44.6%), followed by MCC (36.9%), and 

RSCC (15.5%).  CGCC ranks first for the zip codes 85236, 85296, and 85297.   

CGCC claims 45% more students than MCC from the zip code 85296, which is 

sandwiched between the Pecos and Williams campuses.   MCC ranks first for zip 

codes 85233 and 85234.  These two zip codes are close to US 60, and while not 

directly bordering the Loop 202, 85234 is relatively close to the new highway. 

 Chandler-Gilbert gathers more students (44.8%) from Queen Creek than 

any other college in the district.  For the zip code 85242, which is to the 

southeast of the Williams Campus, CGCC draws 34% more students than MCC.  

Surprisingly, for zip code 85243, which is further to the south and east, MCC 

draws more students than CGCC, which is geographically closer.  It is possible 

that more Queen Creek students from this zip code are using distance learning 

courses offered by MCC.  RSCC, which is further from this area of Queen Creek 

than MCC, trails CGCC only by 13 students.  It is also likely that online course 

offerings are affecting enrollment in this part of the far southeast valley.   

 Overall, Chandler-Gilbert attracts 40.4% of the 17,926 students living in the 

CGCC core area who attend one of the colleges in the Maricopa County 

district.  Mesa is second with 37.7%, and RSCC is third with 15.2%.  There are 1,028 

individuals in the CGCC core area who attend more than one of the 

community colleges within the county. 

 

Political/Legal Trends and Civic Engagement 

Political/Legal Trends 

 Politics and education are not necessarily distinctly separate entities for 

each influences the other.  Political and legal concerns are also a way of 
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catalyzing student involvement in community issues of importance, creating 

responsible, informed, active citizens who will want to continue participating in 

community issues after their college careers are completed. 

Current local political trends can influence CGCC by impacting the 

following: the dual enrollment program and relationship with area high schools; 

reduction in institutional allocation of funds; limitation (and failure) of legislation 

which would allow community colleges to grant baccalaureate degrees in 

allied-health, education, firefighting science, and law enforcement; improving 

transfer articulation and additional funding for 300- and 400-level courses; 

transfer mandates between community colleges and universities and 

improvement of education in Arizona according to the P-20 council; and 

affordability of baccalaureate education and access to bachelor’s degrees.  

Due to decreasing legislative support for dual-enrollment, CGCC may lose 

enrollment in course offerings to area high school students, perhaps ceasing the 

program altogether.  There ultimately may be a negative effect on Chandler-

Gilbert FTSE with loss of high school students enrolled in these programs offered 

by the college.  There is demand for more state-sponsored financial aid that is 

needs-based to help fund state residents who may otherwise not be able to 

afford a college education.  There is also a need to improve and facilitate the 

transfer process between community colleges and Arizona public universities, 

such as an increase in the number of credits that can transfer.    

A decrease in state funding of CGCC will constrain the college at a time 

when the needs of its service area are growing.  The college will have to create 

a balance between continued, necessary growth with less funding.  The ability 

of all MCCCD colleges to offer 300-400 level courses and/or baccalaureate 

degrees will be dependent upon introduction of new legislative measures and 

the judgment of the Arizona Board of Regents and the three public state 

universities that have first right to deny the request of the community colleges to 

offer such programs. 
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In the November 2006 general election, voters approved Proposition 300, 

which will exclude non-citizen immigrants for qualifying for in-state college 

financial aid and requires that the community colleges report the number of 

students who applied for in-state assistance but were denied due to citizenship 

status.  In a state where a large portion of residents are Hispanic and whose 

legal citizenship status may be questioned, the impact of anti-immigration 

measures, such as Proposition 300 on enrollment at community colleges like 

CGCC may be significant and cause noticeably decreased enrollment of 

Hispanic students, even among those in the US legally who may feel intimidated 

by the anti-immigrant movement.   Student services, such as enrollment and 

financial aid, may be faced with a challenge to meet the needs of students 

wanting to acquire a higher education but who are denied in-state tuition and 

aid.    

 

Civic Engagement 

 Directed towards preparing students for active citizenship, civic 

engagement is a relatively young initiative at Chandler-Gilbert, with a 

developing agenda.  Despite its youth, the civic engagement program at 

CGCC, as part of a larger campus initiative involving curricular engagement 

between teaching, learning, students, faculty, and community outreach and 

partnerships, has been recognized by the Carnegie Foundation for the 

Advancement of Teaching as one of 76 US colleges granted its new Community 

Engagement Classification in the fall of 2006.   

The civic engagement program strives for student involvement in public 

policy and political processes, aiding students to understand what they entail 

and how students can participate.  Activities allow the students to discover 

important issues extending from the local community to international concerns, 

giving the students an opportunity to become involved and learn how to 

foment change.  Projects give the students a structured environment in which 
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they can discuss the issues, partake in decision-making processes, and 

participate directly with the community.  Faculty and staff assist the students in 

finding community projects that meet their interest or facilitate communication 

with college and community leaders.  Students get firsthand experience by 

applying classroom lessons to the real world, helping them to internalize what 

they have learned in lecture.  Students can be involved in creating ways to 

recruit and retain participants, giving the students the chance to make these 

projects their own (Raill and Hollander, 2006).  The Association of American 

Colleges and Universities, as part of a global movement, recognizes that 

democracy cannot exist without a culture of educated peoples 

(www.aacu.org/civic engagement/councilofeurope.cfm), and CGCC supports 

the idea of developing informed, active, responsible citizens.  In coming years, 

civic engagement will take on increasing importance and also be an influence 

on service learning, global learning, and sustainability. 

 Civic engagement is extracurricular at the district level, and Chandler-

Gilbert is working to make it more co-curricular, a part of classroom activities, 

and to expand civic engagement to all classes.  There has been some inclusion 

of civic engagement themes in courses (e.g., economics, physics, and 

sociology) at CGCC but generally on a limited scale.  Civic engagement 

activities include voter registration drives, preparing students for upcoming 

elections, and participation in the Model UN.  There is a district-wide civic 

engagement program called the Student Public Policy Forum 

(www.maricopa.edu/sppf), which helps to develop students’ critical thinking 

and leadership skills, aiding students to appreciate the impact that they can 

have on public policies as active citizens.  In the November 2006 general 

election, the CGCC Pecos campus served as an early voting site.  It was an 

opportunity to increase student participation in the democratic process and to 

showcase the college to the general public who came to vote.   
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 Currently, most civic engagement events are coordinated by the student 

members of the Political Science Organization (PSO) with a guiding committee 

of faculty and staff.  In order for civic engagement to permeate the campus, 

involvement by faculty and students outside the PSO could be encouraged.  

There is opportunity to expand the community partners who work with the civic 

engagement initiative at CGCC.  Currently, the League of Women Voters and 

the Leadership Center are involved with college activities, but there are 

countless other community organizations with which the college might partner 

to increase the variety of civic engagement events in which students can 

participate. 

For the future, the college may want to consider broadening its term 

“civic engagement” to a more encompassing “community learning” or 

“community engagement.” Such phrases may better represent the college 

providing students opportunities to learn about the community while on campus 

and prepare them for learning while actively participating in the community.  

Civic participation can couple with service learning to encourage student 

involvement in projects that are community-minded yet are linked with public 

policy and political issues.  Also, civic engagement can join with global learning 

to expand student appreciation of what it means to be an active citizen 

beyond American borders. 

There are challenges that civic engagement will face in the coming 

years.  While the civic engagement initiative has increased from one faculty 

member to a committee within the past three years, it may be difficult to keep 

informed and to track changing trends in public policy, needs, and issues in the 

surrounding communities, as well as important political issues and policies at the 

state, national, and international level.  It is necessary for the committee to be 

well-informed on these matters so they are best able to teach students about 

these concerns and how to research and act upon them.  There is also a need 

to efficiently measure the impact of participation in civic engagement 
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opportunities, to gauge what students are learning from these events, and to 

determine what changes are needed to improve outcomes.  Ways to measure 

and enhance participation in civic engagement events, such as political 

debates and public policy forms, which also are open to the community, may 

need to be developed. 

 The importance of civic engagement is becoming more recognized.  

There are many organizations that are dedicated to student civic engagement, 

providing manuals, checklists, advice, and publications on the subject.  Some 

are directed towards getting students more politically and civically active and 

involved in democratic programs, such as the American Democracy Project 

(www.aascu.org).  There is a website with resources dedicated to civic 

engagement at community colleges—Community College National Resource 

Center for Community Engagement (www.mc.maricopa.edu/other/ 

engagement).  Other resources include, and are not limited to: Campus Cares 

(www.campuscares.org), Campus Compact (www.compact.org), and journals 

such as Journal for Civic Commitment (www.mc.maricopa.edu/other/ 

engagement/journal/index.jsp), and the Journal of College and Character 

(www.collegevalues.org). 

   

Service Learning 

The service learning program, which has been in operation for 15 years at 

Chandler-Gilbert, involves 3,000-3,500 students annually (http://webport.cgc. 

maricopa.edu/published/s/le/slearning/home/1/).  In the past five years, the 

program has grown 300%, triggered by increased enrollment at the college and 

needs of the education program.  In 2006, CGCC was named to the US 

President’s Higher Education Community Service Honor Roll in recognition of the 

achievements of the service learning program and student involvement in the 

community.  Service learning is beneficial to students, faculty, and the 
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community, and it can occur as part of class projects, individual placement, or 

one-day events that are campus-wide.   

There are several reasons why service learning is an effective teaching 

and learning tool.  It encourages critical thinking, communication, and conflict 

resolution skills (Prentice, 2006).  Additional training in service leadership can also 

increase students’ feelings of empowerment, responsibility, and engagement, 

while gaining invaluable experience with the community and taking classroom 

learning into the real world (Dominguez and Garcia, 2006).  Currently, the 

CGCC education, sociology, and English departments are deeply involved in 

service learning and one of the future goals of the program is to more fully 

expand the departments that regularly include service learning experiences in 

their classes.  For example, service learning in the nursing, law enforcement, 

avionics and electric utility technology programs is expected to increase in the 

near future. 

While service learning opportunities at CGCC can be tailored for 

individual class needs, there are several projects that are open to the campus 

and not restricted to one class.  Into the Streets is typically a single-day event, in 

which classes can be involved with a community agency in an experience that 

complements classroom objectives.  Poverty 101, new in Fall 2006, is a poverty 

simulation event based on a model by the St. Mary’s/Westside Food Bank 

Alliance, in which students are paired with a certain role (e.g., non-working 

single mother), plan a budget and attempt to buy food, pay bills, and secure 

transportation based on the money available depending on their role.  

Afterwards, students reflect upon the experience in faculty-led discussions.  The 

Hunger Banquet teaches students to be cognizant of socioeconomic 

differences that exist in the world (e.g., below poverty, poor, rich, etc.) and 

students are fed based upon the financial situation that they are assigned, 

which may change during the course of the exercise.  There are also the Dr. 

Seuss’s Birthday and Book Joy Jamboree projects hosted by education faulty 
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that have CGCC students involved in elementary literacy programs, both on 

and off campus.   

Part of the success of the service learning initiative at Chandler-Gilbert is 

the dedicated support it receives from college administrators.  The program is 

under the jurisdiction of the Vice-President of Student Affairs, but it requires the 

assistance of the Vice-President of Academic Affairs, providing release time for 

faculty liaisons and helping service learning to meet the needs of the academic 

programs.  The president of Chandler-Gilbert, the originating driving force 

behind the program, represents the community-oriented purpose of the college 

and fully encourages the endless success of service learning.   

For the foreseeable future, the service learning program at CGCC is going 

to continue growing and developing the opportunities it provides for the 

students and the community.  It plans to extend into international efforts, 

generating projects in Mexico in which students and entire classes can become 

involved.  The program will refine the activities so they can keep pace with 

changes in economics, politics, and the community.  As the East Valley 

continues to grow, the needs for community services and agencies also are 

going to increase.  The program will maintain and enhance the connection 

between projects, academic goals of individual classes, and the needs of the 

community.  Service learning leaders want to work with faculty to help them 

customize projects that connect more with their particular curricula and class 

needs.  The flexibility, open-mindedness and adaptability of the service learning 

program will mean that activities and events will be fresh, interesting, innovative, 

and pertinent to the needs of the student, the college, and the community. 

 While service learning has been a flourishing program at CGCC for years, 

it is faced with challenges that should be considered for continued success.   

The ability of the program to keep pace with the growth of the college will 

continue to place pressure on service learning personnel and resources.  It may 

be necessary to re-organize the way the program is administered to facilitate 
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the placement of increasing numbers of students with community agencies.  

Adding additional full-time personnel, such as a coordinator for the education 

division and a supportive administrative assistant, would facilitate the 

management of the program, especially considering the continued growth of 

the college and the increased demand for service learning in the classroom.   

 A challenge that will face numerous programs at the college is finding the 

individuals to lead them successfully and giving them sufficient support in order 

to retain these individuals in leadership roles.   The program’s operation 

generally requires a team of individuals, and finding the right persons to serve on 

these committees can be challenging.  Among its interview questions for 

potential new faculty, the college now includes inquiries regarding the 

applicant’s experience and views regarding service learning.  The college wants 

to ensure that new faculty are caring, heartfelt, dedicated members of the 

Chandler-Gilbert community who will sustain the service learning tradition.  

Currently, the volume of work associated with service learning (developing, 

organizing, and directing projects, assisting faculty, tracking student placement, 

etc.) exceeds the manpower available, but due to the dedication of those 

involved with the program, they persevere through these limitations.  However, 

as the workload increases, there is the likelihood that the program could 

implode, for no matter how large the heart of the individuals involved, it will 

eventually fail under great duress.   

 Another difficulty facing a growing college with finite resources is funding.  

Since service learning is an integral part of Chandler-Gilbert, it has much support 

among the college community and its administrative leaders and is mostly 

funded by hard money, rather than grants.  However, as college funding from 

the district and state is not expected to increase, the director, staff, and faculty 

liaisons will have to continue to direct the growth of the program, mirroring the 

growth of the college, but with limited money.  The financial resources that are 

required to fund the products, transportation services and tools needed to run 
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the service learning projects are only going to rise as demand escalates.  

Program administrators may need to become creative with community 

partnerships to fulfill program needs.  To ensure continued success of the service 

learning program, increased release time for faculty liaisons, especially if they 

are expected to promote the program nationally through publications and 

presentations, could be deliberated, but this can only happen if the academic 

divisions have money available to pay for the additional release time.   

A common theme at CGCC is improving assessment.  It is necessary to 

measure how the service learning program is performing and what the student 

learning outcomes are.  More effective assessment is a goal of the office of 

student life, to which the service learning program belongs.  Assessment has not 

been seen as a priority for the program considering that it is successful, as 

evidenced by its continued growth and support by faculty and administrators.  

Current assessments are simple and qualitative, which makes it difficult to 

accurately quantify the success of a particular event, determining what 

changes are necessary to make it more effective.  Despite their qualitative 

nature, current assessments are utilized by faculty, staff and administration to 

gauge an event’s success.  Since the overall service learning program is 

successful, quantitative assessments could be developed to refine particular 

aspects of the projects, guaranteeing the program’s position as the most thriving 

on campus. 

Recommendations from current service learning staff for the sustained 

success of the program include maintaining the high level of support that the 

program receives from administrators, faculty, and the different departments on 

campus (e.g., financial and physical/plant).  It is difficult to quantify how much 

the service learning program is going to grow or how much it is going to need, 

since it cannot be as easily predicted as can future required number of 

classrooms or classroom size to support student population growth.  

Administrators will have to maintain support of the program despite its 
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“unknown” future requirements.  It is essential that, while the college strives for 

recognition as a leader in service learning, the students remain the focus.  At a 

time when the district is under scrutiny, it is important that CGCC maintain its 

integrity while striving for success and recognition as a leader in service learning. 

   

Diversity 

 Diversity of the student and employee population at Chandler-Gilbert can 

be used as a means of success for it brings varied and different perspectives to 

classroom and workplace projects, discussions, and daily functions (Lawrence, 

2005).  Diversity is more than just biological variation based on race, but it also 

includes sex, gender, age, disability, national origin, sexual orientation, etc.  

Chandler-Gilbert is striving to improve the diversity of its workforce and student 

population, and include diversity issues in the curricula, raising awareness and 

developing respect for all peoples regardless of background. 

 While there are many sources of diversity, commonly measured 

characteristics are sex and race.  At the county level, the sexes are relatively 

evenly divided, with 50.2% males and 49.8% females (US Census Bureau).  A 

similar level of segregation between the sexes is apparent for the service area of 

Chandler-Gilbert Community College (50.7% males and 49.4% females).  For 

board-approved employees at CGCC, the breakdown is 58.1% females and 

41.9% males, a stronger female representation than is inherent to the general 

population.  This pattern is shared by the CGCC student body, which is 54.4% 

female and 43.2% male as of the 45th day of fall 2006 (Maricopa Trends).  There 

are more females working or enrolled at Chandler-Gilbert Community College 

than is represented in the general population for the county or service area. 

The racial composition of the residents of Maricopa County is over 60% 

white, followed by Hispanic (29.2%), black (3.7%), Asian (including Pacific 

Islanders and Native Hawaiians: 2.7%), and Native American (1.7%; Table 36).  

The racial structure of the CGCC service area is slightly different from that of the 
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Table 36.  Racial composition (%) of the county, service area, CGCC employees, and students 
(US Census Bureau, Maricopa Trends, and MCCCD HR Department). 
 White Black Native American Asian Hispanic Male Female 
Maricopa Co. 61.2% 3.7% 1.7% 2.7% 29.2% 50.2% 49.8% 
CGCC Service Area 69.4% 3.1% 1.5% 4.1% 20.3% 50.7% 49.4% 
CGCC Employees 70.3% 6.6% 1.3% 2.6% 19.1% 41.9% 58.1% 
CGCC Students 66.1% 3.6% 1.9% 5.4% 14.9% 43.2% 54.4% 
Percentages may not add to 100% due to rounding and exclusion of those who chose “Other” or more than one racial 
group. 

 

county.  While whites (69.4%) and Hispanics (20.3%) are still the two most 

common groups, there are more individuals of Asian origin (4.1%).  The service 

area has a lower percentage of blacks (3.1%) and Native Americans (1.5%), and 

its Hispanic component is also lower than that of the county.  The board- 

approved employees of CGCC consist of a higher percentage of whites (70.3%) 

but a lower percentage of Native Americans (1.3%), and Asians (2.6%) than do 

both the county and the service area.  The employees have a lower 

percentage of Hispanic individuals (19.1%) than the county, but its percentage is 

similar to that of the CGCC service area.  The student body has a higher 

percentage of whites (66.1%) than the county but slightly lower than the service 

area and the CGCC employees.  The percentage of black students (3.6%) is 

lower than that of the college employees but it comparable for the county and 

service area.  There is a higher percentage of Native American students than 

is found among employees or residents in the service area, but it is similar to the 

percentage of Maricopa County residents who are Native American.  There are 

fewer Hispanic students at Chandler-Gilbert (14.9%) than there are Hispanic 

employees or residents for both the county and service area.   

In general, for employees, only blacks at CGCC have a higher 

percentage than is found in the county or service area population.  All 

remaining groups are similar or lower than the county and/or service area 

percentages.  For students, there is a higher percentage of individuals of Asian 

descent compared to the county and service area.  All other student racial 

groups are either equal to or lower than the figures for these areas.  Compared 
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to the service area alone, the student population has larger amounts of most 

minority groups enrolled than reside in the area.  Only whites and Hispanics 

enroll at lower levels than is present in the service area.   

When examining Chandler-Gilbert board-approved employee distribution 

by sex or race, there are opportunities to improve diversity in several areas.  

Among residential faculty, there are more females than males (58.2% to 41.8%), 

while among management, administration, and executive positions, there are 

more males (55.3% to 44.7%), though these figures are not greatly different when 

looking at the actual numbers (26 males to 21 females in management).  There 

are no Native American residential faculty at CGCC.  Among professional staff, 

there are more females (72.4% to 27.6%), while in crafts (plumbers, painters, 

carpenters, etc.), there are no females at all.  Males comprise two thirds of the 

employees in maintenance and operations and more than half of the 

employees in college safety are male (57.1% to 42.9%).  In specific academic 

divisions, improving diversity will be challenged by low turnover or fewer new 

positions available.  Also, the categories used by MCCCD to measure diversity in 

academic programs do not necessarily align with the programs at the colleges.  

So while a division may think they are performing well on diversity initiatives, they 

may not be meeting district standards in this area. 

MCCCD has a Diversity Infusion Program (www.maricopa.edu/ 

diversityinfusion/ summ.htm) directed towards the creation of teaching and 

learning experiences that improve faculty and student exposure, understanding, 

consideration, and respect for all peoples and cultures.  The Diversity Infusion 

Program describes diversity as any characteristic that may be used to define 

one group of people versus another (e.g., sex, age, sexual orientation, lifestyle, 

religion, ancestry, etc.) and is not limited to skin color.  Faculty can enroll in the 

diversity program, to work on developing diversity in their curricula, and students 

can apply for diversity internships, which allow students to become involved in 

developing diversity initiatives in the classroom, while building their own personal 
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leadership and professional skills.  CGCC also conducts climate surveys, as well 

as meetings with constituency groups, to evaluate the college’s performance 

on diversity initiatives, and increased employee involvement on the diversity 

committee would facilitate the success of the initiative. 

 

Technological Trends and Education 

 Technology has changed the educational environment.  Students can 

access knowledge, information, and communicate via various mediums across 

the world and with ease.  The usage of new and innovative software 

applications, databases, and hardware has modified the classroom experience, 

student services, and administrative services.  The technological organization at 

CGCC is a cross-functional group comprised of instructional and administrative 

departments that have responsibilities for campus technology support and 

include: technological support services, media services, computer lab, and the 

teaching and learning center.  These departments are aligned organizationally 

within the Academic Affairs Division, which helps facilitate cross-functional 

collaboration and improves communication, resource sharing, and budget 

planning. 

 Strategic priorities have remained consistent over the years, yet our 

capability to develop and support new and emerging technologies has 

improved significantly.  The college is able to use technology to provide quality 

instruction, as well as student and academic support services.  CGCC is also 

able to provide the community with convenient access to information through 

the use of technology available in classes and college facilities.  The college has 

to evaluate the costs, benefits, and effectiveness of technology currently in 

place, as well as the adoption of new technologies. 

 CGCC is well-positioned to respond to the technological needs of the 

institution, which is evidenced by a strategic commitment for staff resources, 

budgets, technology, and a focus on improving business processes so that the 



 
 

91 

college can be successful in almost any technological endeavor.  The 

challenge simply becomes a matter of choice as to when and how CGCC 

devotes time and resources and determines how to measure the highest return 

from a cost/benefit perspective for the institution. 

 Chandler-Gilbert is highly respected among its Maricopa peer institutions 

as a model for implementation of various technologies, such as single sign-on 

meta-directory, content management and web publishing, ePortfolio System, 

portal system, and wireless networking.  Through this planning process, CGCC 

researched national benchmark data sources from Educause and Campus 

Computing Survey to compare how Chandler-Gilbert would measure in 

comparison to other high education institutions.  The results indicate that CGCC 

has achieved a high level of success in many key technology areas two to three 

years earlier, on average, than many institutions that have just recently started 

to accomplish similar results.  CGCC is recognized nationally as an innovator in 

the ePortfolio System and has received many contacts from other colleges and 

universities who are interested in gaining access and learning more about how 

CGCC has developed and implemented this system. 

 There are key concepts representing primary areas of focus as CGCC 

evaluates the creation of goals and project initiatives that align with the 

college’s strategic direction, and these concepts include: access, security 

infrastructure, web services, staff development, business process, and 

collaborative partnerships.  These key areas provide the foundation from which 

the college will organize specific projects, activities, and allocate resources that 

respond to the overall technological strategic planning process.  Innovations in 

technology and the new information highway have impacted higher education 

in general and CGCC in particular.  These technological advancements have 

directed the college towards globalization.  Students can now access resources, 

such as libraries, newspapers, and journals, streaming videos, and podcasts, as 

well educational opportunities anywhere in the world. 
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Global Engagement and Sustainability  

Global Engagement 

 Globalization is impacting the educational industry by way of cultural and 

political adjustments, innovations in technology, and standards of performance.  

International trade, multi-national corporations, outsourcing of jobs, immigration, 

threats of terrorism, world-wide health issues, environmental sustainability, and 

other manifestations of an increasingly interdependent world have captured 

the attention of today’s students. 

 Global engagement is a new and growing program at CGCC.  Global 

engagement and learning go beyond international education, which supports 

cross-cultural interaction and awareness.  The global initiative attempts to break 

down the barrier of seeing the US as a unique and isolated country, without 

similarity to other nations and wholly self-sufficient.  Global learning uses 

knowledge of history, economics, and the environment to demonstrate how the 

US is interconnected with other counties and that the actions in one nation do 

have an impact on others. The program, SEE Your World, asks students to 

contemplate what is known about different nations and cultures, what it means 

to be a global citizen, and how one should act regarding current, unresolved 

global issues.  It explores social, environmental and economic issues.  Guest 

lecturers and forums expose students and the community to an assortment of 

topics, in many instances presenting different viewpoints than to which the 

students may have been previously exposed.  Global themes include, and are 

not limited to, women and health, overpopulation, sustainability, gender 

equality, democracy and religion.  Sustainability entails preservation of natural 

resources while promoting quality of life (e.g., supporting economic 

development while reducing pollution), and will be address in more detail.  

CGCC can serve as an example of sustainability practices and how behaviors 

can be changed to support preservation and improvement of the environment. 
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 While CGCC strives to prepare students for rewarding careers, 

preparation for citizenship has also been central to the college’s mission.  

Examination of power, privilege, ethics, social responsibility, political actions, and 

personal identity are fundamental to a liberal education.  CGCC has long been 

known for helping students to examine these issues and their role in the 

community.  CGCC’s goals for the coming years could include examining civic 

responsibilities in the local communities, diverse democracy, and the 

interconnected world. 

 The desire of Chandler-Gilbert to raise the importance of the global 

learning initiative was supported by the selection of the college to be part of the 

Association of American Colleges and Universities’ Shared Futures program.  

Global learning serves to increase one’s awareness of global issues and help to 

develop one’s morality and ethics.  With global learning being a relatively new 

program at the college, its leaders have recently identified the outcomes they 

would like to achieve.  In essence, the program wants the campus community 

to be knowledgeable and respectful of global cultures and educated on global 

concerns, realize the inter-relationship of all countries, their actions, and policies, 

and know how the historical context influences international relationships today.  

In the near future, they will establish a mission statement to help define the 

purpose of the program. 

 Chandler-Gilbert wants to better prepare its students and employees to 

participate and make a contribution as citizens in a world that is becoming 

increasingly integrated.  In the modern world, it is necessary that global learning 

and sustainability become embedded in the curriculum.  CGCC may want to 

expand and enhance programs and services that increase student and 

employee awareness and understanding of global issues that sustain life and 

learning.  The college is considering collaboration with external partners to 

support programs for a socially, environmentally, and economically sustainable 

society.  CGCC plans to examine its current practices, as well as opportunities, 
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to move the college toward a highly sustainable, carbon neutral mode of 

operation and work with stakeholders and vendors who are aligned with 

principles of sustainability and global, as well as social, responsibility.  The college 

strives to expand its international student enrollment and to continuously 

improve support services for these students, as well as increase opportunities for 

native students to visit and study in other countries. 

 It is important that American students, colleges, and universities have a 

grasp on the nature of higher education on an international level.  After leading 

the world and serving as the paragon for postsecondary education for many 

years, the United States is now lagging behind other countries that have 

invested more and pushed harder for higher education.  Other counties are 

seeing an increase in the number of people enrolling in higher educational 

institutions and they are also outperforming American students, universities and 

colleges (College Board, 2006; Wagner, 2006). 

 Fueled by the educational pursuits of the Baby Boomer generation, the US 

has the highest proportion in the world of individuals between the ages of 55 

and 64 years who have a bachelor’s degree, but the US falls behind Norway, 

Korea, and the Netherlands for bachelor degrees among 25-34 year-olds 

(College Board, 2006).  The percentage of postsecondary completion among 

25-35 year-olds is also higher in Canada, Japan, Korea, Sweden, Belgium, and 

Ireland. 

The US is also behind on elementary and secondary performance.  The 

top scores on performance exams in the 8th grade can be found in Korea and 

Singapore (Wagner, 2006).  Comparison of results from previous years shows an 

improvement from 1995 to 2003 in math and science national assessments in the 

US, but these increases were not sufficient to make the US one of the world 

leaders.  The 2003 math scores for Singapore, Korea, Japan, Belgium, 

Netherlands, and Hungary are significantly higher than the US, and science 

scores were significantly higher than the US for Singapore, Korea, Japan, and 
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Hungary.  Approximately 25% of American 15-year-olds is in the lowest 

proficiency level in tests of skills and knowledge, and these students are placed 

at a disadvantage in the pursuit of higher education.   

While roughly 60% of young adults can anticipate getting some 

postsecondary education in their lifetimes, which is the highest rate currently in 

the world, the US figures are fueled merely by population growth.  For other 

countries, that have increasing numbers of students attending college without  

having an increase in population growth, the higher postsecondary figures are 

due to a true up-swell of participation in higher education.  Ten countries do 

better than the US in students graduating from college with their first degree.  

The US is in the middle with approximately 33% of students successfully 

completing their degrees.   

 

Sustainability 

 Global learning also addresses sustainability concerns, encouraging the 

college to adopt environmentally and socially responsible practices that 

promote growth while protecting resources.  For a sustainable society, there is a 

need for a thriving environment, a strong economy, and social well-being 

(Rowe, 2006).  By providing education regarding sustainability in a global setting, 

it provides students with the opportunity to acquire the information, skills, and 

values that they will need in order to make knowledgeable decisions about how 

to improve quality of life without being detrimental to the environment.  When 

individuals have the information and values in place, they can make better 

decisions in their personal lives and in public policy that may impact the 

economy and their community, ultimately effecting the global environment.  

Since much of the US population is not fully cognizant of the environmental 

threat currently in place, it is not possible for everyone to understand the 

vulnerability of the planet to continued population growth and consumption 
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increase.  They do not understand the ways in which the environment can be 

protected while allowing global economies to grow. 

 Sustainability can be integrated into curricula, research, operations, 

planning, purchasing, community outreach, student life, and professional 

development.  One community college that has embraced sustainability and is 

recognized as a model of sustainability efforts is Lane Community College in 

Eugene, Oregon (http://www.lanecc.edu/sustainability.html).  Sustainability has 

become fully integrated in all aspects of the college.  They offer a two-year 

degree in renewable energy technology and courses on environmental 

sciences and politics.  There is also a learning community of environmental 

stewardship and sacred landscapes, combining global ecology with writing.  In 

the Valley of the Sun, it may be possible to work with the Gila River Native 

Americans to develop courses, seminars or projects that would educate 

students regarding the importance of sustainability in their local area and in the 

history of local Native Americans. 

 Sustainability is concerned with slowing down (and possibly reversing) the 

damage that human activity has caused to the global environment—damage 

primarily instigated by the coal-fired explosion of the Industrial Revolution, and 

then exacerbated after World War II.  While it is greatly concerned with lowering 

carbon emissions released predominately by the use of fossil fuels for energy, it 

also looks at slowing birth rates, encouraging economic development, and 

improving the overall quality of life for all denizens of the earth. 

 International agreements, as well as federal, state, and local regulations, 

are pushing for cleaner environmental practices.  In 2003, a bill passed by the 

Arizona legislature (HB 32324) requires that state buildings and universities use 

energy reduction standards for buildings and equipment with the goal of 

reducing energy consumption by 10% per square foot of floor area 

(www.serconline.org/grgbldg/stateactivity.html, accessed 11-2-06).  Green 

building standards called Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design 
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(LEED), created by the US Green Building Council (www.usgbc.com) are being 

used more frequently as the benchmark for new buildings and renovations that 

are environmentally friendly—both for the internal and external environment. 

 It is obvious that carbon emissions cannot continue at their current pace 

for the planet will soon reach the point where the environmental damage would 

be irreparable (Socolow et al., 2006).  There is need to keep emissions from rising 

above current levels until at least 2056, allowing time for research and 

development of new technologies that will help us to reduce emissions after 

that time.  Automobile manufacturers are working on new ways to improve fuel 

efficiency, as well as developing alternatives, such as electric hybrids, biofuels, 

and hydrogen cars.  Since it is predicted that two billion cars will be in use by 

2056, there is a very high risk of carbon emissions if technology does not change.   

There is also a need to change power generation methods, moving from 

traditional coal-burning power plants, adjusting agricultural and forestry 

practices to release less carbon, and improving end-used efficiency and energy 

conservation practices.  More research has to be conducted on alternative 

energy sources—biofuels, hydrogen, wind,  solar, and even ocean waves 

(Haywood, 2006).  Governments could become more involved in providing 

incentives for carbon reduction, via tax credits for successful reduction or higher 

taxes for those who do not improve.  Advancements and mainstream 

implementation of new methods, vehicles, and machines are likely to take 

several generations to have an impact on the global environment.  Currently 

available technologies, such as photovoltaics and wind turbines, are improving 

in efficiency and affordability and should be able to be implemented more 

easily as alternative sources of electricity (Kammen, 2006). 

 As more environmental regulations are instituted, an increasing number of 

green buildings are being constructed or existing buildings renovated to meet 

requirements, such as those provided by the US Green Building Council (USGBC: 

Building Momentum online report).  Green buildings do not focus merely on 
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reducing carbon emissions or conserving energy, but they also are designed to 

improve land and water use, storm water retention, transportation, recycling, 

indoor air quality, exterior maintenance, and health of the occupants.  There 

have been studies done that demonstrate that green buildings serve to improve 

the productivity, attendance, morale, and performance of employees and 

students.  While the initial cost of green buildings may be higher than more 

conventional structures (sometimes only by as little as 1-2%), the savings that 

they generate can recoup that money within months to a few years.  Some 

schools have demonstrated savings of $100,000 a year in energy and water 

costs.  Green buildings can include innovative waste water treatment centers 

onsite that make recycled water available for irrigation or toilet water.  Storm 

water and water from air conditioner chiller units have also been collected for 

irrigation use (O’Neill, 2006).  Use of ample daylight, computerized shutters to 

control sunlight exposure, and computer controls to monitor light levels and 

room occupation can be used to lower electricity for lighting.  Shades and 

overhangs can be utilized to lower window and exterior wall exposure to 

sunlight, reducing cooling costs.  Reflective roofs can lower the heat island 

effect and computer controlled air stacks or louvers can be used to provide 

natural cooling and ventilation for the building (USGBC: Building Momentum 

online report). 

 Improving the indoor environmental quality (IEQ) can actually boost 

employee morale, performance, attendance, health, and productivity, as well 

(Sandler, 2006).  IEQ includes indoor air quality, thermal comfort, acoustics, 

lighting, day-lighting, and having windows with a view.  Poor indoor air quality 

contributes to increased risk of infectious respiratory diseases being shared 

among occupants, as well as incidence of asthma, allergies, and potential 

complications caused by chemicals and gases released from products used in 

the building.  Providing individual climate controls makes for a more 

comfortable and personalized workspace.  Having ample daylight has been 
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demonstrated to improve student test scores, worker productivity due to 

improved visibility, and having a view has been demonstrated to improve 

health, as demonstrated by shorter hospital stays by patients in a room with a 

view. 

 How is sustainability a concern for CGCC?  As global citizens, the CGCC 

community has a role in the future health of Earth and its inhabitants.  Poor 

environmental practices on the other side of the world potentially can be 

detrimental to the citizens of Arizona and vice versa.  The college is determining 

what it can do to serve as a role model for the community on sustainability 

issues, educate its students and encourage them to become engaged in 

preserving the future health of this planet. 

 Colleges and universities are prime opportunities for demonstrating and 

educating about the benefits of sustainability practices.  The Association for the 

Advancement of Sustainability in Higher Education (www.aashe.org) speaks on 

the importance of colleges serving as role models for the community, setting a 

standard for how sustainability practices can be done and providing answers to 

residents and businesses who want to learn more about how they can 

implement such practices.  Besides housing classrooms and laboratory space, 

green buildings themselves can be used as a teaching tool to demonstrate the 

various ways in which sustainability practices can direct construction and 

everyday conservation efforts. 

 Sustainability goes beyond energy efficiency, but also includes using 

energy from renewable resources, providing transportation alternatives, utilizing 

green purchasing methods, using products that are environmentally sound and 

longer lasting, and creating a culture of conservation.  Sustainability can be 

included in the classroom and students can learn to appreciate the benefits of 

conservation and smart choices regarding the environment.  Groups, such as 

the Campus Climate Challenge (www.campusclimatechallenge.org), can get 

students, faculty, and staff involved together to promote sustainability.  Events, 
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such as Campus Sustainability Day, typically held on October 25, might be 

expanded to promote knowledge about environmental practices and choices, 

and can include the community and elementary school groups, involving them 

in activities that can be fun and informative (e.g., building green model homes, 

experiments about carbon emissions, etc.).  These projects might be designed, 

constructed, and presented by CGCC students, providing them with an 

opportunity to experience the science firsthand, as well as engage with the 

community. 

 Other universities have developed various ways to involve sustainability 

practices as part of the college environment.  Using waterless urinals, rainwater 

or recycled water for irrigation, native plant landscaping, food waste for 

fertilizer, use of hybrid or alternative fuel vehicles as university transportation, and 

having fewer parking garages to encourage increased bicycle use on campus 

are some of the methods that have been employed (Silver, 2004).  Having green 

roofs, covered with soil and vegetation, including edible plants, can reduce rain 

runoff and provide a source of fresh produce on campus as well as classroom 

activities (Powers, 2006).  Old bicycles refurbished by the schools have been 

made available to students at some universities to encourage increased bike 

use.  To promote physical activity of green building occupants, elevators are 

hidden and stairways made obvious, large, inviting, and conveniently located 

to persuade more people to use the stairs to reach other levels within the 

building (O’Neill, 2006).  Some colleges also have full-time sustainability 

coordinators to oversee campus environmental practices and projects (Powers, 

2006). 

 Northern Arizona University’s Ponderosa Project (http://jann.ucc.nau.edu/ 

ponderosa) and Emory University’s Piedmont Project (www.scienceandsociety. 

emory.edu/piedmont) are examples of how to involve faculty in interdisciplinary 

discussion on sustainability issues to develop courses addressing environmental 

issues.  These projects demonstrate how sustainability can permeate courses in 
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multiple fields, perhaps even those which most people would never consider.  

Biology, engineering, history, philosophy, economics, forestry, education, 

physics, anthropology, business administration, criminal justice, performing arts, 

medicine, theology, women’s studies, international health, decision and 

information analysis, foreign languages, political science, and communications 

are just a few of the departments that have become involved in the 

sustainability projects at NAU and Emory.  The Piedmont Project website has 

course syllabi available for review, and the Ponderosa Project will soon follow.   

 At other colleges and universities that do not have official interdisciplinary 

sustainability projects, there are programs that link engineering, science, 

economics, and public policy, for example.  Students have to consider the 

technical, social, economic, industrial, and environmental impact of product 

design, transportation, use and disposal.  Such topics might not only be limited 

to think of way to improve such practices in the workplace.  The college and its 

students can become involved in neighborhood revitalization projects and 

sustainable urban development.  Students can observe construction projects, 

assess their sustainability practices, and encourage developers, residents, and 

community leaders to become more environmentally aware (Fogg, 2006).  

Students can also study sustainability practices in Europe, which has been more 

environmentally conscious than the US for many years.  Students can assess 

what European countries are doing and see how such methods, products, and 

behaviors can be applied in American cities and towns. 

 CGCC is moving in the right direction as a good example, by partnering 

with the Salt River Project (SRP) and its Earthwise energy program, which 

supports clean energy.  The program utilizes alternative, renewable sources of 

energy, going beyond the traditional coal-burning power plants.  SRP has plants 

utilizing solar panels to produce energy, and it purchases electricity from a wind 

farm in New Mexico.  SRP is also going to use gases to power internal 

combustion engines for production of electricity at a local landfill.  Hydroelectric 
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power plants are also utilized for the generation of renewable energy supplies.  

By becoming an Earthwise energy partner, CGCC invests money in and 

demonstrates the demand for renewable energy supplies.  This is in line with 

regulations passed by the Arizona corporation commission that requires electric 

utilities to generate 15% of their energy from renewable sources by 2025.  While 

SRP is not regulated by the state, they are doing their part to meet this goal 

(Shaffer, 2006). 

 Chandler-Gilbert has additional conservation approaches already in use, 

such as improved energy and water conservation by using reclaimed water for 

irrigation, xeriscaping, low-flow/limited-flow plumbing fixtures, and computerized 

systems to control air conditioning and lighting.  Recycling programs and use of 

biodegradable products are already actively in place.  New facilities will be 

constructed using standards based on LEED recommendations.   

 Challenges facing global learning and sustainability include infusion into 

the curriculum, demonstrating to faculty that these initiatives can be 

incorporated into their courses, regardless of the subject.  Campus and 

community awareness of the college’s global learning agenda and 

sustainability practices also could be increased.  If advisors, faculty, and 

recruiters are better informed regarding what students can expect once at 

CGCC, then future students and the general public will better understand the 

work being done at the college and the opportunity to learn alternative views 

that may go against the norm.  For sustainability, challenges  include a lack of 

knowledge regarding what it entails, its impact, and its cost (both economical 

and environmental).  CGCC can educate both its external and internal 

community members about the importance of sustainability so that they may 

come to see sustainability initiatives as an investment rather than as an expense.  

Getting faculty and staff involved may be difficult due to ignorance on the 

issues and concerns, pre-existing heavy work or course loads, or individuals 

perceiving sustainability responsibilities as being outside their job descriptions. 
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 As with the college in general, the growth and potential of global learning 

and sustainability will have to develop within budgetary constraints due to 

limited funds.  Also, global learning/sustainability leaders will need to work with 

faculty to help them to identify the potential for these issues within the courses.  

It is possible that global learning is already part of their curricula, but they have 

not seen it as such.  The program can help them to identify the initiatives in their 

courses and develop them further.  Ideally, a global learning resource center on 

campus that can educate and demonstrate sustainability and global learning 

efforts would be a good tool for motivating students and the community 

regarding these initiatives.   

 

Competition 

 The competitive analysis of Chandler-Gilbert Community College has 

been utilized to review potential competitors who provide education and 

services in adult education which include general education transfer, workforce 

development, and lifelong learning.  Additionally, focus has been placed on the 

stakeholders and partners of Chandler-Gilbert Community College. 

 There is an increased intensity in the educational market to develop 

programs and services to meet the needs of a diverse student population.  

Competition will gain enrollment or decrease enrollment at respective 

institutions.  Although CGCC does not compete at the same intensity as some of 

the other district colleges, the market share for CGCC remains fairly consistent 

and there has actually been increased enrollment over the last ten years. 

 There were several issues identified in a review of the competitive nature 

and strategic outlook of the surrounding state universities and life-long learning 

providers of continuing education and the potential for strategic partnerships.  

For example, Arizona-based “for profit” institutions do not release their strategic 

planning documents on the web for the public to view.  Arizona-based public 

institutions have strategic planning documents available, but they vary widely in 
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content and specificity, although they all appear to be driven, in part, by the 

need to respond to the Arizona Board of Regents (www.abor.adu.edu).  In 

general, the plans take into consideration: 1.) improving quality of the 

educational experience; 2.) improving access for a growing student population 

but with limited financial resources; 3.) recruiting and retaining talented faculty 

during a time of budgetary restrictions; and 4.) maintaining and developing 

necessary facilities during times of growth with limited funds.  These are, in 

general, issues facing many institutions of higher education in today’s world. 

 Based on local, national, and global events and in respect of the 

objectives of Arizona public universities, there are several possible opportunities 

that CGCC can consider that may help to develop its strengths in the 

competitive postsecondary education market, such as:  

 1.  continual development of student life and service learning at all  

     college locations, enhancing opportunities for students to apply  

     their learning in a supportive environment outside the classroom  

     while learning from the community 

 2.  increase opportunities to learn and live cross-culturally to enhance  

       awareness, understanding, and acceptance of different perspectives 

 3.  incorporate sustainability concepts across the college, not just one  

     area such as facilities design and operation 

 4.  help students to think systematically, considering how they impact  

     others, both locally and globally 

 5.  help students move from literal knowledge of facts towards  

     conceptual/figurative knowledge that can be applied to new  

     situations in periods of rapid change 

 6.  control technology based delivery, reducing dependence on  

     synchronous schedules and demands on transportation  

                infrastructure. 
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 There is an increase in new entrants to the educational market.  With the 

introduction of technological advances and the definition of the life-long 

learners, many new competitors are emerging and impacting CGCC’s market 

share of students.  These competitors are coming from business and industry, the 

non-profit sector, and from new private colleges and expansion of 

undergraduate programs at state universities.  As the data regarding the impact 

of the Loop 202 on enrollment has shown, only a small portion of students within 

the service area attend CGCC or one of the other MCCCD institutions.  

Potential students are being drawn to other sources of postsecondary 

education, which is not necessarily limited to the public universities. 

 The increased availability and popularity of distance learning makes any 

college or university offering courses and degrees online a potential competitor 

for students from the CGCC service area, which includes international 

universities and colleges.  More locally based operations include distance 

learning programs via the three state public universities.  Northern Arizona 

University, while based in Flagstaff, has distance learning locations in the Phoenix 

area.  For fall 2006, there are 7,100 students enrolled in the NAU distance 

learning program (Stanton, 2006).  One of the largest institutions offering 

distance learning programs is the University of Phoenix, a private, for-profit 

university, presenting 770 credit-granting online courses from which students may 

choose.  Nearly 200,000 students worldwide are enrolled in online courses at the 

University of Phoenix.  There are 187,713 students enrolled in the 24 degree-

granting programs offered by the university.  Not limited to online-only classes, 

the University of Phoenix has classes that also meet in person.  Being the 

headquarters for the university, there are numerous locations throughout the 

valley where students can chose to meet for in-class lectures.  According to their 

2005 Fact Book (www.phoenix.edu), 41% of the undergraduate students at the 

University of Phoenix are enrolled in their business college.  Fifty-eight percent of 

the students are white and 58% are female.  The average age of all students is 
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35 years, though students have been getting younger in recent years.  The 

average age of undergraduate students is 33 years. 

There is also the Arizona Universities Network (www.azun.net), which allows 

students to take distance learning courses from any one of the state public 

universities and earn a degree from the state university of their choice.  For 

spring 2007, there are 640 online courses offered by the Arizona Universities 

Network, using both web-based formats and interactive television.  Students 

have access to computers via the home campus that they selected (e.g., ASU, 

NAU or UA) and they also offer online math and writing tutoring services, credit 

transfer services, advising, financial aid, and technical support.  According to 

the Technology and Research Initiative Fund Annual Report by the Arizona 

Board of Regents for the 2006 fiscal year, the actual student enrollment in AZUN 

courses for FY2006 was 49,523, which is 5,523 more than projected.  The 

projected enrollment for FY2007 is expected to be 58,500, growing to 64,496 by 

FY2009. 

 Competition is not only coming from other universities and colleges.  Life-

long learning and continuing education courses are also offered by community 

centers, public libraries and the YMCA.  For example, the Sun Lakes Community 

Center caters predominantly to mature adults, who are looking for classes to 

enrich their lives, promote personal enjoyment, or improve knowledge and skills.  

Numerous courses are offered on computer use, improving skills and knowledge 

regarding software, hardware, and procedures. For CGCC campuses in 

general, non-credit courses also include foreign languages, different physical 

education classes (e.g., yoga, tai chi, etc.), digital photography, silk floral 

design, small business, fiction writing, knitting, cooking, and a host of other 

courses.  While mature students may choose to attend such courses at CGCC, 

they may select to attend free workshops presented at the Sun Lakes 

community center, with a full list of offerings available online 

(www.robson.com/page.cfm?name= sunlakes).  Computing, photography, 
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language, fitness, and GED preparation classes are offered by the Chandler 

Public Library (http://chandlerlibrary.org).  The Southeast Regional-Gilbert 

Library, part of the Maricopa County Library District, also offers classes on email 

basics, small business counseling, and computing software.  A second Gilbert 

branch will be opening in 2007.  The Queen Creek and Robson (Sun Lakes) 

branches offer courses on computing and internet skills, Word, and email basics.  

The City of Mesa Library offers small business counseling and has an 

arrangement for off-site computer training (www.mesalibrary.org).  The Tempe 

Library offers an assortment of classes on estate and financial planning, 

investment, real estate, and personal growth (www.tempe. gov/library/).  They 

have a program, called Tempe Connections, directed specifically towards Baby 

Boomers, which offers classes on lifelong learning, investment, real estate, as well 

as re-careering.  The Tempe library also offers computer courses on using the 

internet, computer security, software applications, genealogy, and internet 

auctions.  The Valley of the Sun YMCA branches in Tempe and Mesa 

(www.valleyymca.org) offer the Silver Sneakers workout program geared 

towards mature adults; a similar program is offered by CGCC, which also has a 

partnership with the Chandler-Gilbert YMCA to teach technology courses at the 

YMCA technology center. 
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APPENDIX 

Table A1.  Median ages 2000-2005 (US Census Bureau). 

 2005 2000 

US 36.4 35.3 

Arizona 34.5 34.2 

Maricopa County  33.4 33 

Chandler 32.5 31.2 

Gilbert 31.3 30.1 

Queen Creek n/a 30.9 

Mesa 34.1 32 

Tempe 28.4 28.8 

Sun Lakes n/a 69.3 

 
Table A2. Percentage of population between 20-59  
years (US Census Bureau). 

 % of Population 

Maricopa County 54.7% 

Chandler 59.6% 

Gilbert 55.6% 

Mesa 51.9% 

Tempe 64.6% 

 
Table A3.  Percentage of population under 25 years 
 (US Census Bureau). 

 %  

Maricopa County 37.0% 

Chandler 37.4% 

Gilbert 41.9% 

Mesa 37.2% 

Tempe 42.1% 

 
Table A4. 2005 ACS average household & family size  
(US Census Bureau). 
Average Household Size US 2.60 Average Family Size US 3.18 

Maricopa Co. 2.71 Maricopa Co. 3.32 

Chandler 2.77 Chandler 3.33 

Gilbert 3.26 Gilbert 3.58 

Mesa 2.67 Mesa 3.24 

Tempe 2.48 Tempe 3.26 
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Figure A1.  Population by racial group (%) in 2000 and 2005 (US Census Bureau). 
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 Table A5.  Comparison of 2000 & 2005 percentages for educational attainment of individuals 25 
Years+ (US Census Bureau). 

 US 
Maricopa 

Co. Chandler Gilbert Mesa Tempe 
Queen 
Creek Sun Lakes 

 2000 2005 2000 2005 2000 2005 2000 2005 2000 2005 2000 2005 2000 2005 2000 2005 

% High 
School 

Diploma+ 

80% 84% 83% 84% 88% 89% 94% 95% 85% 85% 90% 90% 79% n/a 93% n/a 

% 
Bachelor’s 
Degree+ 

24% 27% 26% 27% 33% 35% 36% 40% 22% 24% 22% 35% 17% n/a 29% n/a 

 
Table A6.  Median family/household incomes & families/individuals below poverty level in 2005 
(US Census Bureau). 

Median Household Income US $46,242  Median Family Income US $55,832 

 Maricopa Co. $48,711   Maricopa Co. $56,818  

Chandler $62,010   Chandler $69,406  

Gilbert $76,171   Gilbert $80,999  

Mesa $44,861   Mesa $53,730  

Tempe $45,644   Tempe $60,800  

       
% Families Below Poverty 
Level US 10.2%  

% Individuals Below Poverty 
Level US 13.3% 

Maricopa Co. 9.5%  Maricopa Co. 12.5% 

Chandler 5.8%  Chandler 7.5% 

Gilbert 3.1%  Gilbert 4.1% 

Mesa 8.9%  Mesa 11.9% 

Tempe 7.2%   Tempe 13.5% 
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TableA7.  Workforce data of individuals 16 years and older for 2005 (US Census Bureau). 

Civilian and Non-Civilian N Percent  Civilian N Percent   

Maricopa Co. 1,809,289 67.1% US 65.9% Maricopa Co. 1,704,848 63.3% US 65.6% 

Chandler 127,419 76.0%  Chandler 115,487 72.4%   

Gilbert 91,535 76.6%  Gilbert 88,951 74.5%   

Mesa 215,306 64.1%  Mesa 202,324 60.2%   

Tempe 99,608 75.2%  Tempe 94,778 71.5%   
 
Table A8.  Mean travel time (US Census Bureau). 

Mean Travel Time to Work (minutes) US 25 

Maricopa Co. 26.4 

Chandler 24.7 

Gilbert 29 

Mesa 26 

Tempe 20 
 
Table A9.  Civilian workforce (%) by occupation (US Census Bureau). 

Occupation % Maricopa Co. Chandler Gilbert Mesa Tempe 
Management, Professional & Related 33.6% 44.7% 46.5% 29.9% 37.3% 

Service 16.2% 14.2% 10.7% 18.3% 17.6% 

Sales & Office 27.9% 30.1% 26.7% 28.3% 28.9% 

Farming, fishing & forestry 0.3% 0.2% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 

Construction, extraction, maintenance & repair 11.6% 1.8% 9.4% 13.1% 8.3% 

Production, transportation & material moving 10.4% 9.0% 6.7% 10.1% 7.8% 
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Table A10.  Civilian workforce (%) by industry (US Census Bureau). 

Industry % Maricopa Co. Rank Chandler Rank Gilbert Rank Mesa Rank Tempe Rank 

Agriculture, forestry, 
fishing, hunting & mining 0.5% 13 0.4% 13 0.3% 13 0.2% 13 0.2% 13 
 
Construction 10.7% 4 7.0% 7 7.9% 6 7.3% 6 7.3% 6 
 
Manufacturing 8.9% 7 13.1% 2 11.9% 4 6.7% 7 6.7% 7 
 
Wholesale trade 3.8% 11 4.7% 8 4.2% 10 4.2% 10 4.2% 10 
 
Retail trade 12.1% 2 11.4% 5 12.5% 2 9.6% 3 9.6% 4 

Transportation, 
warehousing & utilities 4.6% 8 4.5% 9 5.0% 9 4.5% 9 4.5% 9 
 
Information 2.1% 12 3.3% 12 1.8% 12 2.6% 12 2.6% 12 

Finance, insurance, real 
estate, rental & leasing 10.4% 5 11.8% 4 11.4% 5 8.8% 5 8.8% 5 
 
Professional, scientific, 
management, 
administrative & waste 
management 11.8% 3 11.9% 3 12.3% 3 10.6% 2 16.9% 2 
 
Educational services, 
health care & social 
assistance 17.3% 1 17.3% 1 18.4% 1 18.4% 1 19.7% 1 
 
Arts, entertainment, 
recreation, 
accommodation, & 
food services 9.1% 6 7.6% 6 5.7% 7 9.4% 4 11.6% 3 

Other service, except 
public administration 4.5% 9 3.4% 11 3.4% 11 5.3% 8 5.0% 8 
 
Public administration 4.3% 10 3.6% 10 5.3% 8 4.1% 11 3.0% 11 

 
Table A11.  Yearly average unemployment rates 2000-2005  
(Arizona Department of Economic Security). 

 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 

US 4.0% 4.7% 5.8% 6.0% 5.5% 5.1% 

Arizona 4.0% 4.7% 6.1% 5.7% 5.0% 4.7% 

Maricopa Co. 3.3% 4.2% 5.6% 5.2% 4.4% 4.1% 

Chandler 2.5% 3.2% 4.3% 4.0% 3.4% 3.1% 

Gilbert 1.9% 2.3% 3.2% 3.0% 2.5% 2.3% 

Queen Creek 3.4% 4.3% 5.8% 5.4% 4.6% 4.2% 

Mesa 3.0% 3.8% 5.1% 4.8% 4.0% 3.7% 

Tempe 2.9% 3.6% 4.9% 4.5% 3.8% 3.5% 

Sun Lakes 4.4% 5.5% 7.4% 6.9% 5.8% 5.4% 
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Table A12.  Unemployment rates for 2006 (Arizona Department of Economic Security). 
 January February March April May June July August September Average 

Maricopa Co. 4.4% 3.9% 3.5% 3.5% 3.2% 3.9% 4.2% 3.0% 3.3% 3.6% 
Chandler 3.4% 3.0% 2.7% 2.7% 2.5% 3.0% 3.1% 2.3% 2.5% 2.8% 
Gilbert 2.5% 2.2% 2.0% 2.0% 1.8% 2.2% 2.3% 1.7% 1.9% 2.1% 
Mesa 4.1% 3.5% 3.2% 3.2% 2.9% 3.5% 3.7% 2.8% 3.0% 3.3% 
Queen Creek 4.6% 4.0% 3.6% 3.7% 3.3% 4.0% 4.3% 3.2% 3.4% 3.8% 
Tempe 3.9% 3.4% 3.0% 3.1% 2.8% 3.4% 3.5% 2.7% 2.9% 3.2% 
Sun Lakes 5.9% 5.2% 4.7% 4.7% 4.3% 5.1% 5.4% 4.1% 4.4% 4.9% 

 
Table A13.  Average GPA for the first term of 2005 high  
school graduates at Chandler-Gilbert Community College  
2005-2006 (2040 Report). 

High School GPA 
All AZ High Schools 2.4 
Mountain View  3.2 
Mesa  2.8 
Skyline 2.8 
Highland  2.7 
Mesquite  2.5 
Red Mountain  2.5 
Gilbert 2.4 
Hamilton  2.3 
Dobson 2.3 
Desert Vista 2.3 
Corona del Sol 2.2 
Chandler  2.1 
Mountain Pointe 2.1 
Desert Ridge 2 
Higley 2 
Queen Creek 1.9 
Basha * 
East Valley 
Academy  * 
Westwood  * 
Marcos de Niza * 
McClintock * 
* Less than 10 students  
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Table A14.  Percentage of students enrolled both fall 2005 and spring  
2006 (2040 Report). 

School Enrolled Fall & Spring 
All AZ HS Graduates 74% 
Mountain Pointe 100% 
Skyline 89% 
Desert Vista 88% 
Highland  85% 
Hamilton  83% 
Dobson 80% 
Mesquite  73% 
Mesa  72% 
Gilbert 71% 
Mountain View  71% 
Chandler  69% 
Red Mountain  69% 
Corona del Sol 68% 
Queen Creek 63% 
Higley 60% 
Desert Ridge 58% 
Basha * 
East Valley Academy  * 
Westwood * 
Marcos de Niza * 
McClintock * 
* Less than 10 students  

 
Table A15. Change in fall 45th day enrollment figures 1996-2006 at  
Chandler-Gilbert Community College (Maricopa Trends). 

Year Total Numerical Change % Change 
1996 3,528   
1997 3,910 382 9.8% 
1998 4,604 694 15.1% 
1999 5,762 1158 20.1% 
2000 6,217 455 7.3% 
2001 6,760 543 8.0% 
2002 7,513 753 10.0% 
2003 8,025 512 6.4% 
2004 8,663 638 7.4% 
2005 8,940 277 3.1% 
2006 9,420 480 5.4% 
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Table A16.  Fall 45th day FTSE 2000-2006 for Chandler- 
Gilbert Community College (Maricopa Trends). 

Year FTSE Difference 

2000 2,718.3  

2001 3,159.3 441 

2002 3,586.6 427.3 

2003 3,963.1 376.5 

2004 4,277.6 314.5 

2005 4,348.7 71.1 

2006 4,642.6 293.9 

 

Table A17. Distribution of students by sex at Chandler-Gilbert Community College according  
to fall 45th day totals (Maricopa Trends). 

 Male % Female % Undeclared % Total 

1996 1,417 40.2% 2,063 58.5% 48 1.4% 3,528 

1997 1,685 43.1% 2,127 54.4% 98 2.5% 3,910 

1998 2,084 45.3% 2,362 51.3% 158 3.4% 4,604 

1999 2,690 46.7% 2,823 49.0% 249 4.3% 5,762 

2000 2,836 45.6% 3,156 50.8% 225 3.6% 6,217 

2001 3,029 44.8% 3,486 51.6% 249 3.6% 6,760 

2002 3,358 44.7% 3,907 52.0% 248 3.3% 7,513 

2003 3,535 44.0% 4,208 52.4% 282 3.5% 8,025 

2004 3,725 43.0% 4,604 53.1% 334 3.9% 8,663 

2005 3,841 43.0% 4,825 54.0% 274 3.1% 8,940 

2006 4,071 43.2% 5,125 54.4% 224 2.4% 9,420 

 
Table A18.  Residency of students based on fall 45th day data for Chandler-Gilbert Community 
College (Maricopa Trends). 

Year Maricopa County Different County Different State Foreign Total 

1996 3,365 95.4% 65 1.8% 83 2.4% 15 0.4% 3,528 

1997 3,680 94.1% 69 1.8% 134 3.4% 27 0.7% 3,910 

1998 4,310 93.6% 97 2.1% 128 2.8% 69 1.5% 4,604 

1999 5,411 93.9% 167 2.9% 118 2.0% 66 1.1% 5,762 

2000 5,757 92.6% 221 3.6% 187 3.0% 52 0.8% 6,217 

2001 6,182 91.4% 262 3.9% 235 3.5% 81 1.2% 6,760 

2002 6,907 91.9% 280 3.7% 271 3.6% 55 0.7% 7,513 

2003 7,336 91.4% 292 3.6% 345 4.3% 52 0.6% 8,025 

2004 7,897 91.2% 329 3.8% 381 4.4% 56 0.6% 8,663 

2005 7,996 89.4% 415 4.6% 439 4.9% 90 1.0% 8,940 

2006 8,400 89.2% 504 5.4% 410 4.4% 106 1.1% 9,420 
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Table A19.  Admission status history of fall 45th day enrollment for Chandler-Gilbert Community 
College (Maricopa Trends). 

Year 
College 
Transfer 

High School 
Graduate GED Maturity 

Concurrently 
Enrolled 

Special 
Admission Not Coded 

1991 1,381 41.8% 1,571 47.5% 127 3.8% 119 3.6% 52 1.6 13 0.4 42 1.3 
1992 1,424 40.8% 1,731 49.6% 153 4.4% 112 3.2% 42 1.2 18 0.5 10 0.3 

1993 1,240 38.6% 1,670 52.0% 119 3.7% 119 3.7% 37 1.2 10 0.3 14 0.4 

1994 1,243 37.6% 1,723 52.2% 125 3.8% 97 2.9 24 0.7 18 0.5 73 2.2 
1995 1,413 40.1% 1,738 49.3% 151 4.3% 123 3.5 53 1.5 32 0.9 17 0.5 

1996 1,382 39.2% 1,688 47.8% 139 3.9% 115 3.3 42 1.2 24 0.7 138 3.9 

1997 1,561 39.9% 1,777 45.4% 142 4.6% 133 3.4 65 1.7 99 2.5 133 3.4 
1998 1,627 35.3% 1,905 51.4% 142 3.1% 176 3.8 272 5.9 231 5.0 251 5.5 

1999 1,997 34.7% 2,154 37.4% 192 3.3% 198 3.4 474 8.2 46 0.8 701 12.2 

2000 2,146 34.5% 2,663 42.8% 200 3.2% 146 2.3 686 11.0 61 1.0 315 5.1 

 

Table A20.  High school status of students for fall 45th day enrollment at Chandler-Gilbert 
Community College (Maricopa Trends). 

 2001 % 2002 % 2003 % 2004 % 2005 % 2006 % 

HS Diploma 4,603 68.1% 5,124 68.2% 5,549 69.1% 5,852 67.6% 6,074 67.9% 6,353 67.4% 

GED 301 4.5% 350 4.7% 354 4.4% 350 4.0% 354 4.0% 322 3.4% 
 
No Dip./GED & 18+ 
yrs. 97 1.4% 85 1.1% 221 2.8% 164 1.9% 130 1.5% 113 1.2% 
 
No Dip./GED & 
Under 18 yrs. 60 0.9% 99 1.3% 50 0.6% 49 0.6% 59 0.7% 43 0.5% 
 
Exceptional Junior 
High 3 0.0% 5 0.1% 4 0.0% 4 0.0% 1 0.0% 5 0.1% 
 
Special HS, No 
permission 37 0.5% 37 0.5% 17 0.2% 8 0.1% 4 0.0% 2 0.0% 
 
Special Training 
Program 26 0.4% 10 0.1% 11 0.1% 2 0.0% 5 0.1% 2 0.0% 
 
Concurrently 
Enrolled in HS 430 6.4% 585 7.8% 403 5.0% 341 3.9% 338 3.8% 310 3.3% 

Dual Enrollment-HS 653 9.7% 559 7.4% 748 9.3% 1,125 13.0% 1,240 13.9% 1,491 15.8% 
 
Concurrent & Dual 
Enrollment- HS 1 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 11 0.1% 3 0.0% 1 0.0% 

Home Taught 48 0.7% 40 0.5% 38 0.5% 50 0.6% 55 0.6% 56 0.6% 

Intellectually Gifted 1 0.0% 1 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 1 0.0% 

Unknown 500 7.4% 618 8.2% 630 7.9% 707 8.2% 677 7.6% 721 7.7% 

Total 6,760  7,513  8,025  8,663  8,940  9,420  
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Table A21.  Status of previous college experience of students from fall 45th day data for 
Chandler-Gilbert Community College (Maricopa Trends). 

 2001 % 2002 % 2003 % 2004 % 2005 % 2006 % 

No College/University 1,157 17.1% 1,788 23.8% 2,315 28.8% 2,847 32.9% 2,800 31.3% 3,298 35.0% 

Some College/Univ. No degree 1,978 29.3% 2,244 29.9% 2,373 29.6% 238 27.1% 2,520 28.2% 2,469 26.2% 

Associate's Degree 90 1.3% 132 1.8% 179 2.2% 193 2.2% 185 2.1% 181 1.9% 

Bachelor's Degree 219 3.2% 269 3.6% 296 3.7% 309 3.6% 321 3.6% 326 3.5% 

Master's Degree or Higher 63 0.9% 84 1.1% 90 1.1% 98 1.1% 122 1.4% 103 1.1% 

Unknown 3,253 48.1% 2,996 39.9% 2,772 34.5% 2,868 33.1% 2,992 33.5% 3,043 32.3% 

 
Table A22.  New, former, and continuing students as of fall 45th day at Chandler-Gilbert 
Community College (Maricopa Trends). 

Year New Former Continuing 

1996 1,659 47.0% 458 13.0% 1,411 40.0% 

1997 1,885 48.2% 442 11.3% 1,583 40.5% 

1998 2,374 51.6% 498 10.8% 1,732 37.6% 

1999 3,065 53.2% 579 10.0% 2,118 36.8% 

2000 3,109 50.0% 764 12.3% 2,344 37.7% 

2001 3,203 47.4% 872 12.9% 2,685 39.7% 

2002 3,492 46.5% 1,004 13.4% 3,017 40.2% 

2003 3,594 44.8% 1,058 13.2% 3,373 42.0% 

2004 4,101 47.3% 1,207 13.9% 3,355 38.7% 

2005 4,154 46.5% 1,262 14.1% 3,524 39.4% 

2006 4531 48.1% 1265 13.4% 3624 38.5% 

 
Table A23.  Fall 45th day FTSE and headcount data for day and evening classes at Chandler-
Gilbert Community College (Maricopa Trends). 

Fall Term of Year Day FTSE Evening FTSE Day Headcount Evening Headcount 

1996 1,059.7 66.8% 525.7 33.2% 2,033 57.6% 1,495 42.4% 

1997 1,126.7 66.5% 566.4 33.5% 2,261 57.8% 1,649 42.2% 

1998 1,392.5 69.9% 601 30.1% 2,889 62.7% 1,715 37.3% 

1999 1,691.4 70.5% 707.9 29.5% 3,695 64.1% 2,067 35.9% 

2000 1,889.9 69.9% 818.4 30.1% 3,819 61.4% 2,398 38.6% 

2001 2,206.9 69.9% 952.4 30.1% 4,237 62.7% 2,523 37.3% 

2002 2,560.7 71.4% 1,052.9 28.6% 4,925 65.6% 2,588 34.4% 

2003 2,832.1 71.7% 1,116.3 28.3% 5,351 66.7% 2,674 33.3% 

2004 3,143.6 73.5% 1,133.9 26.5% 6,067 70.0% 2,596 30.0% 

2005 3,176.9 73.1% 1,171.8 26.9% 6,180 69.1% 2,760 30.9% 

2006 3,483.0 75.0% 1,159.6 25.0% 6,765 71.8% 2,655 28.2% 
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Table A24, Grade completion for end of fall term 1995-2004 at Chandler-Gilbert Community 
College (Maricopa Trends). 

 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 

Total Completions 7,467 7,331 8,268 9,370 11,486 12,902 14,668 16,525 17,811 18,950 

% Total Completions 80.0% 80.3% 81.9% 81.1% 82.9% 82.8% 84.2% 84.4% 84.3% 83.5% 

Successful 6,905 6,765 7,637 8,571 10,640 11,919 13,531 15,306 16,505 17,292 

% Total Successful 74.0% 74.1% 75.7% 74.2% 76.8% 76.5% 77.7% 78.2% 77.8% 76.2% 

Total Completions= Total of A, B,C, D, F, and P                                  Successful Completions = Total of A, B, C, P 

 
Table A25.  Number of transfers from CGCC to Arizona public universities by academic year and 
total (Maricopa Decision Support Team). 

Year All Universities ASU NAU UA 
 Former New Former New Former New Former New 

2000-2001 2,273 666 87% 82% 9% 13% 5% 6% 
2001-2002 2,699 691 87% 83% 8% 10% 5% 7% 
2002-2003 3,308 902 85% 80% 8% 10% 7% 10% 
2003-2004 4,100 983 87% 84% 6% 6% 7% 11% 
2004-2005 4,623 1,322 86% 84% 7% 7% 7% 9% 

Percentages may not add to 100% due to rounding 

 
Table A26.  Number of credit hours transferred by CGCC students to Arizona public  
universities in academic year 2005-2005 (Maricopa Decision Support Team). 

Number of Credit Hours All Universities Percent 
 Former New Former New 

Less than 12 543 686 52% 52% 
More than 12 502 636 48% 48% 

12-23 176 211 35% 33% 
24-31 57 87 11% 14% 
32-47 105 120 21% 19% 
48-64 163 213 32% 33% 
65+ 1 5 <1% 1% 

 
Table A27.  Number of new transfers from CGCC to Arizona public universities by lower and 
upper division for academic year 2004-2005 (Maricopa Decision Support Team). 

Lower Division 730 Upper Division 581 Other 11 

Freshman 391 Junior 531 Graduate 1 

Sophomore 340 Senior 50 Professional 10 
 


