
e-board Meeting Agenda

Meeting Agenda

I. COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC
Board invites comments from the public regarding any matters within the jurisdiction of the Board of
Trustees. Due to the Ralph M. Brown Act, the Board cannot address or respond to comments made under 
Public Comment. 

II. PUBLIC HEARING  (NONE)
III. CHANCELLOR'S REPORT 

A. Participation and designation of two trustees for the 
Governance Institute for Student Success
The Board to review and recommend the Trustees
who will be designated to participate in the 
Governance Institute for Student Success.

B. Chancellor's Communications
Information Only

IV. BOARD COMMITTEE REPORTS 
A. Governance  (None)
B. Teaching and Learning 

1. Presentation of RCCD Student Financial Services 
2011-2012
Information Only

C. Planning and Operations 

Board of Trustees - Regular Meeting
Board of Trustees Governance Committee,

Teaching and Learning Committee, Planning and 
Operations Committee, Facilities Committee and 

Resources Committee
Tuesday, March 05, 2013 6:00 PM

Center for Student Success, Room 217, 2001 
Third Street, Norco, CA 92860

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Pledge of Allegiance

Anyone who wishes to make a presentation to the Board on an agenda item is requested to please fill
out a "REQUEST TO ADDRESS THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES" card, available from the Public Affairs Officer. 
However, the Board Chairperson will invite comments on specific agenda items during the meeting 
before final votes are taken. Please make sure that the Secretary of the Board has the correct spelling of 
your name and address to maintain proper records. Comments should be limited to five (5) minutes or 
less. 

Anyone who requires a disability-related modification or accommodation in order to participate in any 
meeting should contact the Chancellor's Office at (951) 222-8801 as far in advance of the meeting as
possible. 

Any public records relating to an open session agenda item that is distributed within 72 hours prior to 
the meeting is available for public inspection at the Riverside Community College District Chancellor's 
Office, Suite 210, 1533 Spruce Street, Riverside, California, 92507 or online at 
www.rccd.edu/administration/board.



1. Presentation of the 2012 RCCD Environmental Scan
Information Only

D. Resources 

1. Resolution No. 25 -12/13 - 2013-2014 Tax and 
Revenue Anticipation Note (TRAN)
The Committee to consider the adoption of 
Resolution No. 25 -12/13 - 2013-2014 Tax and 
Revenue Anticipation Note (TRAN).

E. Facilities 

1. Amendment 7 for Norco Operations Center with Hill 
Partnership, Inc. 
The Committee to review an amendment with Hill
Partnership, Inc. in the amount of $3,520 for 
architectural and engineering services for the Norco 
Operations Center.   

2. Amendment 1 for Norco Operations Center with 
River City Testing 
The Committee to review an amendment with River 
City Testing in the amount of $40,048.00 for the 
Norco Operations Center.

V. OTHER BUSINESS  (NONE)
VI. CLOSED SESSION 

A. Conference with Legal Counsel - Update on 
Anticipated Litigation (Government Code Section 
54956.9(c) - Number of Potential Cases: One (1)
Recommended Action to be Determined

VII. ADJOURNMENT



e-board Agenda Item

Agenda Item

Agenda Item (III-A)
Meeting 3/5/2013 - Committee/Regular Board

Agenda Item Chancellor's Report (III-A)

Subject Participation and designation of two trustees for the Governance Institute for Student Success

College/District District

Funding

Recommended 
Action

It is recommended that the President of the Board designate, and the board approve, two 
trustees to participate in the Governance Institute for Student Success.

Background Narrative:

A Governance Institute for Student Success for California Community Colleges is being proposed by ACCT and the 
California State Chancellor’s office as a demonstration project. At an upcoming event being held April 7-8, 2013, 
the initiative for the Institute is being presented; based upon the nationally recognized initiative that fosters 
community college completion through effective governance. Information on the event and initiative is attached.

At this time, the Chancellor requests that the President of the Board of Trustees designate two trustees to 
participate in this endeavor and that the board approve said designated representation. 

Prepared By: Greg Gray, Chancellor

Attachments:

Governance Inst for Student Success Agenda
Governance Inst for Student Success Draft



 
 

Long Beach Community College District & Community College League of California 
Long Beach, CA 
April 7-8, 2013  

 DRAFT AGENDA 
Sunday, April 7, 2013  
 
1:00 – 1:10 p.m. Welcome  

 
1:10 – 1:40 p.m. Overview of the Governance Institute for  
  Student Success 
  Presenters: Narcisa Polonio and Byron McClenney 

• Student success in community colleges: Why now?  
• Why do trustees need to get involved in student 
success? 
• GISS experience: Lessons learned 

 
1:40 – 2:30 p.m. Trustees and Student Success 

Presenter: Narcisa Polonio 
• Demographic context  
• Value trustees bring to their college and community 
• Key characteristics of an effective board 
• Board/President relationship 
• The first step to transformation: Board  

Self-Assessment 
 
2:30 – 3:30 p.m.  Table Conversations: Reflecting on the Board  

Self- Assessment 
 
3:30 – 3:40 p.m. Break 
 
3:40 – 4:30 p.m. Overview of the Value of Data 

Presenter: Byron McClenney 
• Introduction of data 
• Insights on student success data 

 
4:30 – 5:20 p.m.  Team Time: Student Success Data and Possible 

Implications 
• Key findings pertaining to student success data and 

identified achievement gaps 
• Data review and initial implications 
• Probing questions and concerns 

 
5:20 – 5:30 p.m.  Conclusions & Reflections of the Day 
 

PURPOSES 
 

The Governance Institute for Student 
Success provides an opportunity to:  
 
• Conduct state-specific programs 

to strengthen the governance of 
community and technical 
colleges and improve student 
success, equity, and completion; 

 
• Convene trustees and presidents 

from community and technical 
colleges to share and 
elevate  knowledge of how 
effective governance contributes 
to a culture of transparency and 
accountability focused on 
improving student success, 
equity, and completion; 

 
• Assess institutional readiness on 

how to improve outcomes and 
on how to gain political 
commitment to strengthen 
institutional capacity to 
accelerate and improve student 
success, equity, and completion; 

 
• Enhance the trustees’ and 

presidents’ roles and 
responsibilities in establishing 
policies, priorities, goals, and 
practices that accelerate and 
improve student success, equity, 
and completion; 

 
• Promote advocacy for 

completion as a key measure of 
college outcomes and student 
success. 

 
PRESENTERS:  
 
Narcisa A. Polonio 
Executive Vice President for Education, 
Research and Board Services 
Association of Community College 
Trustees 
 
Byron N. McClenney 
Director Student Success Initiatives 
Community College Leadership Program  

      



 
 
6:00 – 8:00 p.m.  Dinner and Armchair Chat 

Conversations about Student Success and Completion: What Does it 
Take? 

 Facilitators: Byron McClenney and Narcisa Polonio 
  
Monday, April 8, 2013 
 
8:00 – 9:00 a.m.   What Are We Learning About Transforming 
  Community Colleges 

Presenter: Byron McClenney 
• Thinking strategically: Boards and presidents fostering student success 
• Putting student success in the heart of strategic planning 

 
9:00 – 10:00 a.m. Building a Strong Governance Foundation for Student Success: 

Trustees and Presidents Fostering Student Success 
 Presenters: Byron McClenney and Narcisa Polonio 

• Fundamentals 
• Inventory of policies 
• Policy action agenda for student success 

 
10:00 –10:15 a.m. Break 
 
10:15 – 11:00 a.m. Getting Started: Moving the Needle 

Presenter: Byron McClenney 
 

11:00 - 11:20 a.m. Preparation for Group Breakouts: Going the Distance 
Moderator: Byron McClenney 
 

11:20 a.m. –12:00 p.m. Group Breakout: Going the Distance 
 Trustees and presidents convene to discuss: 

• Conditions and climate for fostering a student success and completion 
agenda 

• Implications for future actions 
 

12:00 – 1:00 p.m.  Working Lunch 
 Fostering Conditions: Policies, Lessons, and Commitments 
 Moderators: Byron McClenney and Narcisa Polonio 

• Colleges report-out on key institute learnings and commitments to action 
• Wrap-up remarks 

 
1:00 –2:00 p.m. Next Steps 
 Moderators: Byron McClenney and Narcisa Polonio 
 
2:00 p.m. Adjourn 



 

 1 Proposal for GISS- California 

---DRAFT-- 

 

Requesting demonstration of interest to bring the Governance Institute for 
Student Success Initiative to  

California Community Colleges Districts 
 (DRAFT) 

 
The Governance Institute for Student Success (GISS) is a nationally recognized initiative focused 
on fostering community college student completion through effective governance.  It is a 
robust and unique governance leadership model that blends the skills and knowledge of two 
outstanding organizations—the Association of Community College Trustees (ACCT), a leading 
educational non-profit for community college governing boards that provides trustees with 
education and training on effective governance, and the Student Success Initiative (SSI) at the 
University of Texas. The GISS benefits from the network, experience, and track records of 
ACCT’s and SSI’s long-standing work with community and technical colleges on student success 
and completion. 
 
The GISS provides trustees and CEOs (chancellors/superintendent-presidents) with the insights, 
guidance, endorsement and engagement to promote policies and create accountability 
measures to increase student success and completion in their campuses and states. It propels 
trustees to influence their colleagues and key stakeholders in the student success and 
completion conversation. 

Proposed Scope of Work 
ACCT, in collaboration with the University of Texas’ SSI, proposes to provide a governance 
institute in partnership with the Long Beach City College District and the Community College 
League of California to work with teams of trustees and CEOs from invited districts to 
strengthen governance and commitment to student success and completion at each institution 
and throughout the state. The GISS- California will draw from ACCT and SSI’s vast experience on 
governance, student success and completion initiatives and research by incorporating lessons 
learned from the Governance Leadership Institute. 
 
The GISS- California features three core components that allow trustees and CEOs from each 
district to initiate and continue work on student success. The three components are: 
 
 
Convening: A team, comprising of a minimum of four trustees and the CEO, from each 
community college will meet in person for two institutes. During the first gathering, trustees 
and the CEO will learn and share methodologies and tools necessary for effective governance 
for student success.  A key component will be understanding data analysis and governance, 
which contributes to a culture of transparency and accountability focused on improving student 



 

 2 Proposal for GISS- California 

---DRAFT-- 

 

success, equity, and completion.  The second institute will be scheduled a year later as a follow-
up to reflect on the progress of participating community college districts.  
 
Trustees attending GISS will be responsible for sharing materials and lessons learned with non-
attending board members in order to develop full-board cooperation and commitment to the 
college’s agenda on student success and completion.  GISS will provide support and tools on 
how board members can best share information and lessons learned with their fellow trustees.  
 
Data Review: Each governing board participates in a self-assessment process to evaluate board 
readiness to undertake and promote student success. In addition, each college works with a 
data coach to review longitudinal student cohort data focusing on momentum points including 
course completion, persistence, and attainment. 
 
Ongoing Engagement: Participants contribute to the online repository by documenting their 
work and lessons learned. Participants will also have access to training tools, data, sharing of 
best practices, discussion groups, meetings, and online resources; including invitations to 
present at ACCT national meetings on leadership and student success.   
 
Proposed Timeline  
 
Year 1 
January – March 2013 

Data Collection: Board participates in self-assessment process by completing the Board Self- 
Assessment Survey. Data coach works with state and colleges to collect disaggregated 
student success data.  

 
April 7-8, 2013 

First Institute: Introduction to the Governance Institute for Student Success  
During this initial gathering, teams of trustees and CEOs from California community college 
districts will learn about the student success agenda in community colleges, effective 
governance practices and utilize the Board Self-Assessment to determine their readiness to 
undertake student success in their colleges. In addition, trustees and CEOs will learn how to 
thoroughly review student success data from their colleges over time and to work effectively 
and collaboratively to strengthen policies toward a completion agenda.  
 
Facilitators:  Dr. Byron McClenney, Director, Student Success Initiatives, 

University of Texas at Austin 
Dr. Narcisa Polonio, Executive Vice President for Education, Research and Board 
Leadership Services, Association of Community College Trustees  

 
April 2013 – April 2014 (Ongoing) 



 

 3 Proposal for GISS- California 

---DRAFT-- 

 

Ongoing Engagement: Participants have access to training tools, data, sharing of best 
practices, discussion groups, meetings, and online resources. Participants actively contribute 
to a repository of lessons learned and commitments to action from each college. 

 
Year 2 
 April 2014 (date to be determined)  

Second Institute: Continuing the Momentum on Student Success  
 
During this convening, each college team of trustees and CEOs, meet to share experiences 
and discuss advancements in their colleges related to student success. Participants will 
actively learn through new exercises and moderated discussions about best state and national 
practices, impact on policy measures, and effective governance practices for implementing 
the student success agenda. 
 
Facilitators:  Dr. Byron McClenney, Director, Student Success Initiatives,  

University of Texas at Austin 
Dr. Narcisa Polonio, Executive Vice President for Education, Research and Board 
Leadership Services, Association of Community College Trustees 

 
April 2014 – December 2014 

Ongoing Engagement: Participants have access to training tools, data, sharing of best 
practices, discussion groups, meetings, and online resources. Participants actively contribute 
to a repository of lessons learned and commitments to action from each college. 
 

 
Cost of GISS for 2 Years 
 
The estimated contribution per college to participate in the GISS- California is $5,000 to $8,000 
(the more Districts who participate the lower the cost per college). The contribution amount 
includes: data collection, facilitation of two institutes, access to online resources, on-going 
technical assistance by phone or video conference and materials for 4 trustees and CEO. A 
minimum of 10 to 15 community college districts in California would need to sign up. In 
addition, each community college district will be responsible for covering meals, travel and 
lodging for trustees and CEOs attending the GISS- California.   ACCT would invest approximately 
$20,000 from the GISS Gates grant to help cover expenses related to curriculum development, 
data collection, administrative cost, etc. 
 
Assumptions: Hosted by Long Beach Community College District who will provide facility, 
meeting space, video audio support, associated with logistics for the GISS institutes.  
In addition, each College District is responsible for covering the meals, travel and lodging costs 
for their trustees and CEO attending GISS. 



 

 4 Proposal for GISS- California 

---DRAFT-- 

 

 
 
Cost summary  

Item  
Community College 
League of California 

Contribution 

ACCT & Gates 
Foundation 

 

 California Community 
College Districts 

Contribution  
Governance Institute for 
Student Success (2 years) 

$5,000 $20,000 $5,000- $8,000 
(per college) 

 
 
 
Contact Information 
 
Narcisa Polonio 
 
Executive Vice President, Research, Education & Board Services 
Association of Community College Trustees  
202-775-4670 (Direct), 202-276-1983 (Mobile) 
npolonio@acct.org 

 



e-board Agenda Item

Agenda Item

Agenda Item (III-B)
Meeting 3/5/2013 - Committee/Regular Board

Agenda Item Chancellor's Report (III-B)

Subject Chancellor's Communications

College/District District

Information Only

Background Narrative:

Chancellor will share general information to the Board of Trustees, including federal, state and local interests and 
District information. 

Prepared By: Greg Gray, Chancellor

Attachments:



e-board Agenda Item

Agenda Item

Agenda Item (IV-B-1)
Meeting 3/5/2013 - Committee/Regular Board

Agenda Item Committee - Teaching and Learning (IV-B-1)

Subject Presentation of RCCD Student Financial Services 2011-2012

College/District District

Information Only

Background Narrative:

The Riverside Community College District receives federal, state and local funding to assist students in paying for 
their educational costs while attending college. Moreno Valley College, Norco College and Riverside City College 
each receives student applications, determines eligibility, and awards financial assistance. This presentation 
provides a report of the financial aid programs serving students for the academic year 2011/2012. Additionally, 
information is presented on the new disbursement process for 2013/2014. 

Prepared By: Ray Maghroori, Provost/Vice Chancellor, Educational Services
Greg Sandoval, Vice President, Student Services

Attachments:

RCCD SFS 2011-2012 presentation



Student 
Financial 
Services 
Riverside Community College District 

Moreno Valley College, Norco College, Riverside City College 

2/26/2013 



Federal Grant Programs 
• Pell Grant 

o Federal Pell Grants are awarded only to undergraduate students 
who have not earned a bachelor's or a professional degree. The 
amount a student receives depends on financial need, cost of 
attendance, and full-time or part-time status.  

 

o Lifetime Eligibility Limits  12 full-time  semesters (6 years) 

 
• FSEOG (Federal Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grant) 

o Each Participating school receives a certain amount of FSEOG 
funds each year from the U.S. Department of Education’s office 
of Federal Student Aid. The funds are awarded to students with a 
zero EFC. Once the full amount of the school’s FSEOG funds has 
been awarded to students, no more FSEOG awards can be 
made for that year. This system works differently from the Federal 
Pell Grant Program, which provides funds to every eligible 
student. 
 

2/26/2013 2011-12 Data Year End 



Federal Work Study Programs 

 

 

• Federal Work-Study provides part-time jobs for 

undergraduate and graduate students with 

financial need, allowing them to earn money to 

help pay education expenses. The program 

encourages community service work and work 

related to the student’s course of study.  

 

 

2/26/2013 2011-12 Data Year End 



Federal Direct Loan Program 

• The U.S. Department of Education offers the William 

D. Ford Federal Direct Loan (Direct Loan) Program. It 

is the largest federal student loan program. Under 

this program, the U.S. Department of Education is 

the Lender. 

 

 
o Direct Subsidized Loans   are loans made to eligible undergraduate 

students who demonstrate financial need to help cover the cost of higher 
education at a college or career school. 

o Direct Unsubsidized Loans  are loans made to eligible undergraduate, 
graduate, and professional students, but in this case, the student does not 

have to demonstrate financial need to be eligible for the loan.  

 
2/26/2013 2011-12 Data Year End 



Cohort Default Rate History 

2/26/2013 2011-12 Data Year End 

Official Default Rates for RCCD 
(Individual rates will not be published until 2012 CDY) 

 
2 Year Cohort Default Year (CDY) is in place until 2012.  It includes all 
students who are in repayment during one calendar year and default within 
that calendar year and the one following it.  Maximum rate before sanctions 
is 25%. 
 
3 Year Cohort Default Year is official in 2012.  Includes all students who are 
in repayment during one calendar year and default within that calendar year 
and the two following it.  Maximum rate before sanctions is 30%. 
 

2010 Cohort Default Year                   2009 Cohort Default Year 
2 Year Rate             10.9                  2 Year Rate  9.5  
(3 Year Rate published in September, 2013)                   3 Year Rate  14.6 
     

2008 Cohort Default Year 
2 Year Rate               9.8 

3 Year Rate               14.8 
 
 
  



State Grant/Waiver Programs 

2/26/2013 2011-12 Data Year End 

Board of Governors Enrollment Fee Waiver (BOGW) 
 
The Board of Governors Fee Waiver is a State program that is designed to 
waive the enrollment fees for California residents who show financial need, 
are recipients of public assistance or have low incomes. As of January 1, 
2013 students who are exempt from paying non-resident tuition under Ed 
Code Section 681.30.5 (Dream Act) will also be eligible to participate in the 
BOGW program. 
 
Cal Grants B and C 
 
California Student Aid Commission (CSAC), offers state-funded grants for 
undergraduate students. There are grants for both academic and vocational 
higher education programs. 
 
 



State Programs continued 

2/26/2013 2011-12 Data Year End 

Child-Development Grant 
 
The Child Development grant is designed for students who are attending 
California public or private two-year or four-year postsecondary 
educational institutions. Students must intend to teach or to supervise at 
a licensed children’s center in California 
  
Chafee Grant (Foster Youth) 
 
The California Student Aid Commission (CSAC) awards the Chafee 
Grant to current and former foster youth who have not reached their 22nd 
birthday. Students must be enrolled in a course of study that is at least 
one year long. 
 
 

 



State Programs continued 
The California Dream Act (*AB540 students) 

Students at California Community College are now eligible to 
apply for: 
• Privately-funded scholarships 
• Board of Governors Fee Waiver (for terms beginning after 

January 1, 2013) 
• Assistance from EOPS, CARE or CalWORKs (beginning 

January 1, 2013) 
• State Financial Aid like Cal Grants (for the 2013-2014 

academic year) and Chafee Grants 
Applications are available online or via paper 

 
 

*AB540 students meet the following criteria: 
• Attend a California high School for at least 3 years 
• Graduated from  a California high school, got a GED or passed the California high 

school Proficiency Exam 
• are registered or enrolled at a California Community college  

And 
Complete an affidavit saying you have filed or will file for legal immigration status 

2/26/2013 2011-12 Data Year End 



FAFSA Applications Received 

2/26/2013 2011-12 Data Year End 

RCC, 

42,710, 

67% 

MVC, 

11,783, 

19% 

NC, 9086, 

14% 

Total = 63,579 

In 2010-2011 we were still considered one college for Federal Student Aid Programs. The total FAFSA Application received 
for the District in 2010-2011 was 52,396 



Board of Governors Fee Waiver 

(BOGW) 

2/26/2013 2011-12 Data Year End 

RCC 

8,045,433 

54% 
MVC 

3,478,800 

23% 

NC 

3,353,221 

23% 

Waived Amounts 

Total = $14,877,454.00 

Total Awards by       Total Students by  
Student Count          College 

 
 
RCC – 17,243 27,751 – 62% 
 
MVC – 8,048 16,149 – 50% 
 
NC – 7,816 14,049 – 56% 
 
 



Federal Grant Disbursements 

2/26/2013 2011-12 Data Year End 

RCC, 

21,046,693, 

53% 
MVC, 

10,067,696, 

25% 

NC, 

8,648,268, 

22% 

Federal Pell Grant, Federal Supplemental Educational 
Opportunity Grant (FSEOG), Federal Work Study Grant 

Total = $39,762,657.00 

Total Awards by      Total Students by  
Student Count      College 

 
 
RCC – 13,436 27,7581 – 48% 
 
MVC – 6,815 16,149 --  42% 
 
NC – 5,542 14,049  --  39% 
 
 

Total Amount Disbursed 



Federal Loan Disbursements 

2/26/2013 2011-12 Data Year End 

RCC, 

2,359,207, 

55% 

MVC, 

1,247,897, 

29% 

NC, 

691,992, 

16% 

Subsidized and Unsubsidized Direct Loans 

Total = $4,299,096.00 

Total Awards by Student 
Count 
 
 
RCC – 1,174 
 
MVC – 573 
 
NC – 336 
 
 

Total Amount Disbursed 



State Grant Disbursements 

2/26/2013 2011-12 Data Year End 

RCC, 

1,530,125, 

62% 

MVC, 

514,245, 

21% 

NC, 

420,542, 

17% 

Total Amount Disbursed 

Cal Grant, Chafee Grant, Child Development Grant 

Total = $2,464,912.00 

Total Awards by Student 
Count 
 
 
RCC – 1,856 
 
MVC – 764 
 
NC – 644 
 
 



Institutional Aid Disbursements 

2/26/2013 2011-12 Data Year End 

RCC, 

405,175, 

77% 

MVC, 

71,269, 

13% 

NC, 

50,390, 

10% 

RCCD Foundation Scholarships, Outside Local Scholarships 

Total = $526,834.00 



Age 

2/26/2013 

2011-12 data from CCCCO Data Mart: 

http://datamart.cccco.edu/Services/Default.aspx 
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Age Range 

Age of BOGW Students 2011-12 

RCC

MVC

NC



Gender 

2/26/2013 
2011-12 data from CCCCO Data Mart: 

http://datamart.cccco.edu/Services/Default.aspx 
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Ethnicity 

2/26/2013 
2011-12 data from CCCCO Data Mart: 

http://datamart.cccco.edu/Services/Default.aspx 
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Disbursement Process 
(Sallie Mae My Flex Debit Card) 

• New Enhancements for “My Flex Debit Card” beginning in 
Summer 2013 
o Cards will be mailed at time of application instead of time of disbursement. Quicker 

access to funds for first time students. 

o Students may print temporary cards if needed, for immediate access to funds. 

o New ATM network, Money-pass, which will provide safer access to ATMs 

o No charge for ATM PIN/POS purchases 

o Account alerts and mobile banking  

o Electronic bill pay, cash reload option, no overdraft fees 

o Students may direct deposit payroll 

• Change in fees due to enhancements include a monthly fee of 
$4.95.  Students have the ability to have this fee waived by 
meeting criteria such as: 
o Using their cards 15 times per month 

o Receiving a disbursement that month or loading more than $1000 that month 

o Keeping a $0 balance on their card 

2/26/2013 



Marketing Plan 
(Sallie Mae My Flex Debit Card) 

 

• Details of the new Sallie Mae “My Flex Debit Card” will 
be on our website 

• Mass emails will be sent to all students explaining the 
new process 

• Sallie Mae will be on campus to help promote the new 
cards this spring term 

• Presentation to the Associated Students Body of each 
college 

 

2/26/2013 2011-12 Data Year End 
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Agenda Item

Agenda Item (IV-C-1)
Meeting 3/5/2013 - Committee/Regular Board

Agenda Item Committee - Planning and Operations (IV-C-1)

Subject Presentation of the 2012 RCCD Environmental Scan

College/District District

Information Only

Background Narrative:

Riverside Community College District’s last environmental scan was completed in 2007. It was used in conjunction 
with the District’s strategic plan which covered the period 2008-2012. In summer 2012, in preparation for its 
Centennial Strategic Plan, the District obtained the services of Dr. Esteban Soriano. He conducted a comprehensive
environmental scan which guided the preparation of the District’s new strategic plan for 2012-2016 which will be 
presented to the Board in Spring 2013. The attached document is a summary of Dr. Soriano’s environmental scan 
presented to the District Strategic Planning Committee in September 2012. 

Prepared By: Ray Maghroori, Provost/Vice Chancellor, Educational Services

Attachments:

RCCD Ext Env Scan final 2 13 13 attachment 1.pdf
External Scan Board Presentation attachment 2 revised.pdf





 
 

 
 
 

Riverside Community College District 
Moreno Valley College  -  Norco College  -  Riverside City College 

 

External Environmental Scan 
 
 
 
 

 
September, 2012 

 
 
 
 

Esteban Soriano, Ph.D. 
Applied Development Resources 
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Riverside Community College District 
External Environmental Scan 

 

Executive Summary 
 
The Riverside Community College District is strategically positioned in a diverse, growing region.  Recent 
years have been fiscally challenging.  There are signs that the local economy is beginning to rebound.  
Forecasts call for local/state economies to begin a slow recovery by the end of 2012, picking up 
momentum in 2014.  Current characteristics and projected growth of important indices are as follows: 
 

• The service area population of RCCD today is nearly 1,000,000 people. 
• Combined, the Riverside and Moreno Valley population exceeds 500,000 people. 
• The County’s current population is 2.2 million.  By 2015, it is projected to grow to 2.4 million. 
• RCCD’s service area is ethnically diverse.  71.8% of Perris’ population is Hispanic, 24.2% of 

Eastvale’s population is Asian, and 18% of Moreno Valley residents are Black. 
• In 1990, 14.9% of County residents were foreign-born; today, that figure is 22.4%.  And, in 1990, 

25% of those over 5 years old did not speak English at home; today, it is nearly 40%. 
 

• The County’s labor force (as of 2012) is fast approaching 1,000,000 workers aged 16 and older. 
• As of May 2012, 110,000 County residents remain unemployed, down from 135,900 in 2010. 
• The area’s transportation/warehousing/utility cluster has had 65% job growth since 2003. 
• Since 2003, the health care/assistance sector added 9,800 workers; a 21% employment growth. 
• Accommodations and food services companies added 8,100 workers, for a 16% growth rate. 
• The region is forecast to add 106,500 new jobs between 2008 and 2018. 

 

• County taxable sales appear to have begun a rebound as of 2010. 
• Residential and commercial building permits will grow to 6,000 this year and 12,300 in 2015. 
• Inland Empire employment will grow over 1% this year and then 2% yearly through 2015. 
• The transportation sector will experience 4%-5% job growth annually for 3 years in the I.E. 

 

• In 2010-11, area feeder school districts enrolled over 185,000 students. 
• For Fall 2010, 3,272 feeder school graduates attended a RCCD college as first-time freshmen. 
• About 1-in-3 of all area H.S. grad ultimately attends an RCCD college as a first-time freshman. 
• The six districts, in general continue to grow and this growth can fuel RCCD growth, too. 

 

• From 2008-12, CA community colleges suffered an $800 million budget reduction, down 12%. 
• In 2008-09, state GF support totaled $145 million for RCCD; last year:  $129 million, down 11%. 
• For 2013-17, State revenue increases are posited, so are expenditures, leaving annual shortfalls. 
• State projected shortfalls, while diminishing starting next year, will reach $5.4 billion in 2016-17. 
 

From now through 2016-17, RCCD will be faced with challenges and opportunities.  State budget 
shortfalls are forecast to continue through 2017, unemployment will still be double-digit for about two 
more years, and the housing market will take years to recover.  Yet, area school districts will continue to 
grow and send more students to RCCD colleges, while area jobs will increase, labor pools will expand 
and industry sectors will be hiring the type of educated and trained workers RCCD colleges are expert at 
providing.  Cautious visioning and strategic planning will be particularly important in the coming years.  
A more comprehensive six-page executive summary is located in the last section of this document. 
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Purpose 
 
The Chancellor’s Office of the Riverside Community College District (RCCD or District) commissioned this 
external scan to provide comprehensive and timely data in support of the District’s initiative to update 
its strategic plan for the period 2012-16.  That new plan will be finalized as the RCCD Centennial 
Strategic Plan 2012-16.  This external scan serves as a complement to the important and on-going 
internal scans, data collection, fact books, and reports undertaken by various District departments and 
RCCD colleges.   
 
Intended uses of this scan 
 
The purpose of this external scan is to provide a set of fresh, robust data to facilitate a variety of 
decision-making.  The District intends for these data to provide perspectives and trends that influence 
and shape the District’s strategic planning themes and goals.  The information collected and presented 
can be used in support of the development of new strategic initiatives and programs at both the District 
and individual college levels.  And, these data can have substantial functionality in the preparation of 
new grant and contract opportunities, fundraising and resource development, and the development of 
programs and services.   
 
An extraordinary resource of the District and its three colleges is the collective expertise and educational 
acumen of District/Moreno Valley College/Norco College/Riverside City College leadership.  Rather than 
a narrative “setting” specific goals or direction, this scan provides data to assist these leaders in their 
own decision-making. 
 
 

Context 
 
This external scan and the emerging Centennial Strategic Plan have as their foundation the fundamental 
elements and direction that comprise the RCCD mission statement, its vision statement, and core 
values.  Indeed, a key objective within the District’s mission statement is the provision to colleges “with 
central services and leadership in the areas of advocacy, resource development, and planning.” 
 
RCCD Mission  
 
Riverside Community College District is dedicated to the success of our students and to the 
development of the communities we serve.  To advance this mission, our colleges and learning centers 
provide educational and student services to meet the needs and expectations of their unique 
communities of learners.  To support this mission, District Offices provide our colleges with central 
services and leadership in the areas of advocacy, resource development, and planning. 
 
RCCD Vision  
 
The Riverside Community College District is committed to exceeding the expectations of students, 
community, faculty, and staff by providing and expanding opportunities for learning, personal 
enrichment, and community development. 
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RCCD Values  
 
 Recognition for Our Heritage of Excellence 
We embrace the District’s rich tradition of excellence and innovation in upholding the highest standard 
of quality for the services we provide to our students and communities.  We are bound together to 
further our traditions and to build for the future on the foundations of the past. 
 
 Passion for Learning 
We believe in teaching excellence and student centered decision making. We value a learning environ-
ment in which staff and students find enrichment in their work and achievements. 
 
 Respect for Collegiality 
We recognize the pursuit of learning takes the contributions of the entire district community, as well as 
the participation of the broader community. We believe in collegial dialogue that leads to participatory 
decision making. 
 
 Appreciation of Diversity 
We believe in the dignity of all individuals, in fair and equitable treatment, and in equal opportunity. We 
value the richness and interplay of differences. We promote inclusiveness, openness, and respect to 
differing viewpoints. 
 
 Dedication to Integrity 
We are committed to honesty, mutual respect, fairness, empathy, and high ethical standards. We 
demonstrate integrity and honesty in action and word as stewards for our human, financial, physical, 
and environmental resources. 
 
 Commitment to Community Building 
We believe the District is an integral part of the social and economic development of our region, 
preparing individuals to better serve the community. We believe in a community-minded approach that 
embraces open communication, caring, cooperation, transparency, and shared governance. 
 
 Commitment to Accountability 
We strive to be accountable to our students and community constituents and to use quantitative and 
qualitative data to drive our planning discussions and decisions. We embrace the assessment of learning 
outcomes and the continuous improvement of instruction. 
 
Connection to the current RCCD Strategic Plan 
 
The District’s current strategic plan focuses on seven strategic themes.  Those themes are broad and 
have at their core the enduring values of community colleges as established by California’s Master Plan 
for Higher Education.  The current RCCD strategic themes are: 
 

1. Student access 
2. Student success 
3. Service to community 
4. System effectiveness 
5. Financial resource development 
6. Organizational and professional development 
7. Green initiatives 



 
 

4 

 
Within its mission statement, RCCD recognizes the primary role of the three colleges and District 
learning centers to “provide educational and student services to meet the needs and expectations of 
their unique communities of learners” as it provides the colleges with a variety of “central services and 
leadership” in support of the District’s mission. 
 
Even as the strategic plan is updated and operationalized, ever central to the core of a community 
college are student access, student success, service to community, and other vital missions.  In this 
context, this external scan focused, in large measure, on external issues, data, and trends that impact 
access, success, service, financial resources, and the like. 
 
Connection to the strategic plans of Moreno Valley College, Norco College, and Riverside City 
College 
 
While this external scan focuses on data to facilitate the development of RCCD’s Centennial Strategic 
Plan, substantial effort was expended to ensure that, where possible, data were collected and displayed 
at the “city” and “RCCD service area” levels so that the data were more functional to colleges as those 
colleges continue to implement the specific actions and initiatives that operationalize their own 
strategic initiatives. 
 

Moreno Valley Strategic Plan “Strategic Themes” 
 

1. Academic success 
2. Student access and services 
3. Professional development 
4. Technology utilization 
5. Resources and facilities development 

 
 

Norco College Strategic Plan “Strategic Goals” 
 

1. Increase student retention, persistence, and success 
2. Improve the quality of student life 
3. Increase student access 
4. Enhance academic programs and the learning environment to meet student and community 

needs 
5. Enhance institutional effectiveness. 

 
 

Riverside City College Strategic Plan “College Goals” 
 

1. Student access and support 
2. Responsiveness to the community 
3. Culture of innovation 
4. Resource development 
5. Organizational effectiveness 
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Introduction to the Data 
 
External data collection and presentation 
 
External scan data are categorized and presented around five themes: 
 

o Population characteristics and trends 
o Workforce/employment characteristics and trends 
o Economic characteristics and trends 
o Education characteristics and trends 
o State budget characteristics and trends 

 
Where possible, data have been disaggregated and presented at the most “local” level as follows: 
 

o By city within RCCD’s identified primary service area 
o By RCCD service area 
o Riverside County 
o Inland Empire (Riverside and San Bernardino counties) 
o Riverside-San Bernardino-Ontario MSA (a Census designation) 
o State of California 

 
Thus, if public domain data were available at the “city” level (for those cities in RCCD’s service area), 
those data were collected and presented.  If data were readily available for the cities within RCCD’s 
designated service area, then those data were brought together to form a “service area” table.  And, 
where important data were not available at these two levels, information was presented at the county 
or regional level.  Where relevant and for context, data were presented for other counties or for the 
state in specific tables. 
 
To facilitate context, historical perspective, trend analysis, and future planning, key data for each of the 
five external scan themes were gathered in support of the data format of “yesterday-today-tomorrow.”  
Where possible, for key data elements, the most current data were used to generate current profiles.  
Then, historical data were gathered and presented to facilitate trend data observations by the reader.  
Finally, where projection and forecast data were available from credible sources (e.g., U.S. Census, 
California Labor Market Information System, California Department of Finance, California Legislative 
Analyst’s Office, California Office of the Governor, etc.), those projection data were presented as the 
final tables in each of the data sections. 
 
Caveats regarding data sources, sampling, and projections 
 
Data can be very powerful tools in the process of planning and decision-making.  This external scan 
assumes that readers understand that data can be influenced by who collects them, definitions, 
sampling strategies, one year figures versus multi-year averages, projections based on earlier data, etc.  
Thus, the data presented in this scan (and those of myriad other initiatives) may be slightly different 
than similar data presentations.  For example, California’s Department of Finance releases official 
population projections for each community effective for January of every year.  When U.S. Census data 
are released (generally one to two years after each census), California and other states recalculate 
recent projections with new “benchmark” percentages that reflect the new Census information.  These 
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new percentages are not dramatically different, but they are often marginally different than prior 
published figures.  As another example, the Census’ American Community Survey (ACS) is the annual 
effort by the Census to generate data through yearly surveys.  When ACS releases key data, those data 
can be featured as a one-year statistic, 3-year statistic, or 5-year statistic.  The key observation here is 
that, while some data may feature slight variations across reporting periods, the utility of most data 
rests with the story they tell in general and over time.  Variations and definitions aside, data presented 
in scans are intended to inform the decision-maker. 
 
Local and state definitions and terminology versus U.S. Census terms 
 
For some demographic topics, the U.S. Census presents “median” data where state or regional research 
may utilize “average” or “mean” statistics.  Every table presents sources for presented data and 
identifies whether specific data are median, mean, etc., presentations.  
 
Readers should note differences in terminology between the U.S Census and some local and state terms, 
especially in the area of race.  For reporting purposes, the Census utilizes the term “White,” while many 
California data collection efforts utilize the term “Caucasian” or “Anglo.”  The Census utilizes the term 
“Black,” where many local and regional data reporting efforts utilize “African Americans” or a similar 
term.  The Census uses a two-step approach regarding the race referred to as “Hispanic.”  For some 
surveys, the Census first captures Hispanics within the term “White” then breaks out “Hispanic” 
separately with its own percentage statistic (see Table 1.3 for an example).  Though mindful of local 
terminology, the tables in this scan that present U.S. Census data have kept Census terminology intact in 
order to insure comparability across Census reporting periods. 
 
RCCD service area data compared to Riverside County data 
 
Within RCCD’s recognized service area, there are the cities of Corona, Eastvale, Jurupa Valley, Moreno 
Valley, Norco, Perris, and Riverside.  As this scan was being prepared, Eastvale was two years old and 
Jurupa Valley had been an incorporated city for one year.  In addition to these cities, the service area 
includes a number of census designated places (Mira Loma, Rubidoux, Glen Avon, Pedley, Highgrove, 
Woodcrest, etc., although some of these census designated places (CDPs) were merged to form the 
service area’s two new cities (for example, Rubidoux, Pedley, and part of Glen Avon are now part of the 
new city of Jurupa Valley).   
 
Looking at the most recent population statistics for the cities and CDPs in the District’s service area, the 
population within RCCD’s service area represents nearly one-half (48+%) of the population of Riverside 
County.  Thus, where only county data were available for some of the tables that follow, the reader 
should note how much of RCCD’s service area population comprises “county-only” data and how those 
county data can be useful for RCCD trend analysis efforts. 
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Introduction 
 
In this section we examine general and specific population characteristics and changes.  Shifts in age of 
constituents, language preferences, where growth is occurring, employment levels, poverty levels, and 
other measures are important factors for planning and strategic goal setting. 
 
 
RCCD Service Area Population:  Today 
 
 The service area population of RCCD today (2012) is nearly 1,000,000 people. 

 The cities of Perris and Moreno Valley have experienced the greatest growth since 2000. 

 Norco experienced the slowest growth 2000-10 and has had no growth in the past two years. 

 Perris has the youngest population, with 37% under 18 years; Eastvale is next with 33.1%. 

 RCCD’s service area is ethnically diverse.  71.8% of Perris’ population is Hispanic, 24.2% of 
Eastvale’s population is Asian, and 18% of Moreno Valley residents are Black. 

 Just less than one-half of residents speak a language at home other than English. 

 
 
 
 



 
 

8 

 
Service area population.  Today’s population of the cities (Corona, Eastvale, Moreno Valley, Norco, 
Perris, and Riverside) featured in Table 1, coupled with the area’s newest city, Jurupa Valley (see Table 
1.2), and the populations of the residents in the census designated places and unincorporated 
communities that round out RCCD’s service area, now totals approximately one million residents. 
 
City populations.  During the last decade (2000-10), the cities of Perris and Moreno Valley experienced 
the greatest population growth among RCCD’s service area cities.  Perris almost doubled in size, from a 
population of 36,189 in 2000 to a population of 68,386 in 2012.  Today, Perris’ population has grown to 
over 70,000 residents.  The city exhibiting the most marginal growth is Norco, with a 12% population 
increase during the last decade, from 24,157 in 2000 to 27,063 in 2010.  Norco’s recent population level 
has remained flat, with no growth exhibited, with the city’s 2012 population estimated at 27,053. 
 
Age of residents.  Table 1.1 provides a profile of service area cities according to the U.S. Census.  When 
the 2010 census was conducted, Jurupa Valley had not yet attained cityhood and, thus, the Census did 
not provide profile data for that city-in-the-making.  The cities with the “youngest” target population 
band (person < 18 years) are Perris, Eastvale, Moreno Valley, and Corona, all with over 30% of their 
population in this group.  This statistic is understandable, given that these cities featured substantial 
“buildable” land and benefitted from strong residential construction particularly affordable to families. 
 
Ethnicity of residents.  RCCD service area cities, individually and in aggregate, are ethnically diverse.  
Using Census terminology, Norco has the highest concentration of White residents (not Hispanic), at 
56.4%, and Corona reporting 38.1%.  Moreno Valley has the highest percentage of Black persons, with 
18.0% reported, with Perris following at 12.1%.  The City of Riverside’s American Indian population is the 
highest, with 1.1%, though Moreno Valley, Norco, and Perris follow closely behind with 0.9% American 
Indian populations.  Nearly one-in-four residents in the new city of Eastvale are Asian (24.2%).  This 
percentage is nearly 2.5 times higher than the service area city featuring the next highest Asian 
population, Corona, at 9.9%.  Hispanics comprise from one-third to nearly 3/4th of the city populations in 
RCCD’s service area.  Perris has the highest reported percentage of Hispanic residents, with 71.8%.  
Moreno Valley’s Hispanic population is 54.4%, with Riverside, Corona, and Eastvale populations each 
exceeding 40% Hispanic.  Some 31% of Norco’s 2010 population is Hispanic.  (Review the discussion on 
race terms in the earlier “Introduction to the Data” section. 
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Table 1.1 
Riverside Community College District  

Service Area Cities Profiles 2012  
 

 
Indicator/Characteristic 

 
Corona 

 
Eastvale 

Moreno 
Valley 

 
Norco 

 
Perris 

City of 
Riverside 

       

Population, 2012  154,520  55,602  196,495  27,053  70,180  308,511 
Population, 2011  153,047 54,090 194,451 26,968 69,506 306,069 
Population, 2010  152,374 53,668 193,365 27,063 68,386 303,871 
Population change 2000 -10  21.9% NA 35.8% 12.0% 89.0% 19.1% 
Population, 2000  124,966 NA 142,381 24,157 36,189 255,166 
Persons <5 years, %, 2010  7.4% 9.7% 8.4% 4.5% 10.0% 7.2% 
Persons <18 years, %, 2010  30.0% 33.1% 32.3% 20.3% 37.0% 26.8% 
Persons 65+ years, %, 2010  7.3% 4.7% 6.3% 9.7% 4.9% 8.6% 
White persons, percent, 2010  59.7% 42.9% 41.9% 76.3% 42.3% 56.5% 
Black persons, percent, 2010  5.9% 9.7% 18.0% 7.0% 12.1% 7.0% 
Am. Ind. & Alaska Natives, %, 2010  0.8% 0.5% 0.9% 0.9% 0.9% 1.1% 
Asian persons, %, 2010  9.9% 24.2% 6.1% 3.1% 3.6% 7.4% 
Native Hawaiian/Other P.I., %, 2010 0.4% 0.4% 0.6% 0.2% 0.4% 0.4% 
Persons two or more races, %, 2010  5.1% 5.2% 5.7% 3.2% 5.1% 5.1% 
Persons Hispanic/Latino, %, 2010  43.6% 40.0% 54.4% 31.1% 71.8% 49.0% 
White persons not Hisp., %, 2010  38.1% 23.7% 18.9% 56.4% 11.0% 34.0% 
       

Language other than English spoken at 
home, % age 5+, 2006-2010  42.8% 47.3% 45.7% 22.1% 61.9% 43.2% 
              

High school graduates, % of persons 
age 25+, 2006-2010  81.2% 87.3% 75.5% 80.3% 62.2% 77.6% 
Bachelor's degree or higher, % of 
persons age 25+, 2006-2010  24.3% 31.8% 14.9% 15.5% 9.0% 22.0% 
              

Mean travel time to work (minutes), 
workers age 16+, 2006-2010  33.3 38.9 35.5 33.4 37.5 28.8 
              

Housing units, 2010  47,174 14,494 55,559 7,322 17,906 98,444 
Homeownership rate, 2006-2010  69.3% 83.8% 68.0% 81.3% 66.3% 58.6% 
Households, 2006-2010  43,325 12,260 49,746 7,087 15,393 90,865 
              

Per capita money income in past 12 
months (2010 dollars) 2006-2010  $27,409 $30,821 $18,440 $27,005 $14,472 $22,665 
Median household income 2006-10  $79,180 $105,894 $56,507 $80,426 $50,471 $56,991 
             

Persons below poverty level, %, 2006-10  8.9% 3.8% 16.2% 9.4% 22.3% 14.9% 
 

Source: 2011 & 2012 population estimates from CA Department of Finance E-1 and E-5 reports.  Other data from U.S. Census 
State and County Quick Facts reports for each RCCD service area city.  http://quickfacts.census.gov/qfd/states/06000.html 
 
Language preference.  Language spoken at home is an important characteristic to consider as 
educational institutions look at and prepare for outreach and support services.  According to the U.S. 
2010 Census, a very large percentage of residents in each of RCCD’s service area cities prefer to speak a 
language other than English at home.  Almost two-in-three Perris residents (61.9%) speak a language 
other than English while at home.  Given the percentage of its population that is Hispanic, Spanish 
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would most likely be the favored language at home in Perris.  Almost one-half of the residents of 
Eastvale (47.3%) do not use English as their first or preferred language at home.  With the large 
percentage of Eastvale residents who are Asian (24.2%) or Hispanic (40.0%), the languages of those two 
ethnicities should predominate at home. 
 
 
RCCD Service Area Population:  Historical 
 
 Since 2005, County population has increased by nearly one-third million residents. 
 Nearly all RCCD service area cities have experienced steady, annual population growth. 
 Combined, Riverside and Moreno Valley population exceeds 500,000 people. 
 Riverside is now the 12th largest city in California and continues as the County’s largest. 
 Corona is the third largest city in Riverside County and has shown steady, measured growth. 
 Combined, Eastvale and Jurupa Valley have a population (152,000) rivaling that of Corona. 

 
While the 2010 Census was conducted before Jurupa Valley was incorporated, the CA Department of 
Finance has projected the current population for Jurupa Valley and, thus, those data are provided in 
Table 1.2 below.  To be consistent with earlier environmental scans, and to acknowledge the number of 
its residents who enroll at one of the three RCCD colleges, this table includes data for Fontana, though 
the city is located in another county and is not technically part of RCCD’s designated service area. 
 
During the past eight years (2005-2012), Riverside County’s population has grown by one-third million 
residents, from 1,883,572 in 2005 to 2,227,577 in 2012.  During this time, most cities in RCCD’s service 
area have experienced annual measured and steady growth.  We have already described Norco’s recent 
trend of static population levels for the period 2010-12.  The cities of Riverside and Moreno Valley 
continue to be the largest cities in the service area, with a combined population of 505,006 people.   
 
With its recent incorporation, Jurupa Valley, with a starting population of 96,456, became the service 
area’s fourth most populated city.  The combined population of Eastvale and Jurupa Valley is nearly 
equal to Corona’s, which was incorporated in 1896 and is Riverside County’s third largest city (2010).  
The 2010 Census ranks the city of Riverside as the 12th largest city in California.  It has the largest 
population of any city in Riverside County, with one-in-eight Riverside County residents living in 
Riverside.  As an adjacent feeder city to RCCD’s service area, Fontana features a substantial population.  
In 2012, its population was just shy of one-fifth million residents, or 199,898.  Fontana’s population is 
equal to that of Moreno Valley. 
 
The city of Norco is an important component of RCCD’s service area.  While the city realized measured 
growth from 2000 (24,157) to 2006 (27,363), population growth has remained static, and even slightly 
decreased, beginning in 2007.  In 2007, its population stood at 27,333 and dipped to 26,968 in 2011.  Its 
population climbed to above the 27,000 mark in 2012 (27,053 residents).  Researchers may want to 
track this city’s population estimates for the next several years to see if the recent static nature of 
Norco’s population is an anomaly. 
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Table 1.2 
Riverside Community College District Service Area 

Population Today and Historical (2005-2012) 
 

 2012 2011 2010 2009 2008 2007 2006 2005 

 Corona 154,520 153,047 152,374 148,770 146,620 145848 145,295 144,603 

 Eastvale* 55,602 54,090 -- -- -- -- -- -- 

 Fontana** 199,898 197,786 196,069 188,712 187,237 180,720 164,895 159,279 

 Jurupa Valley*** 96,456 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 

 Moreno Valley 196,495 194,451 193,365 186,515 182,845 180,227 175,330 165,939 

 Norco 27,053 26,968 27,063 27,189 27,134 27,333 27,363 26,787 

 Perris 70,180 69,506 68,386 54,387 53,312 50,598 47,346 44,760 

 Riverside 308,511 306,069 303,871 300,769 296,038 291,814 289,045 286,572 

         

 Riverside County 2,227,577 2,205,731 2,189,641 2,109,882 2,077,183 2,030,054 1,962,198 1,883,572 
  

 
*Eastvale was incorporated as a city in 2010 and data are available only since 2011. 
**While the City of Fontana is located in another county, it serves as an important feeder community to RCCD. 
***Jurupa Valley was incorporated as a city in 2011 and official city data are available only since 2012. 
The data for this table were derived from the CA Dept of Finance E5 Report for each of the years reported. 
 
 
 
Riverside County Population Characteristics:  Demographic 
 
 Demographically, Riverside County has near equal percentages of males and females. 
 One-third of County residents are 19 years or younger, the same as in RCCD area cities. 
 One-third of County residents are 45 years of age or older, with nearly 12% aged 65 or older. 
 Black residents comprise 6.2% of the County population. 
 Asian residents comprise 5.8% of the County population. 
 Hispanic residents comprise 44% of the County population. 

 
Table 1.2 above features data derived from the population estimates of the California Department of 
Finance and covers the period through 2012.  In Table 1.3, below, Riverside County’s demographic 
characteristics are presented according to the 2010 U.S. Census’s American Community Survey initiative. 
 
Population.  The U.S. Census placed Riverside County’s 2010 population at 2,109,464.  (The California 
Department of Finance projected Riverside County’s 2010 population at 2,189,641).   
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Table 1.3 
Riverside County Population Demographic Characteristics (2010) 

 
Characteristic Total Population 

   Estimate Percent 
SEX AND AGE     
    Total population 2,109,464 -- 
  Male 1,050,949 49.8% 
  Female 1,058,515 50.2% 
  Under 5 years 162,122 7.7% 
  5 to 9 years 163,067 7.7% 
  10 to 14 years 175,418 8.3% 
  15 to 19 years 179,364 8.5% 
  20 to 24 years 145,079 6.9% 
  25 to 34 years 273,040 12.9% 
  35 to 44 years 294,449 14.0% 
  45 to 54 years 276,591 13.1% 
  55 to 59 years 106,294 5.0% 
  60 to 64 years 89,117 4.2% 
  65 to 74 years 131,467 6.2% 
  75 to 84 years 84,535 4.0% 
  85 years and over 28,921 1.4% 
  Median age (years) 33.4 -- 
  18 years and over 1,498,234 71.0% 
  21 years and over 1,396,492 66.2% 
  62 years and over 295,996 14.0% 
  65 years and over 244,923 11.6% 
RACE     
    Total population 2,109,464 -- 
    White 1,365,281 64.7% 
    Black or African American 131,258 6.2% 
    American Indian and Alaska Native 20,289 1.0% 
    Asian 121,846 5.8% 
    Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 6,436 0.3% 
    Some other race 383,974 18.2% 
HISPANIC OR LATINO AND RACE     
    Total population 2,109,464 -- 
  Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 933,529 44.3% 
    Mexican 826,515 39.2% 
    Puerto Rican 12,724 0.6% 
    Cuban 4,771 0.2% 
    Other Hispanic or Latino 89,519 4.2% 

 

Report DP05: ACS Demographic and Housing Estimates.  U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2010 American Community Survey.  
http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages/productview.xhtml?fpt=table 
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Sex.  According to the 2010 U.S. Census, Riverside County’s male vs. female population percentages are 
virtually identical (49.8% vs. 50.2%), with 8,000 more females in the County than males.   
 
Age.  Countywide, 32.2% of the population is 19 years of age and under.  As noted in Table 1.1, the 
under-18-years of age percentage among RCCD service area cities ranges from 37% (Perris) to 30% 
(Corona) to 20% (Norco).  About 34% of the County’s population is 45 years of age and older.  The 
median age of a County resident is 33.4 years old. 
 
Race. Some 6.2% of the County is Black, while five RCCD service area cities report percentages above 
that, ranging from 7% in Riverside to 18% of Moreno Valley’s population identified as Black.  Across the 
County, Asians comprise 5.8% of the population, while the City of Riverside features 7.4%, Corona 
reports 9.9%, and Eastvale ranks highest with 24.2% of its residents reported as Asian.  Hispanics 
represent 44.3% of the County’s population.  Three of RCCD’s service area cities (Riverside, Perris, and 
Moreno Valley), report comparatively higher percentages of Hispanic population, ranging from 49% for 
Riverside to 71.8% for Perris. 
 
 
Riverside County Population Characteristics:  Economic 
 
 The County’s labor force is fast approaching 1,000,000 workers aged 16 and older. 
 Commute times are increasing, as is traffic congestion and the cost of fuel for commuters. 
 76% of the civilian labor force works in the private sector as employees. 
 8.7% are self-employed entrepreneurs and 15%, or 130,000+, are government workers. 
 The 2010 per capita annual salary is $24,431. 
 Full-time males continue to out-earn full-time female workers, $48,336 vs. $36,575. 

 
Labor force.  As noted in Table 1.4, the 2010 Census reported a Riverside County 16+ years old 
population of 1,571,629.  Some 978,372 of these 16+ years old residents comprise the labor force.  Thus, 
62.3% (or two-in-three) of residents 16+ years of age constitute the County’s formal labor force. 
 
Commute times.  In 2010, Riverside County’s workforce commuted an average 31.7 minutes each way 
to work.  This represents over one hour (63.4 minutes) of daily commuting time for the typical member 
of the County’s workforce.  The 2000 Census reported an average commute each way of 31.2 minutes, 
so the typical commute has remained over one hour each work day for the past decade.  The “2010 
Urban Mobility Report,” issued by the Texas Transportation Institute, reported that average commuters 
in both Riverside and San Bernardino counties were consuming more gallons of gas per year than they 
would have, or $741 in additional gas based on 2009 prices, had there not been so much congestion in 
the two counties.  The current $4.00 per gallon average would raise the additional gas costs due to area 
congestion to $1,000 per commuter.   
 
The Riverside County Transportation Commission estimates that the 91 Freeway that runs through the 
RCCD service area is “congested 78% of the time.”  In a 2009 study conducted by the Riverside County 
Center for Demographic Research, traffic and transportation was listed as the top problem of concern by 
hundreds of western Riverside County residents.  Indeed, 69.4% of residents in RCCD’s service area 
believe that traffic congestion “is a big problem.”  As congestion increases, commute times increase and 
the cost of fuel increases, researchers and policy-makers may want to assess how such a trend will 
impact the organization and delivery of instruction and services. 
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Table 1.4 
Riverside County Population Economic Characteristics (2010) 

 
Characteristic Total Population 

      Estimate Percent 
EMPLOYMENT STATUS     
Population 16 years and over 1,571,629 -- 
 In labor force 978,372 62.3% 
COMMUTING TO WORK     
   Mean travel time to work (minutes) 31.7 -- 
OCCUPATION     
Civilian employed population 16 years and over 865,088 -- 
 Management, business, science, and arts occupations 251,669 29.1% 
 Service occupations 165,378 19.1% 
   Sales and office occupations 230,861 26.7% 
   Natural resources, construction, and maintenance occupations 108,249 12.5% 
   Production, transportation, and material moving occupations 108,931 12.6% 
CLASS OF WORKER     
Civilian employed population 16 years and over 865,088 -- 
   Private wage and salary workers 657,262 76.0% 
   Government workers 130,635 15.1% 
   Self-employed in own not incorporated business workers 75,391 8.7% 
INCOME AND BENEFITS (IN 2010 INFLATION-ADJUSTED DOLLARS)     
Less than $10,000 31,641 4.7% 
$10,000 to $14,999 32,917 4.9% 
$15,000 to $24,999 67,945 10.2% 
$25,000 to $34,999 67,364 10.1% 
$35,000 to $49,999 89,748 13.5% 
$50,000 to $74,999 125,615 18.8% 
$75,000 to $99,999 90,393 13.6% 
$100,000 to $149,999 97,946 14.7% 
$150,000 to $199,999 35,637 5.3% 
$200,000 or more 27,700 4.2% 
Median household income (dollars) 57,768 -- 
Per capita income (dollars) 24,431 -- 
Median earnings for male full-time, year-round workers (dollars) 48,336 -- 
Median earnings for female full-time, year-round workers (dollars) 36,575 -- 
PERCENTAGE OF PEOPLE WHOSE INCOME IS BELOW THE POVERTY LEVEL     
All families -- 10.1% 
 With related children under 18 years -- 14.5% 
  With related children under 5 years only -- 14.6% 
All people -- 13.4% 
   Under 18 years -- 18.3% 
   18 years and over -- 11.4% 
      18 to 64 years -- 12.1% 
      65 years and over -- 7.8% 

 

Report DP03: Selected Economic Characteristics in the United States.  U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2010 American Community 
Survey.  http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages/productview.xhtml?fpt=table. 
For the commute times discussion:  2010 Urban Mobility Report, http://mobility.tamu.edu/files/2011/09/river.pdf, the 
Riverside County Research, http://www.harcdata.org/UserFiles/File/RCSurvey.pdf, RCTC’s annual report at 
http://rctc.org/uploads/media_items/rctc-annualreport-fy1011.original.pdf 

http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages/productview.xhtml?fpt=table
http://mobility.tamu.edu/files/2011/09/river.pdf
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Private vs. public sector employment.  The civilian component of the labor force totals 865,088 County 
individuals.  Of this number, 76% work as an employee for a private sector business.  Another 8.7% are 
self employed business owners.  As of 2010, Riverside County contains 130,635 labor force members 
who work for a government agency.  This represents 15.1% of the civilian employed population.  Indeed, 
there are nearly 55,000 more workers employed in the County’s public sector work force than there are 
self-employed entrepreneurs operating their own sole small business. 
 
Household income.  There are 667,000 distinct households in Riverside County.  Fewer than 10% of 
those households earn less than $15,000 annually.  Some 20% earn less than $25,000 per year.  Among 
wage ranges, the range of $50,000 - $74,999 has the highest percentage of households reporting this 
income level, at 18.8%.  County households with annual incomes in excess of $100,000 total nearly 25%.  
In 2010, the median household income was $57,768 and the mean income was $75,076.  The per capital 
income of the typical County worker was $24,431 annually.  Male workers continue to out-earn their 
female counterparts.  Male workers earn a median $48,336 yearly, while female workers earn $36,575. 
 
 
Riverside County Population Characteristics:  Social 
 
 Almost 3-in-4 residents live in a family household, with an average 3.63 family members. 
 43.7% of the population over 3 years of age is in elementary school, 25% are in high school. 
 21.5% of the population over 3 years of age is enrolled in college or graduate school. 
 In 1990, 74% of adults 25 years or older had a H.S. degree or higher; today, that figure is 79%. 
 In 1990, 14.6% of adults 25+ years had a BA degree or higher; today, it is 20.5%. 
 In 1990, 14.9% of residents were foreign-born; today, that figure is 22.4%. 
 In 1990, 25% of those over 5 years old did not speak English at home; today, it is nearly 40%. 

 
Households.  As indicated in Table 1.5 that follows, Riverside County has nearly 667,000 distinct 
households.  Almost 3/4ths, or 73.9%, are comprised of family households, with an average family 
household size of 3.63 persons.  There are nearly 174,000 households comprised of nonfamily 
individuals and these households contain an average 3.12 household members. 
 
School enrollment.  Across the County, in 2010, some 621,680 persons over the age of three were 
enrolled in school. Some 43.7%, or 271,704, were enrolled in elementary school (grades 1-8), while 
nearly 25%, or 154,736 students, were enrolled in a Riverside County high school.  Impressively, 133,527 
residents (21.5%) were enrolled in college or graduate school.  We will explore school enrollment and 
education more comprehensively later in Section 4 of this report. 
 
Educational attainment.  There are nearly 1.3 million residents in the County age 25 and over.  Some 
79.2% of these adults are high school graduates or higher.  This represents an increase over the 2000 
Census statistic of 74.9% and the 1990 level of 74.1%.  Most of the gains in this area have come in the 
past decade.  Today, one-in-five adults (20.5%) have a bachelor’s degree or higher.  This demonstrates 
important attainment growth compared with the 2000 Census level of 16.6% having a BA or higher and 
the 1990 Census reporting 14.6% of adults over 25 years of age having a bachelor’s degree or higher.  
The topic of educational attainment is covered more thoroughly later in a separate series of tables in 
Section 4. 
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Table 1.5 
Riverside County Population Social Characteristics (2010) 

 
Characteristic Total Population 

      Estimate Percent 
HOUSEHOLDS BY TYPE     
Total households 666,906 -- 
   Family households (families) 493,115 73.9% 
   Nonfamily households 173,791 26.1% 
   Average household size 3.12 -- 
   Average family size 3.63 -- 
FERTILITY     
Number of women 15 to 50 years old who had a birth in the past 12 months 32,644 -- 
SCHOOL ENROLLMENT     
Population 3 years and over enrolled in school 621,680 -- 
   Nursery school, preschool 28,469 4.6% 
   Kindergarten 33,244 5.3% 
   Elementary school (grades 1-8) 271,704 43.7% 
   High school (grades 9-12) 154,736 24.9% 
   College or graduate school 133,527 21.5% 
EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT     
Population 25 years and over 1,284,414 -- 
   Less than 9th grade 128,313 10.0% 
   9th to 12th grade, no diploma 138,991 10.8% 
   High school graduate (includes equivalency) 336,404 26.2% 
   Some college, no degree 319,809 24.9% 
   Associate's degree 97,661 7.6% 
   Bachelor's degree 171,390 13.3% 
   Graduate or professional degree 91,846 7.2% 
   Percent high school graduate or higher -- 79.2% 
   Percent bachelor's degree or higher -- 20.5% 
U.S. CITIZENSHIP STATUS     
Foreign-born population 471,927 -- 
   Naturalized U.S. citizen 191,077 40.5% 
   Not a U.S. citizen 280,850 59.5% 
LANGUAGE SPOKEN AT HOME     
Population 5 years and over 1,947,342 -- 
   English only 1,178,224 60.5% 
   Language other than English 769,118 39.5% 
     Spanish 645,829 33.2% 
     Other Indo-European languages 38,241 2.0% 
     Asian and Pacific Islander languages 73,857 3.8% 
     Other languages 11,191 0.6% 

 

Report DP02: Selected Social Characteristics in the United States.  U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2010 American Community Survey.  
http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages/productview.xhtml?src=bkmk. Census 2000 and 1990 attainment 
data, http://www.censusscope.org/us/s6/c65/chart_education.html. Citizenship and birthplace data, 
http://www.censusscope.org/us/s6/c65/chart_nativity.html. Language preference data, 
http://www.censusscope.org/us/s6/c65/chart_language.html. 
1990 Census data discussed in “√” section above come from “CensusScope Reports,” www.censusscope.org. 
 

http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages/productview.xhtml?src=bkmk
http://www.censusscope.org/us/s6/c65/chart_education.html
http://www.censusscope.org/us/s6/c65/chart_nativity.html
http://www.censusscope.org/us/s6/c65/chart_language.html
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Citizenship and birth place.  Of the County’s 2010 population base of 2,109,464 persons, some 471,927 
are foreign-born, or just over one-in-five County residents (22.4%).  Over the past three U.S. Census 
periods, the number of foreign-born County residents has substantially increased.  In 1990, 14.9 percent 
of the County population was foreign-born.  In 2000, some 19% of the population was foreign-born. 
 
Language preferences.  Similar to the discussion for Table 1.1, Riverside County is home to a diversity of 
languages.  Of the County population base of people five years of age and older, 39.5% speak a language 
other than English at home.  For the cities in RCCD’s service area, this statistic ranges from a low of 22% 
of residents in Norco not speaking English at home to nearly 62% of Perris residents speaking a language 
other than English at home.  Language preference at home speaks to the increased diversity of Riverside 
County’s population.  In 1990, the Census reported 25% of the County’s population speaking a language 
other than English at home.  In 2000, this statistic increased to 33%.  Now, nearly 40% of County 
residents speak a language other than English at home. 
 
 
Riverside County Population Characteristics:  Poverty Levels 
 
 As of 2010, 12.2% of all families are living in poverty, up from 9.1% in 2005. 
 For female head of household families, poverty has risen from 25.9% to 27.1% since 2005. 
 Nearly 1-in-4 people (23.5%) under 18 years are living below the poverty level in the County. 
 The reductions in nearly all poverty levels from 2000 to 2005 were wiped out by 2010. 

 
 

 
 
All families.  The 2010 Census reported 493,115 family households in Riverside County (out of a total 
666,906 households of all types).  As shown in Table 1.6, the economic downturn that hit the nation and 
Riverside County beginning in 2007, has resulted in substantial increases in the number of families and 
individuals living in poverty.  In 2000, of all County families, 10.7% were living with incomes below the 
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poverty level.  By 2005, that percentage had dropped to 9.1%.  Given the layoffs, unemployment, 
foreclosures, eroded equity, and other negative economic events of the past few years, the poverty 
level reversed its downward trend and, in 2010, some 12.2% of all County families were living in poverty. 
 
Married and single head of household families.  For families with married couples present (both 
spouses), the percentage of such families living in poverty has risen from 5.4% in 2005 to 8.3% in 2010.  
In family households where there is only a female head of household present, poverty levels have 
increased from 25.9% to 27.1% of such households. 
 
Youth and individual poverty.  For all residents in the County, 23.5% of people less than 18 years of age 
were living in poverty in 2010, compared to 15.4% in 2005.  For all unrelated residents of the County 15 
years of age or older, over one-in-four (27.7%) have incomes below the poverty level. 
 
Middle-age and seniors living in poverty.  In 2005, 10.3% of people 18-64 years of age lived at the 
poverty level.  In 2010, the number grew to 14.7%.  Seniors (those 65 years of age and over) represent 
the only age cohort experiencing a reduction in poverty levels.  In 2000, 7.6% of seniors had an income 
below the poverty level.  In 2005, the percentage of seniors living in poverty dropped marginally to 
7.3%.  In 2010, the Census reported a further reduction of this figure, with 7.1% of seniors living below 
the poverty level. 

 
Table 1.6 

Riverside County Poverty Levels 

 = Trending Lower Over Past Decade 
 = Trending Higher Over Past Decade 

 
Families and people whose income in past 12 
months is below the poverty level 

2010 
% 

2005 
% 

2000* 
% 

    

All families 12.2% 9.1% 10.7% 

Married couple families   8.3% 5.4% -- 

Families with female householder, no husband present 27.1% 25.9% 27.6% 

All people 16.3% 11.4% 14.2% 

 Under 18 years 23.5% 15.4% -- 

 Over 18 years 13.3% 9.8% 12.1% 

  18-64 years 14.7% 10.3% -- 

  65 years and over   7.1% 7.3% 7.6% 

Unrelated individuals 15 years and over 27.7% 21.6% 25.2% 
 

*Note: The 2000 U.S. Census gathered and presented poverty data somewhat differently compared to 2005 and 2010.  Thus, 
some 2000 statistics are not available for comparison purposes. 
2010 data are from U.S. Census Bureau, DP03 Report.  2005 data are from U.S. Census Bureau 2005 American Community 
Report “Selected Economic Characteristics in the United States.“ 2000 data are from U.S. Census Bureau 2000 American 
Community Report “Selected Economic Characteristics in the United States.”  http://factfinder2.census.gov. 
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Riverside County Population Projections:  To 2035 
 
 The County’s current population is 2.2 million. By 2015, it is projected to grow to 2.4 million. 
 By 2020, in eight years, the County’s population is forecast to be 2.6 million residents. 
 By 2025, Riverside County’s population is projected to grow to 2.9 million. 
 By 2020, San Bernardino (SB) County is projected to grow to 2.28 million. 
 By 2025, San Bernardino County’s population is projected to be 2.43 million. 
 Today, Riverside County has 160,000 more residents than SB County; by 2020, Riverside County 

should have 340,000 more and by 2025, 450,000 more residents than San Bernardino County. 
 
Table 1.7 presents the most reliable projections for Riverside County’s population for 2015, in five-year 
increments to the year 2035.  For reference, 2010 and 2012 data are included.  For comparison 
purposes, the table features population projections for California, as well as several counties proximate 
to Riverside County.  The projections come from the California Department of Finance and were 
benchmarked in 2012 to reflect 2010 Census data. 
 
 

Table 1.7 
Riverside County Population Projections (2012 – 2035) 

With Adjacent Counties for Reference 
 

  Reported   Projections 
  2010 2012 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 

California 37,312,510 37,678,563 38,926,281 40,817,839 42,721,958 44,574,756 46,330,221 
  

 
  

 
Riverside County 2,191,449 2,227,577 2,381,548 2,626,222 2,881,356 3,145,948 3,415,040 

San Bernardino 
County 2,038,445 2,063,919 2,146,336 2,283,798 2,433,574 2,588,990 2,746,645 

San Diego County 3,104,084 3,143,429 3,238,838 3,391,010 3,531,831 3,665,358 3,785,903 

Los Angeles 
County 9,825,496 9,884,632 10,138,955 10,500,679 10,848,264 11,138,280 11,307,903 

Orange County 3,016,606 3,055,792 3,114,304 3,220,788 3,305,907 3,385,762 3,458,496 
 

Projections prepared by Demographic Research Unit, California Department of Finance, May 2012.  Data for 2010 and 2012 
were reported in E1 and E5 Population Reports by California Department of Finance. 
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Population Data:  Conclusions 
 
The individual cities within RCCD’s service area, the RCCD service area as a whole, and Riverside County 
have generally experienced steady population growth during the past decade.  While Riverside County is 
ethnically diverse, many of the cities of RCCD’s service area feature higher percentages of Asian, Black, 
and Hispanic residents compared to County data.  County and RCCD service area data regarding the 
percentage of residents under 19 or 18 years of age are comparable, with three service area cities 
reporting slightly higher levels of those residents less than 18 years of age. 
 
The individual cities in RCCD’s service area, and the County, both report substantial percentages of their 
populations who speak a language at home other than English.   
 
Commute times in the County and traffic congestion in both the service area and County are on the rise.  
Across the County, workers are commuting more than one hour to and from work each work day.  The 
use and cost of fuel is on the increase. 
 
Families and individuals are poorer than any time in the past decade and the reductions in poverty 
noted in 2005 were wiped out by 2010. 
 
The population of RCCD’s service area and the County are projected to increase steadily over the next 20 
years.  With the percentage that RCCD service area cities populations comprise of Riverside County’s 
overall population, RCCD and its colleges will face the certainty of growing K-12 student populations and 
growing community populations each year into the foreseeable future. 
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Introduction 
 
In this section we look at service area and regional trends regarding unemployment, workforce 
employment patterns and needs, labor force demands, and projected job growth by industry sector.  
Such data are useful in planning related to career and technical education, training, and outreach. 

 
RCCD Service Area Unemployment Trends 

 
 For the cities in RCCD’s service area, unemployment rates have been in decline since 2011. 
 Even with recent declines, the majority of RCCD’s service area cities 2012 unemployment rates 

are higher than Riverside County rates, California rates, and those of the nation. 
 The current unemployment rates, which range from 8.7% to 18.3% among service area cities, 

may well result in continued demand for training and retraining programs and opportunities. 
 

Table 2.1 displays the annual unemployment rates for the cities and census designated places that 
comprise the service area communities of RCCD.  Because of the historical role as a feeder city, data are 
provided as well for Fontana, though it is located in an adjacent county.  The time period under review is 
the five year period of 2007 through 2011, along with the recent May 2012 unemployment report.  The 
California CALMIS (labor market information system), through May 2012, had not yet begun providing 
employment data for Eastvale or Jurupa Valley.  Thus, unemployment rate data for Eastvale are not 
available.  We have projected Jurupa Valley city unemployment rates by bringing together the data for 
most of the census designated places that were combined to form the new city. 
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Downturn in unemployment rates.  The data appear to indicate the good news that the growth rate of 
unemployment in each of the District’s service area cities appears to have peaked in 2010 and is now in 
decline.  For Riverside, the largest city in the County, the unemployment level for 2007 stood at 6.1%.  
That statistic grew steadily each year until reaching a 14.6% rate of unemployment in 2010.  Since that 
high mark in 2010, the unemployment rate for Riverside dropped to 11.9% as of May 2012. 
 
 

Table 2.1 
Riverside Community College District 

Service Area Cities Unemployment Rates (2007-2012) 
 
 

Cities May 
2012 

Year 
2011 

Year 
2010 

Year 
2009 

Year 
2008 

Year 
2007 

Corona 8.7% 10.1% 10.8% 9.9% 6.2% 4.4% 
Moreno Valley 13.6% 15.7% 16.7% 15.5% 9.9% 7.1% 
Norco 9.6% 11.1% 11.9% 10.9% 6.9% 4.9% 
Perris 18.3% 20.9% 22.1% 20.5% 13.5% 9.7% 
Riverside 11.9% 13.7% 14.6% 13.5% 8.6% 6.1% 
Fontana 12.4% 13.7% 14.7% 13.5% 8.3% 5.9% 
Eastvale* n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
Jurupa Valley City:**       
 Glen Avon CDP 13.2% 15.2% 16.1% 14.9% 9.6% 6.8% 
 Mira Loma CDP 11.4% 13.2% 14.1% 13.0% 8.3% 5.9% 
 Pedley CDP 8.3% 9.6% 10.3% 9.5% 5.9% 4.2% 
 Rubidoux CDP 16.7% 19.1% 20.2% 18.8% 12.2% 8.8% 
 Sunnyslope CDP 10.4% 12.1% 12.9% 11.8% 7.5% 5.3% 
CDPS:       
 El Cerrito  13.3% 15.3% 16.3% 15.1% 9.7% 6.9% 
 High Grove 15.0% 17.2% 18.2% 16.9% 10.9% 7.8% 
 Home Gardens 12.9% 14.9% 15.9% 14.7% 9.4% 6.7% 
 Woodcrest 7.4% 8.6% 9.2% 8.4% 5.2% 3.7% 
       

Riverside County 11.8% 13.6% 14.5% 13.4% 8.5% 6.0% 
California 10.4% 11.7% 12.4% 11.3% 7.2% 5.4% 
United States 8.2% 8.9% 9.6% 9.3% 5.8% 4.6% 

 

*Because of the recent incorporation of Eastvale, the State CALMIS system has not yet generated data for this new city. 
**Because of the recent incorporation of Jurupa Valley, the State CALMIS system has not yet generated data for this 
new city. Wikkipedia and other sources report that the five CDPs (census designated places) listed approximate the 
communities that were combined to form the city.  Those data have been clustered to approximate the data for the 
new city of Jurupa Valley. 
U.S. data are from Labor Force Statistics, http://www.bls.gov/cps/cpsaat01.htm. State and local data are from CALMIS 
Labor Market Information Data System from the California Employment Development Department. 
http://www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov/Content.asp?pageid=131. 

 
 
 

http://www.bls.gov/cps/cpsaat01.htm
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A look at some cities.  The city of Perris has endured the service area’s highest unemployment rates 
since 2007.  After doubling its unemployment rates from 2007 (9.7%) to 2010 (22.1%), that city’s May 
2012 rate stood at 18.3%.  With a 2012 population of 196,495, Moreno Valley is the second largest city 
in RCCD’s service area.  Moreno Valley’s 2007 unemployment rate was 7.1% and rose to 16.7% in 2010.  
As of May 2012, its unemployment rate has dropped to 13.6%.  Corona and Norco have each noted a 
doubling in their respective unemployment rates since 2007, but both cities have a May 2012 rate under 
10%, with Corona citing an unemployment rate of 8.7% and Norco charting a 2012 rate of 9.6%. 
 
A look at some CDPs.  Some of the census designated places (CDPs) that form the city of Jurupa Valley 
have experienced significant unemployment rates over the past 5+ years.  The community of Glen Avon 
reached an unemployment rate of 16.1% in 2010 and now features a 2012 rate of 13.2%.  Rubidoux’s 
unemployment rate climbed to a high of 20.2% in 2010 and was reported at 16.7% in May of this year. 
 
County comparison.  In 2007, Riverside County’s unemployment rate was 6.0%.  As of May 2012, the 
County’s rate was 11.8%.  By comparison, as of May 2012, all of the District’s immediate service area 
cities, except for Corona and Norco, reported unemployment rates higher than the County rate. 
 
Impact on training and retraining.  While current data indicate a downward trend, today’s rates are still 
double those of 2007.  The data have several potential scenarios for educators.  First, RCCD colleges can 
play a significant role in helping the employment sector to rebound.  And second, as a region 
experiences higher unemployment, those who are unemployed and under-employed tend to return to 
an educational setting for retraining and retooling of skills.  While this retraining wave appears to have 
crested, there remain tens of thousands of workers in the RCCD service area who continue to be 
unemployed and may keep demand strong for retraining opportunities for the next several years. 
 
 
Riverside County Labor Force, Employment and Unemployment Trends 
 
 County unemployment has grown from 5% in 2006 to 14.5% in 2010, down to 11.8% in 2012. 

 In 4 years, from 2006 to 2010, the County’s unemployment rate nearly tripled, 5% to 14.5%. 

 In the past two decades, 357,000 workers have been added to the County’s labor force. 

 In the past two decades, 316,000 new jobs were created to increase employment ranks. 

 As of May 2012, 110,000 County residents remain unemployed, down from 135,900 in 2010. 

 
Table 2.2 presents 20-year historical data for Riverside County’s labor force, employment levels, and the 
number and percentage of those who were unemployed for each reporting period. 
 
Unemployment waves.  Since 1990, Riverside County has experienced two documented waves of 
elevated unemployment rates.  As the table indicates during the period of 1992 – 1995, the County 
experienced unemployment rates near or above 10%.  Rates then began a generally steady decline to 
rates in the 5% - 6% range.  In 2006, the County’s rates were at the lowest point in this time frame, with 
an unemployment rate of 5.0%. 
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Table 2.2 
Riverside County 

Historical Labor Force, Employment, and Unemployment Rates (1992 – 2012) 
 

Year 
Labor 
Force Employed Unemployed 

Unemployment % 
Rate 

*2012 933,300 823,300 110,000 11.8 
2011 938,400 810,600 127,800 13.6 
2010 937,500 801,600 135,900 14.5 
2009 916,500 793,900 122,600 13.4 
2008 912,700 835,000 77,700 8.5 
2007 903,400 848,900 54,500 6.0 
2006 883,400 839,000 44,400 5.0 
2005 854,300 808,100 46,100 5.4 
2004 820,900 771,600 49,300 6.0 
2003 781,700 730,700 51,100 6.5 
2002 750,400 701,800 48,600 6.5 
2001 711,100 672,000 39,100 5.5 
2000 680,700 644,200 36,500 5.4 
1999 691,500 653,600 37,900 5.5 
1998 659,900 615,900 44,000 6.7 
1997 638,200 589,600 48,600 7.6 
1996 614,500 563,100 51,400 8.4 
1995 607,400 549,900 57,500 9.5 
1994 597,400 534,000 63,400 10.6 
1993 582,600 511,600 71,000 12.2 
1992 576,400 507,600 68,800 11.9 

 

*These 2012 data are for May, 2012.  All other data are annualized reported data. 
CALMIS Labor Market Information Data System.  www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov 

 
 
A tripling of the unemployment rate.  County unemployment rates then began to climb in response to 
the economic downturn that befell the County and virtually the entire nation.  From a 2006 
unemployment rate of 5.0%, the rate nearly tripled in four years to a 2010 rate of 14.5%.  As indicated in 
the earlier table, the May 2012 unemployment rate has fallen to 11.8%.  At the height of the County’s 
unemployment rate in 2010, some 135,900 workers were unemployed.  As of May 2012, that number 
has dropped, albeit marginally, to 110,000 unemployed. 
 
Steady growth of the labor force.  During this same 20-year period, the County’s labor force has grown 
from 576, 400 to 933,300 in May 2012.  This growth of nearly 357,000 workers in 20 years represents a 
nearly 62% increase in the workforce.  Similarly, the rank of the County’s employed workforce has 
grown from 507,600 in 1992 to 823,300 in 2012.  Thus, this period saw an increase of more than 
316,000 new jobs for the growing labor force.  This represents a 62% increase in the ranks of the 
County’s employed workforce during the past two decades. 
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RCCD Service Area Labor Force and Employment Levels 
 

 The labor force in RCCD’s immediate service area now stands at 500,000 workers. 

 Nearly 60,000 workers are unemployed in RCCD’s service area as of May 2012. 

 On a percentage basis, Corona and Norco have the lowest levels of unemployed workers. 

 The unemployment rates in some service area CDPs range to highs of 12.9% to 16.7%. 

 The number of unemployed workers in service area cities and CDPs continues the opportunity 
for RCCD and college leadership to assist in local economic recovery and workforce retraining. 

 
 
In the table below, Table 2.3, current (May 2012) labor force, employment, and unemployment levels 
are presented for the cities in RCCD’s service area.  Again, because of the role it plays as a feeder city, 
Fontana data are included, although it is located in another county and is not part of RCCD’s set of 
immediate service areas cities.  The prior table presented these data for Riverside County as a whole. 
 
Labor force.  The cities and CDPs in RCCD’s immediate service area have a labor force of nearly one-half 
million workers (approximately 498,000 workers).  This figure does not include the workforce of 
Fontana.  The city of Riverside, with a 2012 population of just over 308,000 residents has a labor force of 
164,100 as of May 2012.  Of this number, 144,600 were employed on this date and 19,500 former 
workers were unemployed.  As a result, Riverside’s May 2012 unemployment rate was 11.9%.  As of 
May, Moreno Valley, with the second largest population base in RCCD’s service area, has a labor force of 
89,500.  Of that labor force, 77,300 were employed, and 12,200 workers are unemployed, resulting in a 
13.6% unemployment rate.  Perris’ high unemployment rate has resulted in some 3,700 members of its 
20,000 labor force now out of work, confirming an 18.3% rate of unemployment. 
 
Corona, the next largest city in terms of service area population, had a May labor force of 86,000, similar 
to the labor force of Moreno Valley.  However, Corona has experienced much lower unemployment 
rates than many neighboring cities, and just 7,500 of its labor force is unemployment, an 8.7% rate.  Of 
Norco’s 2012 labor force of 14,000 workers, as of May 2012, some 1,300 residents were unemployed, or 
9.6% unemployment. 
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Table 2.3 
Riverside Community College District Service Area 
Labor Force and Employment Levels (May 2012) 

 
Cities and CDPs* May 2012   

Labor Force 
May 2012 

Employment 
Number 

Unemployed 
Unemployment % 

Rate 
Corona 86,000 78,500 7,500 8.7% 
Moreno Valley 89,500 77,300 12,200 13.6% 
Norco 14,000 12,600 1,300 9.6% 
Perris 20,000 16,400 3,700 18.3% 
Riverside 164,100 144,600 19,500 11.9% 
Fontana 62,300 54,600 7,700 12.4% 
Eastvale** n/a n/a n/a n/a 
Jurupa Valley:*** 
 Glen Avon CDP 
 Mira Loma CDP 
 Pedley CDP 
 Rubidoux CDP 
 Sunnyslope CDP 

 
8,700 

10,900 
7,500 

17,500 
 2,500  

 
7,600 
9,600 
6,900 

14,600 
2,300 

 
1,100 
1,200 

600 
2,900 

300 

 
13.2% 
11.4% 

8.3% 
16.7% 
10.4% 

CDPs:     
 El Cerrito 3,100 2,600 400 13.3% 
 Highgrove 2,100 1,800 300 15.0% 
 Home Gardens 5,900 5,100 800 12.9% 
 Woodcrest 5,800 5,400 400 7.4% 
Total 499,900 439,900 60,000 12.9% 

 
*CDP is “census designated place” as determined by the U.S. Census and represents an unincorporated community. 
**Eastvale was incorporated in 2010 and the CALMIS reporting system did not display data for this city for this report. 
***Jurupa Valley was incorporated in 2011 and the five CDPs noted generally approximate the areas consolidated into this city. 
Source: “5/2012 Monthly Labor Force Data for Cities and Census Designated Places – Riverside County,” www.edd.ca.gov. 

 
CDP labor forces and unemployment.  Some of the current census designated places, and former CDPs 
that are now part of Jurupa Valley, have impressive labor force levels.  For example, Rubidoux (now a 
part of Jurupa Valley) has a May 2012 labor force of 17,500 workers.  Mira Loma has a labor force of 
10,900 workers, and Glen Avon and Pedley are not far behind with 8,700 workers and 7,500 workers, 
respectively.  Drilling down to the CDP level allows RCCD leadership to look at the labor force and 
employment statistics of communities in its service area that are not part of incorporated cities.  Some 
of these CDPs have thousands of workers in their labor force and are experiencing high rates of 
unemployment.  As an example, Home Gardens has 5,900 workers in its labor force and is experiencing 
a 12.9% unemployment rate.  Rubidoux has 2,900 members out of a labor force of 17,500 who are 
unemployed and this represents 16.7%.  El Cerrito is experiencing 13.3% unemployment, while 
Highgrove’s unemployment rate stands at 15%.  All of these unemployment rates are well above the 
rates for Riverside County and the State of California. 
 
There may be important roles for the District and colleges in assisting the leadership of these service 
area CDPs improve the stability of their workforce and provide needed training. 
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Riverside County Industry Employment Trends 
 
 While the actual number of employed positions has decreased compared to 2007, an uptick in 

2011 employment levels suggests that the County may finally be in a job recovery period. 
 The transportation/warehousing/utility cluster has experienced 65% job growth since 2003. 
 The health care/social assistance sector added 9,800 workers, for a 21% employment growth. 
 Accommodations and food services companies added 8,100 workers, for a 16% growth rate. 
 RCCD colleges are in a key position to continue to prepare the labor force for growing sectors. 

 
Table 2.4 features current and historical Riverside County employment data by industry sector.   Pre-
2007 data are highlighted so that the reader can more easily distinguish the impact on sector 
employment caused by the economic downturn, beginning in 2007 and 2008.  These data reflect actual 
employment by industry, with labor force levels reduced by any unemployment, to result in actual 
employed positions as reported to the Employment Development Department.  Thus, the annual total 
employment figures are not “labor market totals.”  Instead, they are actual employment totals. 
 
General employment downturn.  In 2003, the number of actual employed civilian workers, across all 
industries in Riverside County was 529,600.  By the end of 2011, that figure had grown to 548,800 
workers employed and on the job.  While this represents a net gain in employed workers for the County, 
2011 employed worker levels actually represents a decline of nearly 72,000 jobs since 2007.   
 
Evidence of employment turnaround and some growth.  From the period 2003 to 2006, Riverside 
County actual employment grew from 529,600 to 620,500 workers employed.  With the economic 
downturn that began the following year (2007), the level of actual employment in the County fell each 
subsequent year to a low of 536,000 employed in 2010.  The following year, 2011, saw an uptick in 
actual employment levels to 548,800, for a growth of over 12,800 in actual employed and filled 
positions.  While this upswing may be an anomaly, in the employment projection table that follows, 
Table 2.5, California’s Employment Development Department projects overall, measured growth in new 
jobs for the region.  Thus, Riverside County appears to have turned the corner on job loss and may be at 
the start of a period of job recovery and employment growth. 
 
Growth in transportation sector employment.  The industry sector known as transportation, 
warehousing, and utilities grew by 8,000 real, filled jobs during the period 2003 to 2011.  In 2003, there 
were 12,300 employed workers in this sector.  By the end of 2011, there were 20,300 workers employed 
in this industry cluster.  This represents a growth rate of 65%. 
 
Growth in health care and social assistance employment.  This sector grew from 46,400 employed 
workers in 2003 to 56,200 in 2011, for an overall growth of 9,800 workers, or 21%. 
 
Growth in accommodations and food services employment.  This industry cluster grew from 51,600 
employed workers in 2003 to 59,700 employed in 2011.  This represents overall growth of 8,100 
employees, and a growth rate of 16% during the recent 9 year period. 
 
Certainly, RCCD colleges have played an important role in preparing some of the workforce for these 
growth industries and could/should position itself to provide the labor force for these continually 
growing sectors. 
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Table 2.4 
Riverside County 

Actual Employment by Industry Sector 
 

 = Employment Activity prior to 2007 
 

TITLE 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 
Civilian Labor Force 781,700 820,900 854,300 883,400 903,400 912,700 916,500 937,500 938,400 
  Civilian Employment 730,700 771,600 808,100 839,000 848,900 835,000 793,900 801,600 810,600 
  Civilian Unemployment 51,100 49,300 46,100 44,400 54,500 77,700 122,600 135,900 127,800 
Civil. Unemployment Rate 6.5% 6.0% 5.4% 5.0% 6.0% 8.5% 13.4% 14.5% 13.6% 
Total, All Industries 529,600 557,400 593,100 620,500 620,200 592,000 546,300 536,000 548,800 
    Goods Producing 111,200 121,800 132,300 138,400 124,000 103,700 79,900 73,700 73,700 
      Mining and Logging 500 500 600 700 700 500 500 400 400 
      Construction 60,800 70,400 78,400 80,700 68,900 54,700 40,400 35,400 34,300 
      Manufacturing 50,000 50,900 53,400 57,000 54,400 48,400 39,000 37,900 39,000 
        Durable Goods 35,600 36,200 38,400 41,400 39,300 34,000 26,800 26,400 27,700 
        Nondurable Goods 14,300 14,700 15,000 15,600 15,100 14,400 12,200 11,500 11,300 
    Service Providing 402,100 420,500 445,800 468,000 483,300 475,200 454,000 449,900 462,300 
      Trade/Transp/Utilities 98,600 106,700 116,200 123,400 130,000 126,400 117,200 117,000 119,700 
        Wholesale Trade 16,300 16,800 18,400 20,500 21,100 20,400 18,700 19,100 19,900 
        Retail Trade 70,000 76,300 82,100 85,900 88,000 84,900 78,800 78,500 79,400 
        Transp/Whousing/ Util 12,300 13,600 15,700 17,000 20,900 21,200 19,700 19,400 20,300 
      Information 6,600 7,000 7,400 7,700 7,800 7,700 8,500 10,200 9,600 
      Financial Activities 19,500 20,800 22,200 23,600 23,000 22,300 20,700 19,300 18,300 
        Finance & Insurance 11,400 12,200 12,700 13,800 13,500 12,400 11,800 11,100 10,900 
        R.E. & Rent/Lease 8,100 8,600 9,600 9,800 9,500 9,900 8,900 8,200 7,400 
      Prof & Bus. Services 52,000 54,000 57,100 62,600 63,000 58,000 53,600 50,300 52,700 
        Prof, Sci/Tech Servs. 13,200 14,500 16,700 21,100 21,800 20,500 18,900 16,100 16,500 
        Mgmt of Companies 4,100 5,100 5,300 4,000 3,500 3,500 3,000 2,900 2,800 
        Admin Waste Servs. 34,700 34,400 35,100 37,600 37,600 34,000 31,800 31,300 33,400 
      El & Health Services 50,700 51,900 53,300 53,500 56,900 58,100 57,900 58,000 61,600 
        Educational Services 4,300 4,700 5,200 5,700 6,200 6,200 6,200 5,500 5,300 
        Health Care/Soc. Asst 46,400 47,200 48,100 47,800 50,700 51,900 51,700 52,600 56,200 
      Leisure & Hospitality 60,600 64,500 67,900 71,900 73,700 72,800 68,700 67,700 69,300 
        Arts, Ent. & Rec. 9,100 9,700 9,700 10,600 10,600 10,500 10,000 9,900 9,600 
        Accom/Food Servs. 51,600 54,800 58,200 61,300 63,100 62,300 58,700 57,800 59,700 
      Other Services 18,000 17,900 18,900 20,500 20,100 19,400 18,100 18,300 19,000 
      Government 96,200 97,700 102,800 104,800 108,800 110,600 109,300 109,200 112,200 
        Federal Government 6,400 6,600 6,600 6,600 6,400 6,600 6,900 7,600 7,000 
        State Government 13,900 13,900 14,100 14,300 15,400 15,700 15,800 15,900 16,300 
        Local Government 76,000 77,200 82,100 84,000 87,100 88,300 86,600 85,600 88,900 

 

Source: Riverside County Industry, Employment, and Labor Force by Annual Average.  CALMIS Labor Market Information Data 
System.  www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov 
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Riverside Region Industry Employment Projections:  To 2018 
 
 The region’s employment base will grow to 1.46 million jobs by 2018. 
 The region is forecast to add 106,500 new jobs between 2008 and 2018. 
 The transportation sector should grow by 3,800 jobs by 2018. 
 Health care and social assistance sector should grow by 25,900 jobs. 
 Hospitality and food services is slated to grow by 10,800 jobs. 
 Public sector/government is forecast to grow by 16,800 positions. 
 Manufacturing, real estate, and financial services are projected for continued decline. 

 
Table 2.5 features both historical employment information for 2008 and employment projections for 
2018.  The projections are for the two-county area of Riverside and San Bernardino counties combined.  
The projections were generated by the California Labor Market Information System and the California 
Employment Development Department. 
 
Overall job growth.  Between now to 2018, employment in the Riverside region is expected to grow to 
1,464,600 jobs.  In the 10-year period 2008-2018, this translates to 106,500 new employment 
opportunities. 
 
Sector growth.  Construction is projected to rebound, with a 2018 forecast of 95,200 jobs available in 
this industry.  Private education services, health care, and social assistance, as a specific combined 
cluster, is projected for major job growth, adding 30,000 jobs to a 2018 forecast of 161,500 workers in 
these fields.  Of this growth, health care and social assistance professions are slated to grow by 25,900 
new positions by 2018.  The professional and business services industry cluster is projected to increase 
by 15,100 jobs and have a 2018 employment base of 152,500 workers. 
 
Transportation sector growth.  The trade/transportation/utilities industry cluster is slated for major 
growth from now to 2018, with a projected growth of 24,100 jobs to a 2018 workforce of 317,000.  Two 
major industries, wholesale trade and retail trade, make up the bulk of employment in this cluster, with 
some 242,500 workers forecast by 2018 in these fields alone.  As wholesale and retail industries grow, 
so too will the need for transportation, freight, distribution, warehousing, storage and other 
transportation-related services.  The transportation services sector is slated to grow by 3,800 jobs to a 
projected 68,300 workforce in 2018.  This sector is the focus of some RCCD college initiatives and state 
agencies forecast continued need and growth in this industry. 
 
Health care sector growth.  RCCD colleges provide educational programs for the workforce associated 
with health care and social assistance.  This industry cluster is projected to witness the greatest overall 
job growth from now to 2018.  Some 25,900 new positions will be created over the coming years and 
2018 overall employment in this sector is forecast to be 141,600, up from 115,700 in 2008. 
 
Hospitality and food services growth.  RCCD colleges are recognized for their leadership in providing a 
trained and capable workforce for the hospitality industry, particularly the food services sector.  The 
accommodation and food services industry cluster is scheduled to grow by 10,800 workers to a 2018 
workforce of 125,200.  As the economy rebounds, so too will business travel, hotel stays, business and 
leisure dining, and related hospitality expenditures.  This increased business activity will certainly lead to 
increased employment opportunities and the need for a trained labor force. 
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Table 2.5 
Riverside Region Industry Employment Projections to Year 2018 

Riverside and San Bernardino Counties (SMA) 
 

 
Employment Change 

Industry Title/Cluster 2008 2018 Numerical Percent 

Total Employment 1,358,100 1,464,600 106,500 7.8 
Construction 90,700 95,200 4,500 5.0 
Manufacturing 106,900 97,300 -9,600 -9.0 
Trade, Transportation, and Utilities 292,900 317,000 24,100 8.2 
     Wholesale Trade 54,100 59,900 5,800 10.7 
     Retail Trade 168,600 182,600 14,000 8.3 
 Transportation, Warehousing, and Utilities 70,200 74,500 4,300 6.1 
     Utilities 5,700 6,200 500 8.8 
  Transportation and Warehousing 64,500 68,300 3,800 5.9 
      Truck Transportation 23,000 23,400 400 1.7 
      General Freight Trucking 16,900 17,200 300 1.8 
      Warehousing and Storage 17,100 19,400 2,300 13.5 
Information 14,900 15,000 100 0.7 
   Telecommunications 7,200 7,300 100 1.4 
Financial Activities 46,700 45,400 -1,300 -2.8 
   Finance and Insurance 28,000 28,100 100 0.4 
Real Estate and Rental and Leasing 18,700 17,300 -1,400 -7.5 
Professional and Business Services 137,400 152,500 15,100 11.0 
Professional, Scientific and Technical Services 40,500 45,800 5,300 13.1 
Management of Companies and Enterprises 9,700 8,200 -1,500 -15.5 
Administrative and Support Services 84,400 95,100 10,700 12.7 
Education Services, Health Care, and Social Assist. 131,500 161,500 30,000 22.8 
   Educational Services (Private) 15,700 19,900 4,200 26.8 
      Colleges, Universities, and Professional Schools 5,900 7,100 1,200 20.3 
   Health Care and Social Assistance 115,700 141,600 25,900 22.4 
Leisure and Hospitality 131,000 144,200 13,200 10.1 
   Accommodation and Food Services 114,400 125,200 10,800 9.4 
Other Services 40,800 44,400 3,600 8.8 
Government 229,900 247,300 17,400 7.6 
   Federal Government 19,600 20,200 600 3.1 
   State and Local Government 210,300 227,100 16,800 8.0 
      State Government Education 10,400 11,400 1,000 9.6 
      Local Government Education 97,300 105,200 7,900 8.1 
 

Bolded occupations represent industry clusters and their current and projected employment levels. Non-bolded entries below a 
bolded cluster represent occupations and categories within that bolded cluster and the employment levels are already part of 
the bolded total.  Similarly, Italicized entries below a non-bolded entry are a subcategory of that non-bolded category.  2009 
Benchmark data.  CALMIS labor market information. http://www.labormarketinfo.edd.ca.gov/Content.asp?pageid=145. 
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Government/public sector growth.  Combined, federal, state, and local government employment is 
forecast to grow by 17,400 positions by 2018, to 247,300 workers, up from 229,900 in 2008.  State-level 
educational institutions are projected to increase their combined workforce by 1,000 in 2018, for a total 
11,400 employees compared to 10,400 in 2008.  Local level schools are slated for a workforce increase 
of 7,900, for a total 105,200 workforce compared to 97,300 in 2008. 
 
Industry clusters projected to decline.  Even before the economic downturn of recent years, several 
industry sectors were already beginning a trend towards reduced workforces over the coming years.  
The negative economic climate further impacted this emerging downward trend for some sectors.  
Manufacturing employment in the Riverside region had a workforce of 106,900 in 2008.  By 2018, that 
sector’s workforce is expected to decline to 97,300.  Real estate sales, renting, and leasing services are 
expected to lose 1,400 positions by 2018.  As an occupation, managers of companies and enterprises are 
projected to have 1,500 fewer opportunities by 2018. 
 
 
Workforce and Employment Data:  Conclusions 
 
There may be signs of positive news for RCCD service area cities employment levels and unemployment 
rates.  Both Riverside County rates and the unemployment rates of each city in RCCD’s immediate 
service area reached a plateau in 2010 and have begun to decline.  The unemployment rates of 2011 
and 2012 rates through May have marked declines in unemployment.  As the job picture improves and 
employment increases, some of the new openings will require worker career and technical education as 
well as retraining.  RCCD colleges and the District’s customized training resources can be well-positioned 
to provide service area and County leadership in such labor force preparation and worker retraining. 
 
While the unemployment rates of all RCCD service area cities have begun to recede from their historic 
2010 highs, the 2012 unemployment rate in each RCCD service area city is double its 2007 rate and 
remains today (May 2012) higher than the unemployment rate for the County, California, and the 
nation.  As RCCD prepares its 2012-16 strategic plan, there is an extraordinary opportunity to envision 
the unique leadership role that the District and its colleges can play in job growth and economic 
development. 
 
While the overall number of actually employed workers in Riverside County’s civilian workplaces has 
grown only marginally from 2003 through 2011, a number of target industry clusters important to RCCD 
and its colleges have demonstrated important growth through this period of economic decline.  
Transportation, health care, and food services are a few of those industries that have grown 
substantially in terms of employed workers. 
 
Similarly, the Employment Development Department has projected an increase of some 106,500 jobs 
for the Riverside County/San Bernardino County region between 2008 and 2018.  Some of the sectors 
slated for continued growth include transportation, warehousing, trucking, health care, hospitality, and 
food services. 
 
RCCD colleges have respected and recognized programs and initiatives in many of these growth fields 
and are positioned to contribute to tomorrow’s labor force for these industry sectors. 
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Introduction 
 
The economy of RCCD’s service area and Riverside County is comprised of, and influenced by, any 
number of factors and indicators.  In this section, we identify trends related to taxable sales, property 
values, home sales and values, building permits, construction expenditures, and conclude with a series 
of unique tables that consolidate the economic forecasts for California, Riverside County, and the Inland 
Empire by state agencies and respected economic forecasting centers and business research bureaus. 
 
 
Riverside County Taxable Sales Trends 
 
 County taxable sales appear to have begun a rebound beginning in 2010. 
 2010 taxable sales grew to $23.2 billion, a 4.2% growth over 2009 levels. 
 2011 1st Qr data report a 10.1% growth in taxable sales compared to prior year’s 1st Qr. 
 California data mirror 2010 and 1st Qr 2011 growth, though not as strong as the County. 
 Even optimistic growth may not see a return to 2006-07 levels until 2016-17. 

 
Table 3.1 displays Riverside County’s total taxable sales for most recent quarter and annually back to 
2002.  The table also features percentage changes from prior periods and matching California data for 
context.  Taxable sales are an important barometer of economic activity, consumer spending, and 
consumer confidence.  
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The dramatic drop in taxable sales.  From 2002 to 2006, Riverside County’s taxable sales increased 
steadily from $19.5 billion to $29.8 billion.  Then the economic downturn began and taxable sales over 
the next four years plunged to $22.2 billion in 2009, a drop of nearly 28%, or $7.6 billion dollars. 
 
Signs of a recovery.  Since 2010, County taxable sales totals have reported positive growth.  In 2010, 
taxable sales grew to nearly $23.2 billion, a 4.2% growth over 2009 levels.  During the 2010 growth year, 
1st Qr results accounted for 2% of that eventual 4.2% annual increase.  The most recent data released by 
the Board of Equalization (BOE) covers the 1st Qr 2011 time period.  County taxable sales for this first 
quarter of 2011 were $6.1 billion, up 10.1% over 1st Qr 2010.  As the BOE releases more quarterly sales 
tax activity, District leaders will be able to document if, indeed, a sales recovery is underway.  
 
A long road to recovery.  For context, assuming the same level of growth in 1st Qr 2011 continued 
through 2011 and into 2012, the County’s current annual taxable sales levels would be around $25 
billion.  While this would signal important growth, such an aggressive growth rate for 2012 would only 
equal the known County taxable sales total of $25 billion in 2004, eight years ago.  Slow, deliberate 
taxable sales growth may be at hand, but it may take through 2016 to return to the high levels realized 
in 2006 and 2007.  Thus, growth – and the planning that stems from such projected increase – should 
feature careful planning in recognition of what economists indicate will be a relatively slow rate of 
recovery. 
 

Table 3.1 
Riverside County Taxable Sales 

In Comparison to State Taxable Sales Trends (2011 – 2002) 
 

 = Taxable Sales Activity prior to 2007 
 

 Riverside County California 
 
Time Period 

$ Total 
Taxable Sales 

% Change From 
Prior Period 

 
$ Total 

% Change From 
Prior Year 

     

1 Qr 2011  $  6,115,911,000 + 10.1%  $  118,326,354,000 + 9.0% 
1 Qr 2010  $  5,554,758,000 + 2.0%  $  108,558,411,000 + 1.3% 
     

Year 2010  $ 23,152,780,000 + 4.2%  $  477,347,986,000 + 4.6% 
Year 2009  $ 22,227,877,000 - 14.5%  $  456,492,945,000 - 14.1% 
Year 2008  $ 26,003,595,000 - 10.4%  $  531,653,540,000 - 5.2% 
Year 2007  $ 29,023,609,000 - 2.7%  $  561,050,149,000 + 0.2% 
Year 2006  $ 29,816,237,000 + 5.5%  $  559,652,437,000 + 4.2% 
Year 2005  $ 28,256,491,000 + 12.0%  $  536,904,428,000 + 7.4% 
Year 2004  $ 25,237,148,000 + 16.3%  $  500,076,783,000 + 8.7% 
Year 2003  $ 21,709,135,000 + 11.3%  $  460,096,468,000 + 4.3% 
Year 2002  $ 19,498,994,000 base period  $  440,950,094,000 base period 

 

At the time of this report, neither annual data for 2011 nor any data for 2012 had been released by the State Board of 
Equalization.  The latest reported data, 1st Qr 2011, were paired with 1st Qr 2010 for comparison purposes.  All other data 
represent annual total sales from year’s 2010 to 2002.  Source: www.boe.ca.gov/news/+salescont.htm 
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RCCD Service Area Taxable Sales Trends  
 
Table 3.2 displays annual taxable sales for individual RCCD service area cities from most recent quarter 
back to 2002.  Because of Eastvale’s recent incorporation, there are no historical data.  Thus, the most 
recent data for this new city, 1st Qr 2011, is presented at the bottom of the table.  No Board of 
Equalization data exist for the even newer city of Jurupa Valley for the period covered in this table. 
 
 Recent 2010 and 2011 data indicate that service area taxable sales are on the upswing. 

 Some cities saw 2002-06 taxable sales growth of 39%, 48%, and even 64% during this period. 

 It took 4 years of growth to reach historic 2007 sales highs; recovery should take as long/longer. 

 
A period of significant taxable sales activity by city.  From the period 2002-2006, all RCCD service area 
cities experienced often extraordinary taxable sales growth.  Home sales were exploding upwards, jobs 
were expanding, home equity was increasing, and consumer spending was on the rise.  Riverside’s 
taxable sales went from $3.6 billion to over $5 billion, growing 39% during this 4-year period.  Corona’s 
taxable sales increased from $2.2 billion to $3.6 billion, a 64% increase.  Moreno Valley witnessed a 48% 
increase in taxable sales, while Norco’s taxable sales grew by 22%.  During this same time period, 
taxable sales in California grew 27% and by 53% in Riverside County. 
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Table 3.2 
Riverside Community College District 

 Service Area Cities Taxable Sales Trends (2002 – 2011) 
 
Time 
Period 

$ Total Sales 
Corona 

$ Total Sales 
Moreno Valley 

$ Total Sales 
Norco 

$ Total Sales 
Perris 

$ Total Sales 
Riverside 

      

1 Qr 2011  $    621,734,000   $    278,134,000     $    89,695,000    $  136,898,000    $     947,696,000   

1 Qr 2010  $    549,368,000      $    251,083,000    $    82,725,000    $  120,701,000    $     861,905,000   
      

Year 2010  $ 2,454,989,000     $ 1,067,546,000     $  354,729,000    $  516,944,000    $  3,692,302,000   

Year 2009  $ 2,426,746,000     $ 1,018,353,000      $  340,697,000    $  489,591,000    $  3,500,514,000   

Year 2008  $ 2,994,438,000     $ 1,154,650,000      $  436,753,000    $  562,025,000    $  4,093,218,000   

Year 2007  $ 3,478,337,000     $ 1,267,045,000      $  509,334,000    $  554,129,000    $  4,789,554,000   

Year 2006  $ 3,576,700,000     $ 1,307,961,000      $  557,095,000    $  579,848,000    $  5,034,072,000   

Year 2005  $ 3,356,076,000     $ 1,189,437,000      $  557,655,000    $  503,921,000    $  4,950,254,000   

Year 2004  $ 2,911,471,000     $ 1,125,487,000      $  503,573,000    $  464,250,000    $  4,603,769,000   

Year 2003  $ 2,454,467,000     $ 1,021,275,000      $  487,537,000    $  430,139,000    $  3,974,583,000   

Year 2002  $ 2,186,753,000     $    884,758,000      $  456,408,000    $  376,340,000    $  3,660,907,000   
 

1 Qr 2011  $ Total Eastvale     $     64,945,000      
 

Only 1st Qr 2011 data are available for Eastvale.  As of this report, annual data for 2011 or 2012 had not been released by the 
BOE.  The latest reported data, 1st Qr 2011, were paired with 1st Qr 2010 for comparison purposes.  All other data represent 
annual total sales from year’s 2010 to 2002 for each Riverside County city.  Source: boe.ca.gov/news/+salescont.htm 
 
 
A period of steady decline by city.  In 2007, as the economic downturn began to take hold, the taxable 
sales activity for the cities in RCCD’s service area began an annual downward cycle in reported taxable 
sales.  Corona went from $3.6 billion in taxable sales in 2006 down to $2.4 billion in 2009.  During this 
same time period, Riverside taxable sales fell from $5 billion to $3.5 billion.  Moreno Valley saw its 
taxable sales drop from $1.3 billion to $1 billion.  The cities in the service area joined Riverside County 
and the State in experiencing dramatic decreases in taxable sales during this time period. 
 
Evidence of a modest recovery.  Taxable sales data for 2010 and 1st Qr 2011 indicate growth in service 
area taxable consumer spending.  While the growth may be marginal in some cases, it sets a trend so 
important to the region and its economy.  For 2010, Corona’s taxable sales reversed its downward slide 
and grew by nearly $30 million compared to 2009.  1st Qr 2011 growth was even stronger with growth 
some $72 million higher than 1st Qr 2010 results.  Moreno Valley 2010 taxable sales grew by nearly $50 
million and its 1st Qr 2011 grew by $27 million compared to first quarter 2010.  Economists and business 
researchers predict a slow recovery for California and most of its counties, including Riverside County.  
City-level taxable sales indicate that local taxable sales spending may be in an upward cycle. 
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Riverside County Property Values Trends 
 
 Assessed real property values have dropped $47 billion in the past three years. 

 For the current and most recent 3 year period, assessed values have fallen each year. 

 It would take 3 years of the same early 2000s growth to get back to 2007 assessed values.   

 Such growth is unlikely and the eventual period of recovery for real property values will require 
a considerable span of time. 

 
Table 3.3 presents annual assessed values of taxable real property from 2012 back to 2003.   
 
A skyrocketing period of growth.  The assessed value of Riverside County’s real property (including 
residential and commercial units), experienced dramatic and sustained growth throughout the early 
2000s to 2009-10.  In 2003-04, the assessed value of secured property in the County totaled $107 billion.  
By 2009-10, the value had more than doubled to $238 billion.  Even the valued of unsecured property 
(inventory, furnishings, etc.) increased 75%, from $5 billion to $8.7 billion during this period. 
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Table 3.3 
Riverside County Property Values 

Assessed Value of Taxable Real Property (2003 – 2012) 

 = Trending Lower Since 2009-10 
 = Trending Higher Since 2009-10 

 
 
Year 

Total Gross Assessed 
               $  Value   = 

 
       Secured Property  + 

 
Unsecured Property 

    

2012-13  $ 199,947,685,662  $ 192,452,372,850  $ 7,495,312,812 
2011-12  212,274,228,000  204,153,163,000  8,121,065,000 
2010-11  221,371,508,000  213,144,336,000  8,227,172,000 
2009-10   246,997,899,000  238,312,506,000  8,685,393,000 
2008-09  242,891,919,000  235,351,116,000  7,540,803,000 
2007-08  208,744,941,000  202,009,520,000  6,735,421,000 
2006-07  170,935,406,000  164,618,837,000  6,316,569,000 
2005-06  143,572,582,000  137,784,611,000  5,787,971,000 
2004-05  125,206,520,000  119,840,527,000  5,365,993,000 
2003-04  112,149,830,000  107,159,352,000  4,990,478,000 
 

Auditor Controller Office, County of Riverside.  Property Valuation Reports.  Annual Preliminary District Valuation Assessor Net 
Reports, FY 2012-13 back to 2003–04.  http://www.auditorcontroller.org/opencms/about_us/division/Proptax/Valuations.html. 
 
A period of retrenchment.  In response to the economic downturn that started in 2007 and intensified 
in 2009-2010, the County Assessor’s Office began lowering the assessed value of real property in 2010-
11.  Total assessed real property value reached a high of $247 billion in 2009-10.  In 2010-11, total 
assessed value dropped to $221 billion.  In 2011-12, total assessed value was further lowered to $212 
billion, and today’s 2012-13 assessed value of Riverside County taxable real property is $200 billion.  
Thus, total assessed value of real property has dropped $47 billion in three years.   
 
 

RCCD Service Area Property Values Trends 
 
Table 3.4 and the graph below document service area annual assessed real property value (residential 
homes and commercial structures) for the recent four-year period. 
 
 Contrary to County trends, nearly all service area cities saw the assessed value of their real 

property increase in 2012-13. 
 Today’s value of real property for all service area cities remains lower than 2009-10 levels. 

 
Local assessed values are increasing.  The assessed value of taxable real property for all service area 
cities is lower today than 2009-10 levels.  However, all service area cities, except Perris, have seen 
increases in the value of their real estate in 2012-13 compared to 2011-12.  Increased assessed values of 
real property can be bittersweet.  Increased property values can lead to increased equity and help many 
homeowners who now have mortgages with balances higher than the value of their homes.  On the 
other hand, increased assessed values means the payment of more property taxes for the property 
owners.  Because of the important role that property taxes play in California revenue to support public 
education, a trend toward increasing property values is a positive sign, from a state budget viewpoint. 
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Table 3.4 
Riverside Community College District 

Assessed Values of Taxable Real Property (2012 – 2009) of Feeder Cities 
 

 = Trending Higher In Recent 2 Years 
 = Trending Lower In Recent 2 Years 

 
Feeder Cities 2012-13 2011-12 2010-11 2009-10 
     

Corona  $ 14,893,837,585  $  14,817,497,775  14,928,151,020  15,114,420,610 

Eastvale  6,085,172,507  6,008,901,632  *  * 

Jurupa Valley   6,344,454,460  *  *  * 

Moreno Valley  10,398,541,103  10,326,588,963  10,290,228,751  10,779,489,393 

Norco  2,456,948,327  2,450,251,266  2,454,215,840  2,503,656,576 

Perris  3,562,852,620  3,735,648,646  3,675,020,728  3,888,973,818 

Riverside  21,279,626,701  21,092,156,045  21,129,279,080  21,751,426,858 
 
*Eastvale was incorporated in 2010 and Jurupa Valley in 2011; thus, no data exist for these prior reporting periods. 
Auditor Controller Office, County of Riverside.  Property Valuation Reports.  Annual Preliminary District Valuation Assessor Net 
Reports, FY 2012-13 back to 2009-10.  http://www.auditorcontroller.org/opencms/about_us/division/Proptax/Valuations.html. 
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Riverside County Residential Housing Sales and Price Trends 
 
Table 3.5 displays the annual number of homes sold and average selling price since April 2006 in 
Riverside County. 
 

 Home prices are trying to recover as April 2012 sales prices reached $200,000 compared to 
$190,000 the prior year. 

 Home prices reached their lowest level in April 2009 when the average home sold for $180,000. 

 Home selling prices today ($200,000) are still less than one-half of their high in 2007 ($409,000). 
 
 
Housing prices take a dramatic hit.  In April 2006, the average home that closed escrow in Riverside 
County sold for $413,000.  By April 2009, the average price of a sold home dropped to $180,000.  In April 
2010, the price of sold homes had a brief run-up to $195,000 countywide, but the average sold price 
dropped again in 2011 to $190,000. 

 
 

Table 3.5 
Riverside County Housing Sales Activity (2006 – 2012) 

Number of Homes Sold and Average Price, April Benchmark 
 

 
Year  

Number Homes Sold/ 
Average Price 

% Change from Prior 
Period 

   

April, 2012  3,455  - 0.04% 
  $200,000  + 4.17% 
   

April, 2011  3,470  - 13.7% 
  $190,000  - 5.0% 
   

April, 2010  4,117  - 7.9% 
  $195,000  + 8.3% 
   

April, 2009  4,469  + 40.3% 
  $180,000  - 39.0% 
   

April, 2008  3,186  + 6.7% 
  $295,000  - 27.9% 
   

April, 2007  2,987  - 45.1% 
  $409,000  - 1.0% 
   

April, 2006  5,444  - 12.5% 
  $413,000  + 9.4% 

 

Source: Data Quick Archived Articles.  www.dqnews.com 
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A housing market trying to recover.  In April 2009, the average price of a sold home was $180,000.  The 
following year, the market showed signs of recovery as the price for a sold home increased to an 
average $195,000.  This represented an 8.3% increase over the prior year.  In 2011, overall values lost 
5% of that prior year gain as the typical home sold for $190,000.  April 2012 data indicate that the 
housing market is making another run at recovering value as the average price of a sold home climbed 
to $200,000, for an increase of 4.2%. 
 
 
RCCD Service Area Recent Homes Sales and Price Activity 
 
 In general, home sales prices in service area cities continued to fall in 2010 and 2011. 
 Norco was the one bright spot with home sales prices increasing 2.7% to $340,000. 
 Recent County-level data indicate increased home sales prices for first half of 2012. 

 
Table 3.6 provides a two-year comparison of recent home sales for the cities in RCCD’s service area.  The 
data were reported by DataQuick, a leading real estate industry tracking and reporting firm. 
 
Mixed local housing market.  Comparing 2011 home sales prices to 2010 prices, the cities in the RCCD 
service area report mixed trends.  Corona saw 2010 home selling prices drop 5% in 2011 to $315,000.  
This price is still significantly higher than the County average of $195,000 for 2011.  Norco saw selling 
prices actually increase during this time period from $331,000 to $340,000 in 2011, an increase of 2.7%.  
Riverside saw the sale of nearly 4,800 homes April 2010 to April 2011 with an average selling price of 
$190,000, essentially the same as the prior year’s $191,000 typical selling price. 
 
Recent positive signs.  DataQuick has reported stronger home sales in Riverside County for the first six 
months of 2012, with median sales prices climbing to $201,500.  This represents a 10% increase over the 
same time period the prior year, at the county level.  Future DataQuick annual reports will present sales 
figures at the city level and researchers will be able to identify if this growth trend has extended to 
service area cities. 
 

Table 3.6 
Riverside Community College District 

Recent Annual Home Sales and Price of Feeder Communities 
 

  April April Price  
  City/Community # Sold 2011 Price 2010 Price Change % 
 

  Corona 3,832  $315,000  $330,000  -4.55%  
   

 Mira Loma  428  $260,000  $304,000  -14.47%  
  

 Moreno Valley  2,969  $152,000  $155,000  -1.94%  
  

 Norco 298  $340,000  $331,000  2.72%  
  

 Perris 1,512  $150,000  $160,000  -6.25%  
  

 Riverside 4,795  $190,000  $191,000  -0.52%  
  

  Riverside County  40,321  $195,000  $200,000  -2.50%  
 
 

These figures represent data for all single family homes and condos in 2011 and 2010. 
Source:  http://dqnews.com/Charts/Annual-Charts/CA-City-Charts/ZIPCAR11.aspx 
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Riverside Region Housing Building Permit Trends 
 
 Last year, the entire Inland Empire region issued 4,736 housing building permits. 

 This represents a drop of over 90% compared to the 51,463 issued in 2004. 

 
Table 3.7 features the total annual residential building permits (single and multi-unit developments) 
reported, by year since 2003, for the Riverside-San Bernardino-Ontario MSA.  This essentially represents 
the large area known as the Inland Empire. 
 
The importance of strong building permit activity.  Residential building permits are an important 
measure of a region’s economic vitality.  More permits translate to a growing population base, a vibrant 
construction industry, busy real estate and financial services sectors, more consumer spending, 
increasing property values, increased property tax revenues, and a host of other indices. 
 
Tremendous growth and a rapid crash.  During the middle years of the 2000 decade, the Inland Empire 
was a hotbed of new housing starts for California.  By 2004 and 2005, cities in the Riverside-San 
Bernardino counties region were issuing annually a combined 50,000+ housing building permits, with a 
strong mix of single family and multi-family (townhomes, condos, duplexes, etc.) developments.  By 
2006, there were beginning signs of a leveling-off in demand (and affordability) and that year saw the 
number of issued house building permits drop to 38,000.  That was just the beginning salvo.  One year 
later, in 2007, only 20,000 residential building permits were issued.  In 2008, there was a precipitous 
drop of over 55%, with only 8,900 permits issued.  And, for last year, 2011, the entire Inland Empire, 
comprised of nearly 4.5 million residents, and dozens of cities, issued 4,736 housing building permits, an 
over 90% drop in the number of issued residential building permits compared to 2004’s total of 51,463. 
 

Table 3.7 
Riverside Region Housing Building Permits 

Riverside-San Bernardino-Ontario MSA (2011-2003) 
 

Year (Annual Data) Total Building Permits 
  

2011  4,736 
2010  6,336 
2009  6,335 
2008  8,946 
2007  20,086 
2006  38,089 
2005  51,008 
2004  51,463 
2003  42,252 

 

These data are for residential housing permits and include single family and multi-family units.  Building Permits 
Survey.  U.S. Census Bureau. www.census.gov/construction/bps/msaannual.html.  Prior to 2003, Riverside was not 
included in a regional MSA, thus data are not available.   

 
 

http://www.census.gov/construction/bps/msaannual.html
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Riverside County Housing Building Permit Trends 
 
 Last year, for 2011, Riverside County entities issued only 2,291 housing building permits. 
 This amount represents a 92% drop compared to the nearly 30,000 issued in 2004. 
 For 2011, the cost of construction of issued permits was $645 million, down from the $6.1 billion 

construction costs in 2005. 
 Forecasters say that it will take years for the market to return to earlier levels. 

 
To compare with Inland Empire building permit data, Table 3.8 and the graph below features the 
housing building permit activity of just Riverside County, on an annual basis, since 2000. 
 
 

 
 
 
A story similar to the inland empire region.  From 2000 to 2004, there was a steady increase in the 
number of residential building permits issued throughout Riverside County.  In 2000, some 13,238 
permits were issued, with construction costs pegged at $2.5 billion.  In 2004, there were 29,557 housing 
building permits issued with construction costs exceeding $5.7 billion.  There were 29,487 building 
permits issued in 2005, with construction costs topping out at over $6.1 billion.  Then the County 
housing construction sector began to soften and in a very dramatic way.  Two years later, by 2007, the 
number of residential building permits had declined to 9,957.  The number of County home building 
permits continued a downward spiral, except for a brief spurt in 2010 of 600 more permits than the 
prior year.  As of last year, 2011, a total 2,291 residential building permits were issued in all of Riverside 
County, down from the 2004 heyday of nearly 30,000 permits issued.  And, in 2011, the value of this 
housing construction was down to $645 million, a dramatic slide from the $6.1 billion pegged for 
housing construction in 2005. 
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Table 3.8 
Riverside County Residential Building Permits (2000-2011) 

Annual Totals of Single and Multi-Family Housing Construction Permits 
 

                                           = Declining Permit Activity since 2006 
 
                                           = Increasing Permit Activity prior to 2006 
 

Year (Annual) Total Building Permits $ Cost of Construction 
   

2011  2,291  $ 645,426,764 

2010  4,047  $ 942,799,252 

2009  3,457  $ 946,271,483 

2008  3,961  $ 1,435,763,810 

2007  9,957  $ 2,406,837,579 

2006  21,205  $ 4,703,343,965 

2005  29,487  $ 6,107,719,011 

2004  29,557  $ 5,778,512,609 

2003  25,942  $ 4,886,165,597 

2002  21,074  $ 3,719,770,548 

2001  17,025  $ 3,160,383,313 

2000  13,238  $ 2,553,687,364 
 

U.S. Census Bureau. www.census.gov.  Separate annual reports for period 2000 through 2011 and titled “Building 
Permits: Annual New Privately-Owned Residential Building Permits, Riverside County, California (065).” 

 
While upcoming tables 3.9 and 3.10 describe forecasted growth for the County’s housing sector, it will 
take a long timeline for future measured growth in the construction sector to once again enjoy the 
halcyon days of the early 2000s in Riverside County. 
 
 
California Economic Forecasts 
 
 Non-farm and overall employment projected to grow 1.3% - 2.5% for next 3 years. 
 Unemployment will remain relatively high through 2013 and drop to 9% beginning 2015. 
 Personal income is predicted to grow 4% - 5% annually this year and through 2016. 
 The Governor forecasts strong sales tax growth for the next 5 years, between: 4% - 8% yearly. 
 Housing building permits are forecast for strong annual growth: 13% initially to 53% in 2013. 
 Most forecasters point to a slowly recovering California economy beginning late 2012. 

 
 

     
 

     
 

http://www.census.gov/
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Table 3.9 begins a series of tables that provide consolidated economic forecasts and projections from 
various sources.  Numerous agencies, think tanks, economists, business research bureaus, and university 
departments have offered recent projections and forecasts regarding our future economy.  In the 
following table, we examine what these statistical pundits forecast for California as a state.  In Table 
3.10 that follows, we present forecasts for Riverside County and the Inland Empire region.  Some 
projections were only for the next one or two years and others were for several years into the future.  
Some of the sources cited include the Los Angeles Economic Development Corporation’s Kyser Center, 
California’s Office of the Governor, California’s Legislative Analyst’s Office, and UCLA Anderson School. 
 

Table 3.9 
Economic Forecasts and Projections:  California 

 

Item 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 
      

California           
Non-farm employment/wage-salary growth                                  
LAEDC Kyser Center Economic Forecast 
CA Office of the Governor 
CA Legislative Analyst’s Office 

  
 1.5% 
 1.3% 
 1.3% 

  
 1.8% 
 1.8% 
 2.1% 

 
 

 2.5% 
 2.2%  

 
 

 1.7%  
 1.9% 

 
 

 0.9% 
 1.6%  

Overall employment growth                                      
UCLA Anderson Forecast 2012 

 1.9%  1.8%  2.5%    

Unemployment rates                                           
LAEDC Kyser Center Economic Forecast 
UCLA Anderson Forecast 2012 
CA Office of the Governor 
CA Legislative Analyst’s Office 

  
11.1% 
10.6% 
12.0% 

 11.8% 

  
 10.3% 
 9.7% 
 11.7% 
 11.2% 

 
 

 8.3%  
 10.9% 
 10.3% 

 
 
 

 9.9% 
 9.6% 

 
 
 

 9.3%  
 9.0% 

Personal per capita income growth                  
LAEDC Kyser Center Economic Forecast 

 2.4%  2.9%       

Personal income growth                                           
CA Office of the Governor 
CA Legislative Analyst’s Office 

  
 3.8% 
 4.1% 

  
 4.1% 
 4.5% 

  
 5.4% 
 5.6% 

  
 5.1% 
 5.5% 

  
 4.6% 
 5.0% 

Taxable sales growth                                                   
CA Office of the Governor 

 3.6%  6.5%  8.2%  6.6%  5.0% 

Housing permits growth                              LAEDC 
Kyser Center Economic Forecast 
UCLA Anderson Forecast 2012 
CA Office of the Governor 
 Projected number of housing units 
CA Legislative Analyst’s Office 
 Projected number of housing units 

  
 27.6% 

   
12.5% 
52,200 

 
61,000  

 
 25.0% 

 40.0%  
 53.0% 
79,900 

 
 77,000  

  
 
 
 
 
 

91,000 

  
 
 
 
 
 

104,000 

  
 
 
 
 
 

 114,000 
Nonresidential building permits growth                  
LAEDC Kyser Center Economic Forecast 

 7.5%  9.3%       

 

 
Sources: 
Los Angeles County Economic Development Corporation, Kyser Center 2012-13 Economic Forecast and Industry Outlook.  
http://laedc.org/reports/forecastreport_online.pdf. University of California, Los Angeles, UCLA Anderson Forecast 2012, media 
advisory.  http://www.uclaforecast.com/contents/archive/2012/media_62012_1.asp.  California Office of the Governor, 
Governor’s Budget Summary 2012-13.  www.ebudget.ca.gov/pdf/budgetsummary/economicoutlook.pdf.  California Legislative 
Analyst’s Office, The 2012-13 Budget: California’s Fiscal Outlook, 2011.  
http://www.lao.ca.gov/reports/2011/bud/fiscal_outlook/fiscal_outlook_2011.aspx 
 

http://laedc.org/reports/forecastreport_online.pdf
http://www.uclaforecast.com/contents/archive/2012/media_62012_1.asp
http://www.ebudget.ca.gov/pdf/budgetsummary/economicoutlook.pdf
http://www.lao.ca.gov/reports/2011/bud/fiscal_outlook/fiscal_outlook_2011.aspx
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Future non-farm employment .  For this year, 2012, forecasters project 1.3% to 1.5% growth in non-
farm employment.  For 2013, employment is predicted to grow between 1.8% and 2.1%.  In 2014, all 
forecasters predict stronger employment growth, in the 2.2% - 2.5% range.  Growth in the 1% - 2% range 
is forecast through 2016.  All forecasters project employment growth this and future years. 
 
Overall employment . The UCLA Anderson School forecast provided projections for “overall” 
employment growth and did not indicate farm versus non-farm employment.  UCLA predicts a current 
year employment growth of 1.9%, a 2013 growth rate of 1.8%, and 2.5% in 2014. 
 
Unemployment rates .  Virtually all forecasters predict double digit unemployment rates for California 
for 2012 and 2013.  Two-in-three predict continued unemployment above 10% in 2014.  Beginning in 
2015, the consensus is that the rate will finally drop to the 9% range. 
 
Personal income .  The California Legislative Analyst’s Office and the Office of the Governor, in 
independent and separate forecasts tend to agree that personal income will grow in the 4% range in 
2012 and 2013 and then increase to the above 5% range 2014-16.  LAEDC predicts per capita income 
growth will be in the 2.4% - 2.9% range for the next two years. 
 
Taxable sales .  The Office of the Governor forecasts that 2012 sales tax will grow 3.6%.  For 2013, the 
Office predicts 6.5% growth, and for 2014, the forecast predicts an 8.2% growth in sales tax revenue. 
 
Housing permits .  Forecasters believe that the residential housing construction market is poised for 
an immediate rebound.  For this year, 2012, the Office of the Governor projects a 12.5% increase in 
housing permits issued.  LAEDC predicts an even higher current year growth rate of 27.6% increase in 
2012 issued residential building permits.  Next year, 2013 is seen as the strong “comeback” year for the 
State’s residential construction sector.  For that year, LAEDC projects a 25% growth rate in building 
permits while UCLA forecasts a 40% increase and the Office of the Governor projects a 53% increase in 
home construction permits. 
 
Non-residential building permits .  The commercial construction sector is also projected to experience 
increased activity.  LAEDC predicts that non-residential building permits issued will grow 7.5% in 2012 
and 9.3% in 2013. 
 
 
Riverside County and the Inland Empire (I.E.) Economic Forecasts 
 
 The County is predicted to have employment growth of 1.1% in 2012 and up to 3.3% in 2015. 
 Unemployment rates should fall to single digits next year and level off to 7% - 7.5% by 2015. 
 Residential and commercial building permits will grow to 6,000 this year and 12,300 in 2015. 
 Inland Empire employment will grow over 1% this year and then 2% yearly through 2015. 
 The transportation sector will experience 4% - 5% job growth annually for 3 years in the I.E. 

 
Table 3.10 continues this forecast series with a focus on economic projections for Riverside County and 
the Inland Empire.  In addition to forecasts from sources described for the earlier table, this compilation 
of localized forecasts additionally presents the predictions of CSU Fullerton, California Department of 
Transportation, and the CSU Long Beach Economics Department (CSULB). 
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Table 3.10 
Economic Forecasts and Projections 

Riverside County and the Inland Empire (Riverside and San Bernardino Counties) 
 

      

Item 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 
Riverside County           
Payroll employment growth                                      
CSU Fullerton Riverside County Forecast 

 1.1%  1.6%  2.7%  3.3%   

Unemployment rates                                                   
CSU Fullerton Riverside County Forecast 
CA Department of Transportation 

  
 10.9% 
 11.5% 

  
 9.8% 
 9.8% 

  
 8.7% 
 8.4% 

  
 7.6% 
 6.9% 

  

Commercial & non-commercial property ad valorem 
property tax growth                                                     
CSU Fullerton Riverside County Forecast 

 1.4%  4.1%  5.2%  5.5%   

Building permits (residential & commercial)                           
CSU Fullerton Riverside County Forecast 

 6,000  9,300  10,000  12,300  

Taxable sales growth                                                 
CSU Fullerton Riverside County Forecast 

 3.12%  4.63%  5.14%  6.52%   

Personal per capita income growth                             
CA Department of Transportation 

 2.2%  2.8%  1.7%  1.4%  0.7% 

Inland Empire           
Non-farm employment growth                                
CSULB 2012 Economic Outlook 
LAEDC Kyser Center Economic Forecast 

  
 1+% 
 1.5% 

  
 2% 
 1.8% 

  
 2+% 

 

    

Wholesale & transportation movement/activity and 
employment growth                            CSULB 2012 
Economic Outlook 
LAEDC Kyser Center Economic Forecast 

  
 

 5% 
Increase 

  
 

 4% 
Increase 

  
 

 4% 
 

    

Personal per capita income growth                  
LAEDC Kyser Center Economic Forecast 

 2.6%  2.9%       

      

 

Sources: 
CA Department of Transportation.  www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/eab/socio_economic_files/2011/riverside.pdf 
 

CSU Fullerton, County of Riverside Forecasts and Economic Outlook, 2010. 
http://rc-budget-labor.com/LinkClick.aspx?fileticket=9jPajIPC9I8%3D&tabid=2510 
 

Los Angeles County Economic Development Corporation, Kyser Center for Economic Research 2012-13 Economic Forecast. 
http://laedc.org/reports/forecastreport_online.pdf 
 

UCLA Anderson Forecast 2012, media advisory. http://www.uclaforecast.com/contents/archive/2012/media_62012_1.asp 
 

California State University, Long Beach, Regional Economic Forecast Project 2012. 
http://www.csulb.edu/colleges/cla/departments/economics/regional-economics-forecast-project/ 
 
Overall employment .  CSU Fullerton, in a comprehensive economic forecast commissioned by 
Riverside County, predicts an ever-increasing rate of employment growth beginning with a 1.1% growth 
rate in 2012.  For 2013, the projected growth rate is 1.6%.  By 2015, the employment growth rate is 
projected to be 3.3% annually. 
 
Unemployment rates .  CSU Fullerton and the California Department of Transportation forecast 2012 
unemployment rates still in double digits, between 11% - 11.5%.  In 2013, County unemployment rates 
are predicted to drop below 10% and then continue to drop until they reach 2015 levels of 7% - 7.5%. 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/tpp/offices/eab/socio_economic_files/2011/riverside.pdf
http://rc-budget-labor.com/LinkClick.aspx?fileticket=9jPajIPC9I8%3D&tabid=2510
http://laedc.org/reports/forecastreport_online.pdf
http://www.uclaforecast.com/contents/archive/2012/media_62012_1.asp
http://www.csulb.edu/colleges/cla/departments/economics/regional-economics-forecast-project/
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Building permits .  CSU Fullerton forecasts that combined residential and non-residential/commercial 
construction permits issued will grow to 6,000 this year (2012) and then grow to 9,300 issued in 2013 
and 10,000 issued in 2014.  In 2015, CSU Fullerton predicts 12,300 building permits will be issued. 
 
Personal income .  The Department of Transportation forecasts that personal (per capita) income will 
grow 2.2% this year, 2.8% in 2013, and then gradually decline to 0.7% in 2016. 
 
Inland Empire employment .  Both LAEDC and CSULB predict 1% - 1.5% employment growth in 2012 
for the Inland Empire.  The growth rate will increase to approximately 2% in 2013 and 2014. 
 
Inland Empire wholesale/transportation movement employment .  LAEDC and CSULB predict 
substantive increases in employment for the industry cluster that includes wholesale trade, 
transportation, movement of goods, and related activities.  CSULB forecasts a 5% growth in employment 
for this industry cluster in 2012, and 4% growth in 2013 and 2014.  The LAEDC predicts “growth.” 
 
 
Economic Data:  Conclusions 
 
California, the Inland Empire, Riverside County, and the communities that comprise RCCD’s service area 
have felt the negative effects of the recent economic downturn.  Yet, while there is considerable 
downside, there are signs of a modest, but important, turnaround across several key economic 
indicators, for the State, the region, Riverside County, and the RCCD service area. 
 
Taxable sales in Riverside County declined over $7.6 billion during the last half of decade 2000.  Since 
2010, sales tax revenue has been on the upswing.  Sales tax revenue for each city in the RCCD service 
area has shown similar measured growth since 2010.  While Riverside County assessed property values 
have declined in each of the last three years, the assessed values of real property in nearly all RCCD 
service area cities increased in 2012-13. 
 
The housing market continues to exhibit mixed measures and messages but there is some positive news 
when one compares the average selling prices (higher) of homes in Corona, Mira Loma, and Norco with 
County sales price averages.  Residential building permits at the regional and county level have been in 
freefall for the past five years or more, yet every reputable forecaster projects greatly increased home 
and commercial building permit activity beginning in 2012 and continuing through 2016. 
 
Finally, various forecasters independently arrived at similar conclusions that Riverside County, in this 
year, will start to benefit from positive growth in employment, personal income, sales tax revenue, an 
accelerated and growing construction industry building many more homes and commercial structures, 
and, finally, a reduction to single digits by 2013-14 for a stubborn unemployment rate for the County. 
 
Certainly, residents, business owners, and public sector leaders hope that these forecasts prove to be 
correct and on target. 
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Introduction 
 
In this section, we examine Riverside County and RCCD service area education trends, from educational 
attainment levels among adults to trends of graduates from local school districts choosing RCCD colleges 
and enrolling as first-time freshmen for the past decade. 
 
 
Riverside County Educational Attainment Trends 
 
 More of the adult population is completing at least a high school diploma, compared to 2000. 
 One-in-five adults have at least a bachelor’s degree or higher, an increase over 2000 levels. 
 Nearly 100,000 adults have an associate’s degree as their top degree. 
 Nearly 320,000 adults attended but did not complete college; they represent a strategic target. 

 
Table 4.1 and the following chart provide data on the population 25+ years old regarding actual number 
of those with no high school diploma, some college, associate’s degree, bachelor’s degree, and graduate 
degree in 2000, 2005, and 2010, with percentage changes over previous reporting periods. 
 
Overall trends.  The size of the County’s population base 25 years or older has increased from 936,024 
in 2000 to 1,284,414 in 2010.  This represents a growth increase in this age group of 37%.  In the past 
decade (2000-10), the percentage of adult residents without at least a high school diploma has 
decreased while the percentages of those pursuing and being awarded college degrees has increased. 
 



 
 

49 

Less-than-high school completion.  The percentage of County adults who went to grade school but did 
not earn a high school diploma or equivalent declined, from 25.1% in 2000 to 20.8% in 2010. 
 
High school diploma and beyond.  The past decade has seen a persistent increase in the number of 
adult residents who earned at least a high school diploma or higher.  In 2000, this percentage stood at 
75%.  In 2010, some 79.2% of the County’s adult population had at least a high school diploma. 
 
Some college.  In 2000, 26.8% of adults had attended some college but not obtained a degree.  In 2010, 
this percentage fell to 24.9%, primarily because more adults stayed in college and earned a degree. 
 
College: associate’s degree.  In 2000, 6.9% of adult residents went to community college to just earn an 
associate’s degree.  In 2010, 7.6% had earned a two-year college degree. 
 
College: bachelor’s degree or higher.  In 2010, 20.5% of the adult population had earned at least a 
bachelor’s degree.  In 2000, this figure was only 16.6%. 
 
The County’s adult population is becoming more educated, attaining higher levels of education, and 
earning more college degrees.  Almost 320,000 had earned some college units but had not obtained a 
degree.  This population cohort could represent a strategic target for area colleges. 
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Table 4.1 
Riverside County Educational Attainment Levels 

For Population 25 Years and Older 
 
 

 2000 2005 2010 
Educational Attainment Level Number % Number % Number % 
       

Population 25 years and over  936,024 --  1,165,193 --  1,284,414 -- 
       

Less than 9th grade  99,024 10.6%  110,424 9.5%  128,313 10.0% 

9th – 12th grade, no diploma  135,449 14.5%  141,384 12.1%  138,991 10.8% 

H.S. graduate, incl. equivalency  230,867 24.7%  305,138 26.2%  336,404 26.2% 

Some college, no degree  250,890 26.8%  286,197 24.6%  319,809 24.9% 

Associate’s degree  64,118 6.9%  85,386 7.3%  97,661 7.6% 

Bachelor’s degree  100,221 10.7%  157,280 13.5%  171,390 13.3% 

Graduate or professional degree  55,455 5.9%  79,384 6.8%  91,846 7.2% 
       

% H.S. graduate or higher  701,551 75.0%  913,385 78.4%  1,017,110 79.2% 

% Bachelor’s degree or higher  155,676 16.6%  236,664 20.3%  263,236 20.5% 
 

2010 data are from U.S. Census Bureau, DP02 Report.  2005 data are from U.S. Census Bureau 2005 American Community 
Report “Selected Characteristics in the United States. “ 2000 data are from U.S. Census Bureau 2000 American Community 
Report “Selected Characteristics in the United States.”  http://factfinder2.census.gov. 

 
 
RCCD Feeder Schools Enrollments, Language Proficiency, and Ethnicity Trends 
 
 In 2010-11, area feeder school districts enrolled over 185,000 students. 

 In a typical year, the six districts enroll over 55,000 high school students; this number is growing. 

 K-12 English learner students comprise from 12% to nearly 45% of some district schools. 

 Combined, the districts feature an ethnically-diverse student body, primarily Hispanic and Black. 

 The six districts, in general continue to grow and this growth can fuel RCCD growth, too. 

 
Table 4.2 documents school enrollment totals, percentage of English learners, and student ethnicity for 
RCCD service area feeder school districts. 
 
Feeder school districts.  There are six key school districts within RCCD’s service area: Alvord Unified, 
Corona-Norco Unified, Jurupa Unified, Moreno Valley Unified, Riverside Unified, and Val Verde Unified.  
For the 2010-11 academic year, the combined high school enrollment of these school districts was 
56,265 students.  Middle school students totaled 35,410.  Some 94,161 elementary school students 
were attending school in the service area.  Overall, these districts reported 185,836 students. 
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Largest high school enrollments.  Corona-Norco Unified has the largest number of high school students.  
In 2010-11, the district counted 15,362 high school students, up from 13,627 enrolled during the 2006-
07 period, five years earlier.  Corona-Norco is the largest school district in the County and is the 10th 
largest school district in California.  Riverside Unified has the next largest enrollment.  In 2010-11, the 
district had 12,935 high school students.  Riverside is the second largest school district in Riverside 
County and the 15th largest in California.  Moreno Valley Unified is the third largest district in the County 
and the 21st largest district in California.  For 2010-11, the district enrolled 10,793 high school students. 
 
English learner population.  This population was formerly referred to as Limited English Proficient and 
represents students who have a native language other than English.   They require additional services to 
make them sufficiently English proficient to succeed in school.  Over 40% of Alvord’s students are 
English learners.  In the Jurupa school district, the figure is around 35%.  For Moreno Valley Unified, 
English learners represent 25%+ of the student body, the same percentages as for Val Verde Unified. 
 
Ethnicity.  Feeder school districts are very ethnically diverse and this diversity is a testament for the 
region and County’s ability to welcome new residents from all walks of life and corners of the world.  
Corona-Norco features the largest percentage of Asian students (nearly 7%), with a 50% Hispanic 
student body and just over 6% identified as Black.  Jurupa Unified has a predominantly Hispanic student 
body, with over 80% Hispanic, followed by Black students comprising almost 3% of enrollment.  Val 
Verde Unified has a diverse student body, with Hispanics representing 72% and Blacks representing 
nearly 15% of enrolled students.  Similarly, the Moreno Valley Unified student body is around 18% Black 
and 65% Hispanic. 
 
Overall, RCCD benefits from a generally stable and growing service area high school student body.  That 
student body is ethnically diverse (with some school districts comprised of 90% to 95% ethnic 
minorities) and a substantial percentage of those students are in programs to help them improve English 
skills.  These demographic characteristics can influence outreach, communication, and service delivery 
strategies. 
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Table 4.2 
Riverside Community College District 

Feeder School Enrollments, Language Proficiency, and Ethnicity  
 

Unified 
School 
District 

Elementary 
School 

Enroll. # 

Middle 
School 

Enroll. # 

High 
School 

Enroll. # 

 
English 
Learner 

 
American 

Indian 

 
 

Asian 

 
 

Hispanic 

 
 

Black 

 
 

White 
          

Alvord          
 2010-11 9,264 4,640 5,668  42.8%  0.3%  3.3%  76.6%  4.0%  12.4% 
 2009-10 9,513 4,617 5,548  44.7  0.3  3.3  76.2  4.2  12.8 
 2008-09 9,489 4,632 5,603  44.8  0.3  3.2  72.2  4.9  14.4 
 2007-08 9,326 4,702 5,590  45.0  0.4  3.3  71.8  4.4  15.4 
 2006-07 9,271 4,807 5,560  44.0  0.4  3.3  70.8  4.9  16.5 
          

Cor.-Norco          
 2010-11 27,228 8,441 15,362  12.8  0.3%  6.8%  50.3%  6.3%  31.0% 
 2009-10 27,173 8,373 14,865  2.4  0.3  6.3  48.9  6.0  31.1 
 2008-09 26,703 8,372 15,115  15.2  0.3  5.8  48.5  5.9  31.7 
 2007-08 26,549 8,350 14,519  16.8  0.3  5.5  48.7  5.9  33.1 
 2006-07 26,116 8,056 13,627  16.7   0.3  5.4  48.5  5.8  35.1 
          

Jurupa          
 2010-11 10,630 3,076 6,002  35.3  0.2%  1.0%  80.8%  2.7%  13.9% 
 2009-10 10,769 3,125 6,106  35.5  0.2  1.1  78.9  2.8  15.5 
 2008-09 10,745 3,173 6,146  34.8  0.3  1.1  76.6  3.1  16.8 
 2007-08 10,924 3,293 6,037  35.9  0.3  1.2  75.6  3.2  17.6 
 2006-07 10,932 3,370 5,916  36.6   0.3  1.2  74.6  3.3  19.0 
          

Mo. Valley          
 2010-11 16,541 8,308 10,793 n/a*  0.4%  2.2%  64.6%  18.0%  10.8% 
 2009-10 16,698 8,379 10,495  26.4  0.4  2.2  63.2  18.6  11.7 
 2008-09 16,043 8,429 10,452  28.2  0.5  2.3  61.4  19.2  12.4 
 2007-08 16,635 8,735 10,505  29.4  0.5  2.2  61.0  19.7  13.0 
 2006-07 16,823 8,849 10,361  30.7  0.5  2.3  59.3  19.7  14.5 
          

Riverside          
 2010-11 21,438 6,469 12,935  16.7  0.5%  3.2%  56.4%  8.3%  27.5% 
 2009-10 21,405 6,622 12,809  20.1  0.4  3.2  55.4  8.5  28.6 
 2008-09 21,819 6,589 13,028  18.7  0.6  3.3  53.6  9.2  30.4 
 2007-08 22,114 6,693 12,945  19.7  0.5  3.4  53.4  9.1  31.1 
 2006-07 22,168 6,809 12,915  18.5  0.5  3.4  52.2  9.2  32.8 
          

Val Verde          
 2010-11 9,060 4,476 5,505  25.2  0.2%  1.8%  72.1%  14.8%  5.9% 
 2009-10 9,019 4,487 5,409  26.4  0.2  1.7  71.7  15.1  6.4 
 2008-09 8,855 4,512 5,015  24.9  0.1  1.7  69.1  16.5  7.1 
 2007-08 8,929 4,735 5,072  26.3  0.2  1.6  68.3  17.1  7.8 
 2006-07 8,871 4,610 4,639  27.4  0.2  1.6  67.9  17.1  8.7 
          

 

*The California K-12 data base does not report 2010-11 English learner data for Moreno Valley Unified School District. Source:  
Ed-Data: California’s K-12 Schools Data Base.  http://www.ed-data.k12.ca.us/Pages/Home.aspx. 
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RCCD Feeder Schools Graduation and Dropout Trends 
 
 Corona-Norco and Riverside school districts continue to generate graduation rates higher than 

County or State rates and dropout rates lower than countywide or statewide rates. 
 For the 2009-11 reporting period, over one-half of RCCD’s feeder school districts reported 

dropout rates higher than the State average. 
 For 2010-11, one-half of feeder school districts had graduation rates below the County rate. 
 Moreno Valley and Jurupa school districts have been particularly challenged in recent years in 

meeting County and State graduation and dropout threshold rates. 
 
Table 4.3 presents four years of graduation data and dropout data for the most recent two reporting 
periods.  As discussed in the notes for this table, 2007-09 data come from the California Department of 
Education’s Dataquest database.  Data for the period 2009-11 were derived from Ed-Data, the state 
database cooperative for K-12 district data.  Each of these two databases are generally similar, but 
because of changes in definitions for dropouts and graduates, as well as new tracking systems in place 
since 2009, the data are not fully compatible across years.  They, nonetheless, provide general trend 
information.   
 

Table 4.3 
Riverside Community College District 

Feeder School District Graduation and Dropout Rates (2009 – 2011) 
 

                  = Below County Graduation Rate = Above County Dropout Rate 
 
 

 2007-08* 2008-09* 2009-10** 2010-11** 

Feeder District Grad. %   Grad. %   Grad. % Drop. % Grad. %   Drop. % 
       

Alvord Unified 84.4% 82.6% 77.1%  15.2% 76.6% 14.9% 

Corona-Norco Unified 93.7% 91.8% 87.3%  7.4% 87.1% 7.4% 

Jurupa Unified 74.3% 79.3% 77.7%  16.5% 79.5% 13.1% 

Moreno Valley Unified 64.9% 67.6% 65.8%  21.9% 68.6% 19.7% 

Riverside Unified 86.2% 83.1% 81.7%  9.9% 80.5% 11.2% 

Val Verde Unified 74.9% 77.5% 78.1%  16.7% 82.1% 12.7% 

Riverside County 80.5% 80.0% 77.7%  15.1% 80.7% 12.4% 
California 80.2% 78.6% 74.8%  16.6% 76.3% 14.4% 

 
*Note: Data for 2007-08 and 2008-09 come from the Data Quest Database, California Department of Education.  
www.dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest.  For these two reporting periods, the definitions and methodologies for graduates and dropouts 
differ from the newer terms and methods used by Ed-Data.  Thus, the data for these two years (2007-09) are included for 
reference only and the reader is cautioned to not consider 2007-09 data directly comparable to 2009-11 data. 
**Note: 2009-10 and 2010-11 data come from Ed-Data, the state database cooperative.  Graduation and dropout rates for 
these two reporting periods benefit from newly revised student tracking measures that better capture actual graduation and 
dropout rates of students through a unique statewide student identifier.  http://www.ed-data.k12.ca.us 
 
2007-09 comparative graduation rates.  For 2007-08 and 2008-09, the CA Department of Education 
(using its definitions and databases) calculated Riverside County’s high school graduation rates to be 
80.5% and 80%, or slightly higher than California graduation rates of 80.2% and 78.6%.  One-half of the 

   underlined 

http://www.dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest
http://www.ed-data.k12.ca.us/
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service area’s feeder schools had graduation rates below County averages in 2007-08 and 2008-09.  For 
both years, the districts were Jurupa, Moreno Valley, and Val Verde.  In this database, Corona-Norco 
reported the highest graduation rates, 93.7% and 91.8%. 
 
2009-11 comparative graduation rates.  For 2009-11, new definitions and better student tracking 
systems (across schools and educational segments) were in place.  For these two years, data were 
derived from Ed-Data, the statewide educational data cooperative, and rely primarily on district-
submitted reports.  In 2009-10, the County’s high school graduation rate was 77.7%, compared to 
California’s rate of 74.8%.  For this year, Moreno Valley Unified had graduation rates (65.8%) below the 
County or the State.  Alvord barely missed County graduation levels, with a 77.1% vs. 77.7% rate.  For 
2010-11, Ed-Data reported that three service area feeder school districts had high school graduation 
rates less than the rate for Riverside County.  Those districts were Moreno Valley, Jurupa, and Alvord. 
 
2009-11 dropout rates.  For both 2009-10 and 2010-11, the majority of feeder school districts reported 
dropout rates higher than the County rate.  Only Corona-Norco and Riverside school districts had 
dropout rates below County and State levels.  For both years, Corona-Norco reported a dropout rate of 
7.4%, one-half the State dropout rates reported for each of these two years. 
 
On the whole, these data suggest potential opportunities to partner, or expand existing partnerships, 
with key feeder school district high schools to identify resources and strategies that promote graduation 
rates and reduce dropout rates. 
 
 
Feeder School Student Academic Preparation for College  
 
Subject matter proficiency, SAT scores, taking college prep courses, and graduation rates among school 
district student bodies can serve as important indicators as RCCD leaders strategically consider student 
access, enrollment, and support needs. 
 
Over the next few pages, each feeder school district is individually profiled according to several 
academic preparation and success indices.  A five-year look is provided for such measures as student 
proficiency levels regarding core academic subjects such as English-language arts, mathematics, science, 
and history.  The percentage of district seniors tested for the SAT and the results of those tests are 
indicated.  As this scan was prepared, 2010-11 SAT results by school districts had not yet been released.  
The percentage of district high school graduates who completed UC/CSU required courses is highlighted, 
as well as that district’s high school graduation rates for the five most recent reporting periods.   
 
These school district-specific profiles are designed to facilitate reviews by District and college leadership 
who may have interest in the academic preparation trends of specific school districts proximate to their 
campus. 
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ALVORD Unified School District Trends 

 
 For the 2010-11 year, Alvord Unified achieved a 76.6% high school graduation rate. 
 Some 30% of graduates had completed UC/CSU required courses, compared to 40% statewide. 
 For the 2009-10 year, one-in-four students, or 25%, took the SAT test. 
 Total average SAT score was 1,395, up from prior years but below County and State levels. 

 
Table 4.4 

Alvord Unified School District 
Student Academic Preparation for College (2006-07 to 2010-11) 

 
Academic  Measure 2010-11 2009-10 2008-09 2007-08 2006-07 
Proficiency: (STAR measures)      
 English-Language Arts 
 (Grades 2-11) 

48% 44% 42% 34% 32% 

 Mathematics 
 (Grades 2-7 + end-of-course) 

45 42 40 35 31 

 Science 
 (Grades 5, 8, 10) 

50 46 40 36 28 

 History 
 (Grades 8, 11 + end-of-course) 

46 39 36 27 25 

H.S. graduation rate* 76.6% 77.1% 82.6% 84.4% 94.6% 
      

H.S. graduates with UC/CSU required 
courses/sequences: 

     

 Alvord Unified 30.4% 28.7% 25.9% 20.5% 21.8% 
  Riverside County 31.0 28.0 29.4 29.3 27.4 
  California 40.3 36.3 35.3 33.9 35.5 
SAT results      
 % of seniors tested n/a 25% 37% 37% 42% 
 Average critical reading score n/a 460 457 453 457 
 Average mathematics score n/a 475 466 462 471 
 Average writing score n/a 460 453 454 453 
 Total average score (2400 possible) 
  Riverside County average 
  California average 

n/a 

n/a 
 

1,395 
1,439 
1,521 

1,376 
1,423 
1,502 

1,369 
1,417 
1,500 

1,381 
1,418 
1,497 

 

*Note: 2010-11 and 2009-10 graduation data come from Ed-Data, the state database cooperative.  Graduation rates for these 
reporting periods benefit from newly revised student tracking measures that better capture actual graduation and dropout 
rates of students through a unique statewide student identifier.  http://www.ed-data.k12.ca.us.   Graduation rate data for 
2008-09 back to 2006-07 come from the California Department of Education.  www.dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest.  For these three 
reporting periods, the definitions and methodologies for graduates and dropouts differ from the newer terms and methods 
used by Ed-Data.  Thus, the data for these three years are included for reference only and the reader is cautioned to not 
consider 2006-09 data directly comparable to 2009-11 data.  
 

SAT scores were not yet available for the 2010-11 period by district.  All other data come from the California Department of 
Education, www.dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest. 
 

http://www.ed-data.k12.ca.us/
http://www.dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest
http://www.dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest
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CORONA-NORCO Unified School District Trends 
 
 For the 2010-11 year, Corona-Norco Unified achieved an 87.1% high school graduation rate. 
 Some 45% of graduates had completed UC/CSU required courses, compared to 40% statewide. 
 For the 2009-10 year, 41% took the SAT test. 
 Total average SAT score was 1,462, up from prior years, above County and below State levels. 

 
Table 4.5 

Corona-Norco Unified School District 
Student Academic Preparation for College (2006-07 to 2010-11) 

 
Academic  Measure 2010-11 2009-10 2008-09 2007-08 2006-07 
Proficiency: (STAR measures)      
 English-Language Arts 
 (Grades 2-11) 

 62%  60%  57%  51%  48% 

 Mathematics 
 (Grades 2-7 + end-of-course) 

 51  48  46  43  42 

 Science 
 (Grades 5, 8, 10) 

 65  59  54  49  41 

 History 
 (Grades 8, 11 + end-of-course) 

 54  49  44  37  33 

H.S. graduation rate*  87.1%  87.3%  91.8%  93.7%   90.2% 
      

H.S. graduates with UC/CSU required 
courses/sequences: 

     

 Corona-Norco Unified  45.0%  47.4%  38.9%  40.5%  22.9% 
  Riverside County  31.0  28.0  29.4  29.3  27.4 
  California  40.3  36.3  35.3  33.9  35.5 
SAT results      
 % of seniors tested n/a 41% 35% 35% 35% 
 Average critical reading score n/a 486 478 476 472 
 Average mathematics score n/a 497 486 495 486 
 Average writing score n/a 479 472 469 471 
 Total average score (2400 possible) 
  Riverside County average 
  California average 

n/a 

n/a 
 

1,462 
1,439 
1,521 

1,436 
1,423 
1,502 

1,440 
1,417 
1,500 

1,429 
1,418 
1,497 

 
*Note: 2010-11 and 2009-10 graduation data come from Ed-Data, the state database cooperative.  Graduation rates for these 
reporting periods benefit from newly revised student tracking measures that better capture actual graduation and dropout 
rates of students through a unique statewide student identifier.  http://www.ed-data.k12.ca.us.   Graduation rate data for 
2008-09 back to 2006-07 come from the California Department of Education.  www.dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest.  For these three 
reporting periods, the definitions and methodologies for graduates and dropouts differ from the newer terms and methods 
used by Ed-Data.  Thus, the data for these three years are included for reference only and the reader is cautioned to not 
consider 2006-09 data directly comparable to 2009-11 data.  
 

SAT scores were not yet available for the 2010-11 period by district.  All other data come from the California Department of 
Education, www.dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest. 
 

  

http://www.ed-data.k12.ca.us/
http://www.dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest
http://www.dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest
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JURUPA Unified School District Trends 
 
 For the 2010-11 year, Jurupa Unified achieved a 79.5% high school graduation rate. 
 Some 29% of graduates had completed UC/CSU required courses, compared to 40% statewide. 
 For the 2009-10 year, one-in-five, or 20%, took the SAT test. 
 Total average SAT score was 1,339, down from prior 2 years, and below County and State levels. 

 
Table 4.6 

Jurupa Unified School District 
Student Academic Preparation for College (2006-07 to 2010-11) 

 
Academic  Measure 2010-11 2009-10 2008-09 2007-08 2006-07 
Proficiency: (STAR measures)      
 English-Language Arts 
 (Grades 2-11) 

 44%  43%  40%  36%  33% 

 Mathematics 
 (Grades 2-7 + end-of-course) 

 44  41  39  36  34 

 Science 
 (Grades 5, 8, 10) 

 48  46  40  34  28 

 History 
 (Grades 8, 11 + end-of-course) 

 37  36  31  26  25 

H.S. graduation rate*  79.5%  77.7%  79.3%  74.3%   73.1% 
      
H.S. graduates with UC/CSU required 
courses/sequences: 

     

 Jurupa Unified  29.1%  29.3%  30.4%  26.5%  29.5% 
  Riverside County  31.0  28.0  29.4  29.3  27.4 
  California  40.3  36.3  35.3  33.9  35.5 
SAT results      
 % of seniors tested  n/a 20% 22% 22% 24% 
 Average critical reading score  n/a 443 451 451 442 
 Average mathematics score  n/a 460 459 462 454 
 Average writing score  n/a 436 446 441 433 
 Total average score (2400 possible) 
  Riverside County average 
  California average 

 n/a 

 n/a 
 

1,339 
1,439 
1,521 

1,356 
1,423 
1,502 

1,354 
1,417 
1,500 

1,329 
1,418 
1,497 

 
*Note: 2010-11 and 2009-10 graduation data come from Ed-Data, the state database cooperative.  Graduation rates for 
these reporting periods benefit from newly revised student tracking measures that better capture actual graduation and 
dropout rates of students through a unique statewide student identifier.  http://www.ed-data.k12.ca.us.   Graduation rate 
data for 2008-09 back to 2006-07 come from the California Department of Education.  www.dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest.  For 
these three reporting periods, the definitions and methodologies for graduates and dropouts differ from the newer terms 
and methods used by Ed-Data.  Thus, the data for these three years are included for reference only and the reader is 
cautioned to not consider 2006-09 data directly comparable to 2009-11 data.  
 

SAT scores were not yet available for the 2010-11 period by district.  All other data come from the California Department 
of Education, www.dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest. 
 

  

http://www.ed-data.k12.ca.us/
http://www.dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest
http://www.dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest
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MORENO VALLEY Unified School District Trends 
 
 For the 2010-11 year, Moreno Valley Unified achieved a 68.6% high school graduation rate. 
 Some 25% of graduates had completed UC/CSU required courses, compared to 40% statewide. 
 For the 2009-10 year, one-in-five, or 19%, took the SAT test. 
 Total average SAT score was 1,352, up from prior years, and below County and State levels. 

 
Table 4.7 

Moreno Valley Unified School District 
Student Academic Preparation for College (2006-07 to 2010-11) 

 
Academic  Measure 2010-11 2009-10 2008-09 2007-08 2006-07 
Proficiency: (STAR measures)      
 English-Language Arts 
 (Grades 2-11) 

 43%  40%  38%  32%  30% 

 Mathematics 
 (Grades 2-7 + end-of-course) 

 38  33  32  31  27 

 Science 
 (Grades 5, 8, 10) 

 43  37  33  29  22 

 History 
 (Grades 8, 11 + end-of-course) 

 35  28  26  19  16 

H.S. graduation rate*  68.6%  65.8%  67.6%  64.9%   63.1% 
      

H.S. graduates with UC/CSU required 
courses/sequences: 

     

 Moreno Valley Unified  25.0%  22.2%  24.7%  26.6%  21.7% 
  Riverside County  31.0  28.0  29.4  29.3  27.4 
  California  40.3  36.3  35.3  33.9  35.5 
SAT results      
 % of seniors tested  n/a 19% 23% 23% 23% 
 Average critical reading score  n/a 453 450 447 444 
 Average mathematics score  n/a 453 451 448 455 
 Average writing score  n/a 446 445 441 444 
 Total average score (2400 possible) 
  Riverside County average 
  California average 

 n/a 

 n/a 
 

1,352 
1,439 
1,521 

1,346 
1,423 
1,502 

1,336 
1,417 
1,500 

1,343 
1,418 
1,497 

 
*Note: 2010-11 and 2009-10 graduation data come from Ed-Data, the state database cooperative.  Graduation rates for 
these reporting periods benefit from newly revised student tracking measures that better capture actual graduation and 
dropout rates of students through a unique statewide student identifier.  http://www.ed-data.k12.ca.us.   Graduation rate 
data for 2008-09 back to 2006-07 come from the California Department of Education.  www.dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest.  For 
these three reporting periods, the definitions and methodologies for graduates and dropouts differ from the newer terms 
and methods used by Ed-Data.  Thus, the data for these three years are included for reference only and the reader is 
cautioned to not consider 2006-09 data directly comparable to 2009-11 data.  
 

SAT scores were not yet available for the 2010-11 period by district.  All other data come from the California Department 
of Education, www.dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest. 
 

 

http://www.ed-data.k12.ca.us/
http://www.dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest
http://www.dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest
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RIVERSIDE Unified School District Trends  
 
 For the 2010-11 year, Riverside Unified achieved an 80.5% high school graduation rate. 
 Some 31% of graduates had completed UC/CSU required courses, compared to 40% statewide. 
 For the 2009-10 year, one-in-three, or 35%, took the SAT test. 
 Total average SAT score was 1,470, up from prior years, above County and below State levels. 

 
Table 4.8 

Riverside Unified School District 
Student Academic Preparation for College (2006-07 to 2010-11) 

 

Academic  Measure 2010-11 2009-10 2008-09 2007-08 2006-07 
Proficiency: (STAR measures)      
 English-Language Arts 
 (Grades 2-11) 

 55%  54%  49%  45%  42% 

 Mathematics 
 (Grades 2-7 + end-of-course) 

 49  46  43  39  38 

 Science 
 (Grades 5, 8, 10) 

 57  54  49  46  37 

 History 
 (Grades 8, 11 + end-of-course) 

 51  47  43  37  33 

H.S. graduation rate*  80.5%  81.7%  83.1%  86.2%   89.5% 
      

H.S. graduates with UC/CSU required 
courses/sequences: 

     

 Riverside Unified  31.3%  36.2%  35.1%  38.7%  34.5% 
  Riverside County  31.0  28.0  29.4  29.3  27.4 
  California  40.3  36.3  35.3  33.9  35.5 
SAT results      
 % of seniors tested  n/a 35% 39% 40% 42% 
 Average critical reading score  n/a 484 478 476 471 
 Average mathematics score  n/a 498 495 493 483 
 Average writing score  n/a 488 483 483 475 
 Total average score (2400 possible) 
  Riverside County average 
  California average 

 n/a 

 n/a 
 

1,470 
1,439 
1,521 

1,456 
1,423 
1,502 

1,452 
1,417 
1,500 

1,429 
1,418 
1,497 

 
*Note: 2010-11 and 2009-10 graduation data come from Ed-Data, the state database cooperative.  Graduation rates for 
these reporting periods benefit from newly revised student tracking measures that better capture actual graduation and 
dropout rates of students through a unique statewide student identifier.  http://www.ed-data.k12.ca.us.   Graduation rate 
data for 2008-09 back to 2006-07 come from the California Department of Education.  www.dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest.  For 
these three reporting periods, the definitions and methodologies for graduates and dropouts differ from the newer terms 
and methods used by Ed-Data.  Thus, the data for these three years are included for reference only and the reader is 
cautioned to not consider 2006-09 data directly comparable to 2009-11 data.  
 

SAT scores were not yet available for the 2010-11 period by district.  All other data come from the California Department 
of Education, www.dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest. 

 
 

http://www.ed-data.k12.ca.us/
http://www.dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest
http://www.dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest
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VAL VERDE Unified School District Trends 
 
 For the 2010-11 year, Val Verde Unified achieved an 82.1% high school graduation rate. 
 Some 27% of graduates had completed UC/CSU required courses, compared to 40% statewide. 
 For the 2009-10 year, one-in-four, or 24%, took the SAT test. 
 Total average SAT score was 1,344, up from prior years, and below County and State levels. 

 
Table 4.9 

Val Verde Unified School District 
Student Academic Preparation for College (2006-07 to 2010-11) 

 
Academic  Measure 2010-11 2009-10 2008-09 2007-08 2006-07 
Proficiency: (STAR measures)      
 English-Language Arts 
 (Grades 2-11) 

 51%  47%  45%  39%  34% 

 Mathematics 
 (Grades 2-7 + end-of-course) 

 52  53  49  43  36 

 Science 
 (Grades 5, 8, 10) 

 56  53  47  40  29 

 History 
 (Grades 8, 11 + end-of-course) 

 48  47  43  36  26 

H.S. graduation rate*  82.1%  78.1%  77.5%  74.9%   76.3% 
      

H.S. graduates with UC/CSU required 
courses/sequences: 

     

 Val Verde Unified  27.0%  15.5%  19.2%  14.2%  14.5% 
  Riverside County  31.0  28.0  29.4  29.3  27.4 
  California  40.3  36.3  35.3  33.9  35.5 
SAT results      
 % of seniors tested  n/a 24% 25% 27% 23% 
 Average critical reading score  n/a 445 444 431 425 
 Average mathematics score  n/a 453 439 428 438 
 Average writing score  n/a 446 437 428 422 
 Total average score (2400 possible) 
  Riverside County average 
  California average 

 n/a 

 n/a 
 

1,344 
1,439 
1,521 

1,320 
1,423 
1,502 

1,287 
1,417 
1,500 

1,285 
1,418 
1,497 

 
*Note: 2010-11 and 2009-10 graduation data come from Ed-Data, the state database cooperative.  Graduation rates for 
these reporting periods benefit from newly revised student tracking measures that better capture actual graduation and 
dropout rates of students through a unique statewide student identifier.  http://www.ed-data.k12.ca.us.   Graduation rate 
data for 2008-09 back to 2006-07 come from the California Department of Education.  www.dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest.  For 
these three reporting periods, the definitions and methodologies for graduates and dropouts differ from the newer terms 
and methods used by Ed-Data.  Thus, the data for these three years are included for reference only and the reader is 
cautioned to not consider 2006-09 data directly comparable to 2009-11 data.  
 

SAT scores were not yet available for the 2010-11 period by district.  All other data come from the California Department 
of Education, www.dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest. 

 
 

http://www.ed-data.k12.ca.us/
http://www.dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest
http://www.dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest
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Feeder School Graduates’ College Preferences and Enrollment Trends   
 
Of importance to colleges is the college-going behavior of the high school graduates of its feeder school 
districts.  The percentage of high school graduates is important, but how many of these graduates go on 
to college and where they enroll is of particular interest and import to the process of strategic planning.  
Over the next few pages, we highlight the actual college-going and enrollment behavior of high school 
graduates for each of the six feeder school districts in RCCD’s service area.  The data are drawn from 
several sources and tables have been uniquely assembled.  The primary data source for college-going 
behaviors of graduates of specific school districts is the California Postsecondary Education Commission 
(CPEC).  While the Commission was eliminated two years ago due to state budget constraints, CPEC data 
on high school graduate college-going behavior through Fall 2010 are still available.  To better 
understand data elements within the table, readers should note the following: 
 
• RCCD college enrollments.  Data regarding the enrollment at a RCCD college by first-time freshmen 

is presented in a 10-year view from Fall 2001 to Fall 2010.  The reader will note that specific data for 
enrollment in the three specific colleges of the District (Norco College, Moreno Valley College, and 
Riverside City College) are not featured until the Fall 2010 reporting period.  Prior to this period, 
these institutions were campuses of the single college district known as RCCD with the single 
accredited college in Riverside.  Each campus had enrollment during the decade under review, but 
statewide reporting is by college, not campus or learning center; thus, those campus enrollments 
were reported under one RCCD enrollment figure.  With the relatively recent formal designation of 
these campuses as separate, accredited colleges, the District was able to begin formally reporting 
separate college enrollment data starting with the 2010-11 academic year. 
 

• Relationship between high school graduate and first-time freshmen per year.  While the actual 
count of graduates from a school district are presented for each year, and the number of first-time 
college enrollees from that school district are reported as well, all of those first-time enrollees are 
not from the high school graduating class of the same year in which they enrolled as first-time 
college students.  Some students do not immediately enroll in college upon completing their high 
school degree.  Cognizant of this, CPEC’s college enrollment data track school district high school 
graduates enrolling as a first-time college freshman whether they did so immediately after high 
school graduation in the prior spring term or enrolled in college some period after high school 
graduation.  Most of the students listed each year as first-time freshmen are high school graduates 
from that same calendar year’s spring term, but not all.  Thus, when reviewing this set of data, 
reviewers should consider annual college enrollment data for any particular year to be the sum of 
enrollees who were immediate high school graduates plus a number of enrollees who are now 
enrolling after a time break from high school graduation. 
 

• Ratios.  The final rows of statistics on the following tables present two types of statistics.  The first 
(all grads compared to all high education enrollments that year) presents the percentage of all high 
school graduates that year with the number of first-time freshmen enrollees in that same year who 
graduated from that school district (see the above note).  The second statistic (all grads compared to 
just RCCD enrollments that year) presents the percentage of all high school graduates of that year 
with the number of first-time freshmen enrollees at a RCCD college in that same year who 
graduated from that school district (see the same note above).  These percentages are presented for 
general trend purposes. 
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ALVORD Unified School District Trends 
 
 For Fall 2010, RCCD enrolled 373 Alvord graduates as first-time freshmen, most to RCC. 
 Alvord has seen a 10-year steady increase in the number of grads enrolling in a public college. 
 The majority, 71% in F2010, of Alvord grads who enroll in college, enroll at a CCC college. 
 About one-half of all grads ultimately attend a California public college as a first-time freshman. 
 About 1-in-3 of all graduates ultimately attends a RCCD college as a first-time freshman. 

 
Table 4.10 

Alvord Unified School District 
California Public College Enrollment of its High School Graduates (Fall 2001-02 to Fall 2010-11) 
 

Institution/System H.S. 
Graduate Enrolled in as 
First-Time Freshman 

F 10-11 F 09-10 F 08-09 F 07-08 F 06-07 F 05-06 F 04-05 F 03-04 F 02-03 F 01-02 

           

RCCD:   Student Enrollment Headcount    
 Norco College 
 (Separate reporting 

beginning 2010) 

 134   --   --   --  --  --  --  --  --  -- 

 Moreno Valley College 
 (Separate reporting 

beginning 2010) 

 10  --  --  --  --  --  --  --  --  --  

 Riverside City College 
 (Incl. Norco and Moreno 

Valley until 2010) 

 229  314  354  249  327  239  235  254  223  165 

 Total RCCD enrollment  373                     
           

CA public higher ed. 
(H.E.) enrollment totals 

                    

 All CCCs  405  344  378  287  358  264   270  294  267   201 
 All CSUs  69  114  101  123  135   126  92  74  65  65  
 All UCs  98  69  72  74  66  55  59  54  63  69 
           

Total enrollment in all 
California public 
colleges/universities 

 572  527  551  484  559  445  421  422  395  335 

           

# District HS graduates  1,143  1,130  1,112  1,008  934  1,020  899  872  944  837 
           

Ratio: grads / enrollees                    
 All grads / all H.E. enroll  50%  47%  50%  48%  60%  44%  47%  48%  42%  40% 
 All grads / RCCD enroll  33%  28%  32%  25%  35%  23%  26%  29%  24%  20% 
           

 
All college enrollment data come from the California Postsecondary Education Commission’s Freshmen Pathways database, 
http://www.cpec.ca.gov.  District high school graduates data come from two sources: (1) the number of graduates from Fall 
2003-04 through Fall 2010-11 are reported at http://www.ed-data.k12.ca.us, and the same data for Fall 2001-02 and Fall 2002-
03 are from www.dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest.  Enrollment ratios developed by Applied Development Resources. 
 

 

http://www.cpec.ca.gov/
http://www.ed-data.k12.ca.us/
http://www.dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest
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CORONA-NORCO (Cor-Norco) Unified School District Trends 
 
 For F2010, RCCD enrolled 926 Cor-Norco grads as first-time freshmen, most to Norco College. 
 Cor-Norco has seen a 10-year major increase in the number of grads enrolling in a public college. 
 The majority, 62% in F2010, of its graduates who enroll in college, enroll at a CCC college. 
 About one-half of all grads ultimately attend a California public college as a first-time freshman. 
 About 1-in-4 of all graduates ultimately attends a RCCD college as a first-time freshman. 

 
 Table 4.11 

Corona-Norco Unified School District 
California Public College Enrollment of its High School Graduates (Fall 2001-02 to Fall 2010-11) 
 

Institution/System H.S. 
Graduate Enrolled in as 
First-Time Freshman 

F 10-11 F 09-10 F 08-09 F 07-08 F 06-07 F 05-06 F 04-05 F 03-04 F 02-03 F 01-02 

           

RCCD:   Student Enrollment Headcount    
 Norco College 
 (Separate reporting 

beginning 2010) 

 763   --   --   --  --  --  --  --  --  -- 

 Moreno Valley College 
 (Separate reporting 

beginning 2010) 

 23  --  --  --  --  --  --  --  --  --  

 Riverside City College 
 (Incl. Norco and Moreno 

Valley until 2010) 

 140  960  993  848  710  662  710  504  430  215 

 Total RCCD enrollment  926                     
           

CA public higher ed. 
(H.E.) enrollment totals 

                    

 All CCCs  1,152  1,126  1,134  985  840  763   781  557  487   277 
 All CSUs  429  400  419  329  288   308  204  256  215  232  
 All UCs  278  232  235  182  188  171  163  148  170  150 
           

Total enrollment in all 
California public 
colleges/universities 

 1,859  1,758  1,788  1,496  1,316  1,242  1,148  961  872  659 

           

# District HS graduates  3,691  3,731  3,805  3,250  2,991  2,647  2,707  2,479  2,134  2,170 
           

Ratio: grads / enrollees                    
 All grads / all H.E. enroll  50%  47%  47%  46%  44%  47%  42%  39%  41%  30% 
 All grads / RCCD enroll  25%  26%  26%  26%  24%  25%  26%  20%  20%  10% 

 
All college enrollment data come from the California Postsecondary Education Commission’s Freshmen Pathways database, 
http://www.cpec.ca.gov.  District high school graduates data come from two sources: (1) the number of graduates from Fall 
2003-04 through Fall 2010-11 are reported at http://www.ed-data.k12.ca.us, and the same data for Fall 2001-02 and Fall 2002-
03 are from www.dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest.  Enrollment ratios developed by Applied Development Resources. 
 

 
 

http://www.cpec.ca.gov/
http://www.ed-data.k12.ca.us/
http://www.dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest
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JURUPA Unified School District Trends 
 
 For F2010, RCCD enrolled 237 Jurupa grads as first-time freshmen, most to RCC. 
 Jurupa had much higher numbers of grads enrolling in a public college from (2004-08). 
 The majority, 65% in F2010, of its graduates who enroll in college, enroll at a CCC college. 
 About one-third of all grads ultimately attend a California public college as a first-time freshman. 
 About 1-in-5 of all graduates ultimately attends a RCCD college as a first-time freshman. 

 
Table 4.12 

Jurupa Unified School District 
California Public College Enrollment of its High School Graduates (Fall 2001-02 to Fall 2010-11) 
 

Institution/System H.S. 
Graduate Enrolled in as 
First-Time Freshman 

F 10-11 F 09-10 F 08-09 F 07-08 F 06-07 F 05-06 F 04-05 F 03-04 F 02-03 F 01-02 

           

RCCD:   Student Enrollment Headcount    
 Norco College 
 (Separate reporting 

beginning 2010) 

 58   --   --   --  --  --  --  --  --  -- 

 Moreno Valley College 
 (Separate reporting 

beginning 2010) 

 6  --  --  --  --  --  --  --  --  --  

 Riverside City College 
 (Incl. Norco and Moreno 

Valley until 2010) 

 173  203  266  260  322  271  299  222  258  163 

 Total RCCD enrollment  237                     
           

CA public higher ed. 
(H.E.) enrollment totals 

                    

 All CCCs  266  239  282  312  361  291   346  255  291   192 
 All CSUs  83  81  86  94  82   100  69  71  83  69  
 All UCs  62  74  69  65  45  50  63  65  63  61 
           

Total enrollment in all 
California public 
colleges/universities 

 411  394  437  471  488  441  478  391  437  322 

           

# District HS graduates  1,300  1,245  1,196  1,100  1,044  1,034  1,055  1,029  923  797 
           

Ratio: grads / enrollees                    
 All grads / all H.E. enroll  32%  32%  37%  43%  47%  43%  45%  38%  47%  40% 
 All grads / RCCD enroll  18%  16%  22%  24%  31%  26%  28%  22%  28%  20% 
           

 
All college enrollment data come from the California Postsecondary Education Commission’s Freshmen Pathways database, 
http://www.cpec.ca.gov.  District high school graduates data come from two sources: (1) the number of graduates from Fall 
2003-04 through Fall 2010-11 are reported at http://www.ed-data.k12.ca.us, and the same data for Fall 2001-02 and Fall 2002-
03 are from www.dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest.  Enrollment ratios developed by Applied Development Resources. 
 
 

http://www.cpec.ca.gov/
http://www.ed-data.k12.ca.us/
http://www.dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest
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MORENO VALLEY Unified School District Trends 
 
 For F2010, RCCD enrolled 587 Moreno Valley grads as first-time freshmen, most to MVC. 
 Moreno Valley had higher numbers of grads enrolling in a public college from (2006-09). 
 The majority, 79% in F2010, of its graduates who enroll in college, enroll at a CCC college. 
 About 4-in-10 of all grads ultimately attend a California public college as a first-time freshman. 
 About 1-in-3 of all graduates ultimately attends a RCCD college as a first-time freshman. 

 
Table 4.13 

Moreno Valley Unified School District 
California Public College Enrollment of its High School Graduates (Fall 2001-02 to Fall 2010-11) 
 

Institution/System H.S. 
Graduate Enrolled in as 
First-Time Freshman 

F 10-11 F 09-10 F 08-09 F 07-08 F 06-07 F 05-06 F 04-05 F 03-04 F 02-03 F 01-02 

           

RCCD:   Student Enrollment Headcount    
 Norco College 
 (Separate reporting 

beginning 2010) 

 11   --   --   --  --  --  --  --  --  -- 

 Moreno Valley College 
 (Separate reporting 

beginning 2010) 

 393  --  --  --  --  --  --  --  --  --  

 Riverside City College 
 (Incl. Norco and Moreno 

Valley until 2010) 

 183  529  657  570  550  393  498  404  509  329 

 Total RCCD enrollment  587                     
           

CA public higher ed. 
(H.E.) enrollment totals 

                    

 All CCCs  644  573  701  627  595  420   543  463  557   371 
 All CSUs  64  154  125  104  126   126  85  61  98  121  
 All UCs  104  116  121  122  100  77  80  84  119  79 
           

Total enrollment in all 
California public 
colleges/universities 

 812  843  947  853  821  623  708  608  774  571 

           

# District HS graduates  1,985  1,972  1,822  1,850  1,833  1,762  1,837  1,724  1738  1694 
           

Ratio: grads / enrollees                    
 All grads / all H.E. enroll  41%  43%  52%  46%  45%  35%  39%  35%  45%  34% 
 All grads / RCCD enroll  30%  27%  36%  31%  30%  22%  27%  23%  29%  19% 
           

 
All college enrollment data come from the California Postsecondary Education Commission’s Freshmen Pathways database, 
http://www.cpec.ca.gov.  District high school graduates data come from two sources: (1) the number of graduates from Fall 
2003-04 through Fall 2010-11 are reported at http://www.ed-data.k12.ca.us, and the same data for Fall 2001-02 and Fall 2002-
03 are from www.dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest.  Enrollment ratios developed by Applied Development Resources. 
 
 

http://www.cpec.ca.gov/
http://www.ed-data.k12.ca.us/
http://www.dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest
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RIVERSIDE Unified School District Trends 
 
 For F2010, RCCD enrolled 890 Riverside Unified grads as first-time freshmen, most to RCC. 
 Riverside Unified had higher numbers of grads enrolling in a public college from (2006-09). 
 The majority, 63% in F2010, of its graduates who enroll in college, enroll at a CCC college. 
 About one-half of all grads ultimately attend a California public college as a first-time freshman. 
 About 1-in-3 of all graduates ultimately attends a RCCD college as a first-time freshman. 

 
Table 4.14 

Riverside Unified School District 
California Public College Enrollment of its High School Graduates (Fall 2001-02 to Fall 2010-11) 
 

Institution/System H.S. 
Graduate Enrolled in as 
First-Time Freshman 

F 10-11 F 09-10 F 08-09 F 07-08 F 06-07 F 05-06 F 04-05 F 03-04 F 02-03 F 01-02 

           

RCCD:   Student Enrollment Headcount    
 Norco College 
 (Separate reporting 

beginning 2010) 

 78   --   --   --  --  --  --  --  --  -- 

 Moreno Valley College 
 (Separate reporting 

beginning 2010) 

 108  --  --  --  --  --  --  --  --  --  

 Riverside City College 
 (Incl. Norco and Moreno 

Valley until 2010) 

 704  1,023  1,042  902  863  542  575  476  537  328 

 Total RCCD enrollment  890                     
           

CA public higher ed. 
(H.E.) enrollment totals 

                    

 All CCCs  989  1,087  1,088  959  931  596   634  529  594   396 
 All CSUs  300  342  323  347  358   315  204  243  199  251  
 All UCs  283  293  304  280  303  283  269  280  291  295 
           

Total enrollment in all 
California public 
colleges/universities 

 1,572  1,722  1,715  1,586  1,592  1,194  1,107  1,052  1,084  942 

           

# District HS graduates  2,962  3,061  2,955  2,717  2,683  2,566  2,636  2,455  2,529  2,251 
           

Ratio: grads / enrollees                    
 All grads / all H.E. enroll  53%  56%  58%  58%  59%  47%  42%  43%  43%  42% 
 All grads / RCCD enroll  30%  33%  35%  33%  32%  21%  22%  19%  21%  15% 
           

 
All college enrollment data come from the California Postsecondary Education Commission’s Freshmen Pathways database, 
http://www.cpec.ca.gov.  District high school graduates data come from two sources: (1) the number of graduates from Fall 
2003-04 through Fall 2010-11 are reported at http://www.ed-data.k12.ca.us, and the same data for Fall 2001-02 and Fall 2002-
03 are from www.dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest.  Enrollment ratios developed by Applied Development Resources. 
 

 

http://www.cpec.ca.gov/
http://www.ed-data.k12.ca.us/
http://www.dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest
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VAL VERDE Unified School District Trends 
 
 For F2010, RCCD enrolled 259 Val Verde grads as first-time freshmen, most to MVC. 
 Val Verde has seen a 10-year major increase in the number of grads enrolling in a public college. 
 The majority, 67% in F2010, of its graduates who enroll in college, enroll at a CCC college. 
 About one-third of all grads ultimately attend a California public college as a first-time freshman. 
 About 1-in-5 of all graduates ultimately attends a RCCD college as a first-time freshman. 

 
Table 4.15 

Val Verde Unified School District 
California Public College Enrollment of its High School Graduates (Fall 2001-02 to Fall 2010-11) 
 

Institution/System H.S. 
Graduate Enrolled in as 
First-Time Freshman 

F 10-11 F 09-10 F 08-09 F 07-08 F 06-07 F 05-06 F 04-05 F 03-04 F 02-03 F 01-02 

           

RCCD:   Student Enrollment Headcount    
 Norco College 
 (Separate reporting 

beginning 2010) 

 11   --   --   --  --  --  --  --  --  -- 

 Moreno Valley College 
 (Separate reporting 

beginning 2010) 

 188  --  --  --  --  --  --  --  --  --  

 Riverside City College 
 (Incl. Norco and Moreno 

Valley until 2010) 

 60  204  227  218  173  137  124  103  110  67 

 Total RCCD enrollment  259                     
           

CA public higher ed. 
(H.E.) enrollment totals 

                    

 All CCCs  293  242  257  240  199  155   139  113  123   78 
 All CSUs  68  87  61  63  36   56  29  29  26  22  
 All UCs  77  59  50  39  37  35  18  23  21  18 
           

Total enrollment in all 
California public 
colleges/universities 

 438  388  368  342  272  246  186  165  170  118 

           

# District HS graduates  1,313 1,267  1,074  1,022  752  578  685  618  664  558 
           

Ratio: grads / enrollees                    
 All grads / all H.E. enroll  33%  31%  34%  33%  36%  43%  27%  27%  26%  21% 
 All grads / RCCD enroll  20%  16%  21%  21%  23%  24%  18%  17%  17%  12% 
           

 
All college enrollment data come from the California Postsecondary Education Commission’s Freshmen Pathways database, 
http://www.cpec.ca.gov.  District high school graduates data come from two sources: (1) the number of graduates from Fall 
2003-04 through Fall 2010-11 are reported at http://www.ed-data.k12.ca.us, and the same data for Fall 2001-02 and Fall 2002-
03 are from www.dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest.  Enrollment ratios developed by Applied Development Resources. 
 

 

http://www.cpec.ca.gov/
http://www.ed-data.k12.ca.us/
http://www.dq.cde.ca.gov/dataquest
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Riverside County Educational Attainment Projections:  To 2015 
 
 The number of adults with bachelor’s degrees or higher will grow to 20%. 
 The percentage of adults with less than a high school diploma will continue to decrease. 
 A lower percentage of adults will start college and not finish; more will go on to a degree. 
 These trends are forecast for RCCD service area population and for the Inland Empire. 
 This continued trend toward more college enrollment is a strategic resource for RCCD. 

 
Table 4.16 presents projected educational attainment levels for Riverside County adults 25 years and 
older, to the Year 2015.  The projections were generated by the Public Policy Institute of California 
(PPIC).  As a foundation for projected 2015 levels, known levels from earlier Census reports are 
presented where available.  In making its projections, the PPIC assembled data for the region it titled 
“Northwestern Riverside County.”  Fortuitously, the cities it used to comprise this region are the same 
that comprise the majority of RCCD’s service area: Corona, Norco, Moreno Valley, Perris, and Riverside.  
When this forecast was generated, Eastvale and Jurupa Valley had not yet entered cityhood. 
 

Table 4.16 
Riverside Community College District Service Area and  

Riverside Region Educational Attainment Level Projections, 1990 - 2015 
 

      

Attainment Level 1990 2000 2005 2010* 2015 
      

RCCD Service Area/ Northwestern Riv. 
County 

     

Less than high school diploma 23.9% 26.3% -- -- 25.4% 
H.S. diploma/graduate, including 
equivalency 

26.5% 24.1% -- -- 27.3% 

Some college, no degree 34.6% 33.6% -- -- 27.2% 
Bachelor’s degree 9.9% 10.3% -- -- 14.0% 
Graduate or professional degree 5.1% 5.6% -- -- 6.1% 
Inland Empire  
(Riverside and San Bernardino Counties) 

     

Less than high school diploma 22% 24% 23% 22% 22% 
H.S. diploma/graduate, including 
equivalency 

26% 24% 26% 26% 29% 

Some college, no degree 36% 35% 33% 26% 28% 
Bachelor’s degree 10% 11% 13% 13% 15% 
Graduate or professional degree 5% 6% 6% 7% 6% 

 

Source: “The Inland Empire in 2015.” Public Policy Institute of California, 2008, San Francisco, CA (pps. 70-76).  The data that 
comprise the top half of the table, “RCCD Service Area/Northwestern Riverside County,” are for the cities of Corona, Moreno 
Valley, Norco, Perris, and Riverside. 

*Note: 2010 data are from actual Census reports and are not part of the table created by the PPIC for the 2008 Report. 
(http://factfinder2.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages/productview.xhtml?pid=ACS_10_1YR_S1501&prodType=table) 
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RCCD service area attainment levels.  In 2015, some 25.4% of RCCD’s service area adult population will 
have earned less than a high school diploma as their highest level of educational attainment.  Today, for 
Riverside County, that rate is already only 20.8%, by comparison (see Table 4.1 for “today” percentages). 
In 2015, about 27.2% of adults will have attended college but not earned a degree.  Today, for Riverside 
County, that statistic is 24.9%.  In 2015, 14% of all residents will have earned a bachelor’s degree, 
compared to today’s County level of 13.3%.  And, in 2015, PPIC forecasts that 6% of the adult population 
will have earned a graduate degree.  This compares to today’s County rate of 7.2%.  Looking at PPIC’s 
breakdown of 2000 educational attainment levels for RCCD’s service area and comparing those data to 
2015 forecasts, PPIC projects that more adults in the service area will have continued college and 
completed a bachelor’s or graduate degree (21%) by 2015 than in 2000 (15.9%). 
 
Inland Empire attainment levels.  By 2015, PPIC forecasts that 29% of all Inland Empire adult residents 
will have earned a high school diploma as their highest level.  This represents a projected increase from 
the 26% reported by the US Census in 2005 and 2010.  By 2015, 21% of the adult population is predicted 
to have earned either a bachelor’s degree and/or graduate degree.  This represents continued growth 
from the 19% reported in 2005 and 20% reported in 2010 Census tables.  (See Table 4.1) 
 
Overall, these educational attainment forecasts confirm that the adult populations that comprise RCCD’s 
service area and the Inland Empire in which we are located, continues to value education, continues to 
increase the numbers and percentages of those who graduate from high school and go on to college.  
The data suggest the continuing efforts of those who begin college to actually finish college with a 
bachelor’s degree or higher. 
 
Thus, the number of those residents with a goal of college-going continues to grow and this should 
continue a numerical demand for access to RCCD colleges and educational programs. 
 
 
Education Data:  Conclusions 
 
RCCD and its colleges are in a geographic area of tremendous opportunity in terms of potential student 
body growth and partnerships.  In aggregate, the six feeder school districts in RCCD’s service area are 
located in growing communities and, as a result, are growing in terms of student enrollment.  Based on 
a 10-year historical trend, that school district enrollment growth should continue. 
 
Numerically, these school districts are producing more high school graduates and, numerically, more of 
these graduates are eventually enrolling in a California public college.  Because of state budget 
reductions in support for area higher education institutions in recent years, some higher education 
segments, including the CCC and RCCD, reported lower recent enrollment numbers for service area high 
school graduates compared to those years featuring growing or higher state support and, thus, more 
course availability and enrollments (2006-2009).   
 
To be discussed in the next section, most economists and even the Office of the Governor forecast an 
improving economic climate starting this year and taking firm hold in 2013.  As this recovery unfolds, 
support for higher education systems should improve and the doors of student access will open wider.  
When this happens, the data suggest that both high school students and adults in the service area will 
present themselves at an RCCD campus.  It is a matter of time and budget resources. 
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Introduction 
 
The annual California State Budget plays a pivotal role in general fund support that ultimately is directed 
to the Riverside Community College District.  In this section, we examine the last four state budget years 
and the resulting general apportionment and categorical program funding to the California Community 
Colleges, along with formal Legislative Analysts’ Office projections of future California revenue, 
expenditures, and budget gaps.  RCCD grant and RCCD Foundation activities are discussed, as well. 
 
In plain terms, irrespective of plans, envisioned initiatives or growth preferences, state general fund 
support often is the primary determinant in what and how much a public college can do.  College and 
district leaders can target program and FTES growth, say, for the next academic year, but the State’s 
final level of general fund and categorical program funding that reaches a public college system, such as 
RCCD, will be the real basis for colleges determining FTES, enrollment caps, hiring, courses offered, 
initiatives launched, and the like. 
 
 
The California State Budget and Funding for Community Colleges 
 
 From 2008-12, California’s community colleges suffered an $800 million budget reduction. 
 This represents a 12% reduction in state budget funding since 2008-09. 
 Categorical program funding has decreased from $743 million to $447 million. 
 General apportionment funding has decreased from $5.8 billion to $5.4 billion. 
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Table 5.1 reviews the prior state budget years from 2008-09 through 2011-12.  As this scan is being 
prepared, the 2012-13 budget remains in flux and may not be fully finalized for several months.  The 
passage or defeat of a November ballot measure to increase taxes to provide an additional income 
stream for higher education will heavily influence a final 2012-13 budget. 
 
The past several years of economic woes and stagnation have impacted California’s revenue streams 
and budget process in incredibly negative and confounding ways.  Virtually every Californian has a 
viewpoint as to what the problem is, how it was caused, and who is to blame.  Budgets have been 
delayed, payments postponed, take-backs have occurred, funding cuts triggered, midyear reductions 
enacted, student fees hiked, scheduled fee hikes delayed, funding deferred, and more. 
 
To make sense of actual budgets in recent years, the California Community College Chancellor’s Office 
(CCCCO) prepared the following table to summarize final and total state funding for California 
Community Colleges (CCC) for the period under review (2008-09 through 2011-12). 
 
2008-09 budget.  The results of the final 2008-09 Budget Act saw an allocation to the California 
Community Colleges of $6,589,403,000, or nearly $6.6 billion.  Every budget since then to today (2012-
13) has been lower than this amount. 
 
2009-10 budget.  For 2009-10, the allocation was $6,142,405,000, or $6.1 billion.  In addition to a 
reduction in General Fund apportionments, the budget reduced funding for categorical programs from 
$743 million to $441 million.  Categorical program funding is particularly important to community 
colleges for such funding supports EOPS, Care, Disabled Students Programs and Services, and other 
important services and programming. 
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2010-11 budget.  For this program year, the allocation increased somewhat to $6,290,517,000, or nearly 
$6.3 billion.  General Fund apportionments were further decreased while $126 million was included for 
growth for apportionments and another $832 million for deferrals.  Funding for categorical programs 
rebounded to $463,599,000.  Student fees increased and, thus, so too did student fee revenue. 
 
2011-12 budget.  In 2011-12, community colleges took another major financial hit.  For this 2011-12 
year, California community colleges received a budget of $5,779,581,000, or just under $5.8 billion.  
General Fund apportionments were further reduced, growth for apportionments was removed, and 
categorical program funding was downsized once again.  In addition, declining state revenues resulted in 
trigger cuts of $100 million midway through the academic year.  A scheduled increase in student fees 
was postponed and that anticipated revenue was lost. 
 
The four-year loss.  The CCCCO indicates that during the four year period through last year, California 
community colleges have suffered a nearly $810 million budget reduction.  This represents a 12% 
funding loss.  Even if state funding were to increase, somehow, by $200 million per year for community 
colleges, it would take until 2015-16 before community college funding by the state was once again at 
the 2008-09 level. 

Table 5.1 
California Community College Budgets (2008-09 to 2011-12) 

($ dollars in thousands) 
 

 

Source: Brady, Diane.  "Community College Budget Comparison 2008-09 to 2011-12," special run, CCCCO, July 6, 2012 
 
As the RCCD Division of Administration and Finance reminds scan readers, the mix of funding sources 
that the State uses to construct a budget allocation to California community colleges is not as important 
as the bottom line total amount of funding.  As a particular budget year’s total funding amount is fixed 
once adopted, increases to, say, property tax revenue does not result in any real increase to the bottom 

 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12  Difference 

BUDGET ITEMS Budget Act Budget Act Budget Act Budget Act  2008-2012 

General Apportionment 
      General Fund Apportionments  $  2,830,717   $  2,673,006   $  2,590,677   $  2,162,888  

  Local Property Taxes     2,053,507      1,946,940       1,906,848    1,948,531  
  Student Fee Revenue        299,440         367,176       365,243      353,854  
  Federal Oil & Mineral Revenue            9,226           10,795          6,150         7,933  
  COLA  0   0   0   0  
  Growth for Apportionments          113,500   0        126,000   0  
  Deferrals        540,000         703,000        832,000       961,000    

 Subtotal General Apport.     5,846,390      5,700,917     5,826,918     5,434,206    (412,184) 
Less Trigger Cuts 

   
 (102,000) 

 
(102,000) 

Subtotal Categorical Progs    743,013     441,488         463,599       447,375    (295,638) 

Total Funding   $ 6,589,403  $ 6,142,405   $ 6,290,517  $ 5,779,581  
 

(809,822) 

      
-12% 

Student fee percentage of 
apportionment 5.12% 6.44% 6.27% 6.51% 
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line budget for that particular year.  In addition, growth in the “deferral” line item, in fact, often signals 
the need to borrow operating funds (with the attendant cost of borrowing for cash flow purposes) until 
those “deferred” funds are actually received by a district.  Deferrals are a portion of apportionment.  For 
CCC districts, key budget increase needs are COLA and growth allocations. 
 
 
RCCD Adopted Budget: 2008-12 
 
 Since 2008, RCCD’s general apportionment and categorical funding support has declined 11%. 
 In 2008, state support totaled $145 million for RCCD; last year it totaled $129 million. 
 During this period, state categorical program funding went from $11.8 million to $6.2 million. 
 General apportionment funding declined from $133 million to $125.5 million for RCCD. 

 
Statewide budget reductions to California Community Colleges negatively and directly impact the annual 
budgets of Riverside Community College District and all other districts and community colleges in the 
state.  Table 5.2 presents a four year look at RCCD’s adopted budget for the same 2008-12 time period.  
Following the format provided by the CCCCO for the statewide budget review, RCCD Associate Vice 
Chancellor for Finance, Aaron Brown, of the Division of Administration and Finance, prepared this 
special run upon which the table was created. 
 

Table 5.2 
Riverside Community College District Adopted Budget (2008-09 to 2011-12) 

 
 

 

Source: Brown, Aaron.  Associate Vice Chancellor/Finance, Division of Administration and Finance, Riverside Community College 
District, special run, August 13, 2012.   
 

 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12  Difference 

BUDGET ITEMS 
Adopted 
Budget 

Adopted 
Budget 

Adopted 
Budget 

Adopted 
Budget  2008-2012 

General Apportionment 
      General Fund Apportionments       76,462,231        73,473,697       68,392,845        59,440,819  

  Local Property Taxes       31,145,954        29,324,458       28,674,904        26,070,600  
  Student Fee Revenue         7,563,491          8,364,943         8,700,000          7,800,000  
  Federal Oil and Mineral Revenue 0  0  0  0  
  COLA 886,824  0  0  0  
  Growth for Apportionments   2,239,308  0  2,627,967  0  
  Deferrals       15,024,738        19,260,457       24,203,536        32,195,723    

 Subtotal General Apportionment     133,322,546      130,423,555     132,599,252      125,507,142    (7,815,404) 
Less Trigger Cuts 

   
(2,440,752) 

 
(2,440,752) 

Subtotal Categorical Programs       11,767,647          5,852,748         6,167,743          6,182,743    (5,584,904) 

       Total Funding     145,090,193      136,276,303     138,766,995      129,249,133  
 

(15,841,060) 

      
-11% 

Student fee percentage of 
apportionment 5.67% 6.41% 6.56% 6.21% 
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2008-12 budget history.  For 2008-09, state general apportionments and support for categorical 
programs totaled $145,090,193 for RCCD. For 2009-10, this budget support totaled $136,276,303.  In 
2010-11, there was a slight uptick in state general apportionment and categorical program funding 
support to $138,766,995.  2011-12 support was greatly reduced to $129,249,133.  The difference 
between 2008-09 funding levels and 2011-12 funding was a substantial reduction of nearly $16 million 
($15,841,060).  This represents a reduction in annual general apportionment and categorical funding 
support of 11% for RCCD.  The past several years have represented challenging times for the leadership 
of the District and its colleges.  It is a testament to their educational and fiscal acumen that the colleges 
and the district office continue to maintain program excellence in such a fiscally difficult era. 
 
 
RCCD Grant Activities 
 
 RCCD has generated $43,476,544 in external grant awards in the past three years (2009-12). 
 Despite overall success in receiving grants, proposal submissions have been fewer each year. 
 In recent years, Norco College has received the most external grant support. 

 
Beyond general apportionment and categorical program funding from the State, the colleges and central 
operations of RCCD generate additional resources through a variety of focused activities.  Developing 
new and expanding income streams are important strategies in light of reduced State general fund 
support.  Table 5.3 presents the recent three-year history of grant award activity by District colleges and 
central operations. 
 

Table 5.3 
Riverside Community College District 

Grant Application and Award Activity (2009-12) 
 

College/Entity Activity 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 3-Yr Total 
      

Norco # Apps Submitted  5  9  3  17 
 $ Awarded $    6,127,391  $   7,824,149  $   4,099,995  $  18,051,535 
           

Moreno Valley # Apps Submitted  *15  12  **4  31 
 $ Awarded  2,114,497  6,768,798  599,999  9,483,294 
           

Riverside City # Apps Submitted  *21  6  **12  39 
 $ Awarded  9,686,631  680,000  2,508,546  12,875,177 
           

District # Apps Submitted  19   13   **7   39  
 $ Awarded  1,255,852  1,086,549  724,137  3,066,538 
           

Total Submitted     60  40  26  126 

$ Total Awarded     $ 19,184,371  $ 16,359,496  $  7,932,677  $ 43,476,544 
 

*Includes 2008-09 submissions awarded in 2009-10. 
**Some applications are still pending review 
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Important successes that should be fortified.  In the past three years, the colleges and district office of 
RCCD have been awarded nearly $43.5 million in external grant support.  This represents aggressive 
proposal submission and grant award activity.  While grant awards represent restricted funding, such 
funding serves as an important source of support for defined activities and partnerships that help the 
District and its colleges to meet their strategic goals of access, success, service to community, etc.  
Though college and District operations (Office of Grants) have achieved impressive success in attracting 
grant funding, the level of actual applications prepared and submitted have dropped in 2011-12 to less 
than one-half of the proposal submission activity of 2009-10. 
 
Attracting external grant support for important RCCD college and district office initiatives is an 
important strategy given today’s State fiscal climate and general fund support.  Increasing grant 
application submittals, while a challenge, should prove to be an important strategic activity for RCCD. 
 
 
RCCD Foundation Activities 
 
 The RCCD Foundation (RCCDF) has generated nearly $14.3 million from 2006-11. 
 The RCCDF has generated an additional $11 million-plus in planned giving gifts. 
 Net assets of the RCCDF grew to over $5 million by June 30, 2011. 
 The RCCFD has launched the Invest in Excellence campaign to raise $30 million in 5 years. 

 
Table 5.4 

Riverside Community College District 
Campaign, Gifts, and Revenue Activity (2006-2011) 

 
 
Reporting Year 

 
Revenue 

Net Assets 
End of Year 

   

2010-11   $  2,516,756   $  5,063,410 
2009-10   6,265,464   4,529,982 
2008-09   2,563,273   4,839,759 
2007-08   1,342,750   4,254,292 
2006-07   1,599,623   4,441,782 
Total Revenue   $ 14,287,866    

 

Source:  Riverside Community College District Foundation Annual Reports for each of the reporting years, and based on 
audited financial statements contained in those reports. 

 
Important donor development and external fundraising.  The Riverside Community College District 
Foundation was established in 1975 and since its inception to today (as noted in Table 5.4), has raised 
millions of dollars for scholarships, academic program support, student support and success initiatives, 
building campaigns, and myriad other important projects, programs, and services.  Over $11 million has 
been pledged through planned giving.  Though recent years have been challenging due to the region’s 
economic downturn, RCCDF and its Board and staff annually continue to cultivate new support and 
generate new gift revenue.  Such recent support has been directed to the Riverside Aquatics Complex, 
scholarships, expanding corporate partnerships and support for such programs from allied health to 
nursing to technology, and more.  The Foundation recently joined with RCCD leadership to announce a 
new campaign, Invest in Excellence, with a goal of raising $30 million over the next five years. 
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The RCCDF is an important resource for the District and colleges.  It provides a direct pathway to 
corporate and community contacts and serves as capable partner in resource development efforts.  
Economic challenges will continue for the next several years, and the RCCDF may require more 
infrastructure resources to meet the ambitious goals of the current Campaign.  The RCCDF should be 
viewed as a strong strategic resource and partner.   
 
 
California General Fund Revenue Projections:  To 2016-17 
 
 The LAO predicts California revenues in four years will grow from $86 billion to $107.8 billion/yr. 
 Beginning in 2013-14, the state’s revenues will grow at least 5% per year for at least 4 years. 
 Increase in jobs and personal incomes will generate $65.5 billion by 2016; it is $53 billion today. 
 As the economy recovers and we spend more, sales tax revenue will reach $25.8 billion in 2016. 

 
In November, 2011, the California Legislative Analyst’s Office (LAO), as part of a report on California’s 
fiscal outlook for the 2012-13 state budget process, presented forecasts of California’s revenues, 
expenditures, budget shortfalls to the year 2016-17.  The final series of tables in this section looks 
separately at those income, expense, and shortfall projections (shortfalls that the LAO calls “budget 
problems”).  Table 5.5 and the accompanying graph present California’s forecasted revenue. 
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Table 5.5 
California Projected General Fund Revenue  

CA Legislative Analyst’s Office 
(Dollars in Millions) 

 
 

Revenue Source 2010-11 2011-12a 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 
Personal income tax  $49,779 $50,812 $53,134 $55,692 $57,682 $61,811 $65,625 

Sales and use tax  26,983 18,531 19,980 21,573 23,220 24,483 25,856 

Corporation tax  9,838 9,483 9,432 9,958 10,806 11,316 11,492 

 Subtotals, "Big Three"  $86,600 $78,826 $82,546 $87,223 $91,708 $97,610 $102,973 
 Percent change  7.3% –9.0% 4.7% 5.7% 5.1% 6.4% 5.5% 

Insurance tax $2,070 $1,895 $1,989 $2,210 $2,326 $2,434 $2,536 

Vehicle license fee 1,330 80 5 — — — — 

Other revenues (b) 2,395 2,511 2,546 2,148 2,314 2,530 2,479 

Net transfers and loans 1,897 1,451 –1,048 –1,126 –966 –235 –162 

Total Revenues & Transfers $94,292  $84,764 $86,038 $90,455 $95,382 $102,339  $107,826  
 Percent change 8.3% –10.1% 1.5% 5.1% 5.4% 7.3% 5.4% 

(a)   Beginning in 2011–12, does not include funds redirected from the General Fund to the Local Revenue Fund (LRF) 2011. Sales and use tax 
funds deposited into the LRF in 2011–12 are estimated to total $5.1 billion. Also, 2011–12 revenues are lower due to the expiration of 
temporary tax increases passed in 2009. (b)  Does not include the resumption of estate tax revenues in 2012–13 and beyond. 

 

 

  

CA Legislative Analyst’s Office, Nov., 2011. http://www.lao.ca.gov/reports/2011/bud/fiscal_outlook/fiscal_outlook_2011.aspx 
 
 
Eventual aggressive revenue generation.  Last year, 2011-12, the LAO pegged California’s total revenues 
and transfers at $84.7 billion.  That office sees an increase in this year’s revenues (2012-13) of 1.5%, or 
total revenues of $86 billion.  Beginning in 2013-14, the LAO is bullish on growth and forecasts annual 
revenue growth through 2016-17 of over 5%.  For 2014-15, California’s general fund revenue is 
predicted to be $95.3 billion, a 5.4% increase over 2013-14.  The forecast for 2015-16 revenues is an 
increase of 7.3% to $102.3 billion.  A continued revenue growth rate of 5.4% is forecast to generate 
2016-17 general fund revenues totaling $107.8 billion for California.  If these revenue projections hold, 
California would see a nearly $21 billion growth in annual revenue between now and 2016.  This would 
represent a 25% increase in general fund revenue over current 2012-13 state revenue levels. 
 
Growth of the “big three.”  The big three sources of state revenue are personal income tax, sales and 
use tax, and corporation tax.  This year (2012-13), the LAO estimates those three taxes alone will 
generate $82.5 billion in state revenues.  By 2016-17, the “big three” are projected to generate nearly 
$103 billion annually. The biggest share of this increase will come from tax on personal income.  This 
suggests that the LAO agrees with economists and business forecasters who project sizeable 
employment gains and a rise in per capita income throughout the next few years. 
 
 
 
 

http://www.lao.ca.gov/reports/2011/bud/fiscal_outlook/fiscal_outlook_2011.aspx
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California General Fund Major Program Spending Projections:  To 2016-17 
 
 If left untouched, major program spending would need to grow to $113.3 billion by 2016-17. 
 K-14 program spending could grow to $46.5 billion by 2016-17; it was $31.7 billion in 2011-12. 
 In all years through 2016-17, forecasted spending growth is higher than forecasted income. 
 The LAO concurs that eventual final budgets will be influenced by many factors. 

 
California provides myriad programs and services that must continue. Some initiatives, such as Prop 98, 
have specific funding formulae.  In Table 5.6 and the chart below, this scan presents the LAO’s forecasts 
for spending by major program areas from now through 2016-17.  As with all fiscal forecasts, there are 
assumptions and unknowns (for instance, the outcome of the November 2012 ballot measure to 
increase taxes for budgeting purposes).  Those are contained in the footnotes for Table 5.6. 
 
 

 
 
 
Overall projected spending.  For this year, 2012-13, the LAO has projected major program spending of 
nearly $95.8 billion (compared to projected revenues this year of $86 billion).  While this represents a 
potential major budget shortfall, the LAO predicts ever-reducing shortfalls for the next several years.  
For 2013-14, the state is forecast to spend at $99 billion on major programs and for 2014-15, major 
program spending is forecast to rise to nearly $104 billion.  By 2016-17, spending for major programs is 
projected to require $113.2 billion, while revenues are projected to generate just under $108 billion. 
 
All of these major spending growth projections were generated by the LAO with the assumption that 
budget negotiations, income streams, fees, taxes, and other items will ultimately shape future budgets. 
 
K-14/CCC spending.  The budget for community colleges is contained in the K-14 budget section.  The 
LAO forecasts major program spending for this area will grow from $37.2 billion in the current year to 
$46.5 billion in 2016-17. 
  

$0

$20,000

$40,000

$60,000

$80,000

$100,000

$120,000

2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17

California Projected General Fund Spending for Major Programs 
CA Legislative Analyst’s Office 

(Dollars in Millions) 



 
 

79 

Table 5.6 
California Projected General Fund Spending for Major Programs 

CA Legislative Analyst’s Office 
(Dollars in Millions) 

 
 ------- Estimated -------  ------------------------- Forecast -------------------------      

Program Area (a) 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 
Education        
 K–14—Proposition 98 $35,691 $31,664 $37,240 $39,649 $41,810 $44,556 $46,451 
 Other Prop. 98 obligations (b) — — 841 841 573 391 391 
 Child care — 1,064 1,008 1,019 1,114 1,209 1,361 
 CSU 2,542 1,976 1,976 1,976 1,976 1,976 1,976 
 UC 2,711 2,072 2,071 2,070 2,069 2,068 2,067 
 Student Aid Commission 1,257 1,403 1,570 1,720 1,954 2,128 2,308 
Health and Social Services        
 Medi–Cal  12,437 15,140 15,611 16,734 18,245 19,567 21,036 
 CalWORKs 2,079 1,065 1,448 1,468 1,360 1,250 1,234 
 SSI/SSP 2,861 2,752 2,815 2,888 2,968 3,055 3,151 
 IHSS 1,436 1,530 1,281 1,328 1,377 1,438 1,504 
 Developmental Services 2,437 2,526 2,733 2,843 2,966 3,095 3,231 
 Mental Health 1,794 1,252 1,273 1,319 1,345 1,351 1,357 
 Other major programs  3,136 1,890 2,088 1,985 1,990 1,886 1,874 
Corrections and Rehabilitation 9,217 7,749 8,311 8,139 8,222 8,344 8,569 
Judiciary 1,657 1,214 1,213 1,228 1,227 1,227 1,227 
Proposition 1A Loan Costs 91 91 1,986 — — — — 
Infrastructure Debt Service (c) 5,344 5,345 5,216 6,317 6,809 7,114 7,295 
Other Programs/Costs 6,790 6,576 7,107 7,683 7,906 8,106 8,220 
 Totals $91,480 $85,308 $95,787 $99,205 $103,909 108,761 $113,253 
 Percent Change  –6.7% 12.3% 3.6% 4.7% 4.7% 4.1% 

(a)   Under the LAO November 2011 revenue forecast, a total of $2.04 billion of expenditure trigger reductions would be implemented, as revenues 
are $3.7 billion below the amount assumed in the 2011–12 Budget Act. This represents all of the first tier of trigger cuts and around three–quarters of 
the second–tier trigger cuts. (b) Includes Quality Education Investment Act payments as well as 2011–12 settle–up payments.  (c) Does not include 
General Fund debt–service costs of lease–revenue bonds funded through the California Community College portion of Proposition 98 funding. 

 

California Legislative Analyst’s Office, The 2012-13 Budget: California’s Fiscal Outlook, 2011.  
http://www.lao.ca.gov/reports/2011/bud/fiscal_outlook/fiscal_outlook_2011.aspx 

 
 
 
  

http://www.lao.ca.gov/reports/2011/bud/fiscal_outlook/fiscal_outlook_2011.aspx
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California General Fund “Budget Problems” Projections:  To 2016-17 
 
 The LAO estimates a current year, 2012-13, budget shortfall of $9.7 billion. 
 For 2013-17, revenue increases are predicted, so are expenditures, leaving annual shortfalls. 
 Projected shortfalls, while diminishing beginning next year, will still reach $5.4 billion in 2016-17. 

 
For the discussion below, Table 5.7 presents the projections by the LAO of budget problems/shortfall 
when comparing forecasted revenue and spending, by year, to 2016-17.  As noted earlier, both 
projections of income and those of expenditures assume that budget negotiations, future revenue 
increases or reductions, and a variety of unknown factors will influence final future budgets.  However, 
reasonable forecasts allow planners to envision and prepare for potential future budget cycles and their 
impacts on programs and strategic plans. 
 
 

 
 
2012-13 budget challenges.  When comparing 2012-13 general fund revenues with envisioned spending 
for major programs, the LAO has projected a “budget problem” of nearly $9.7 billion this year.  In 
addition to several strategies (ending redevelopment agencies and directing those funds to the State, 
requiring local agencies to undertake functions once underwritten at the state level, etc.), voters will 
weigh in on a November 2012 ballot measure that will raise a potential several $ billion primarily 
dedicated to education funding.  If the measure does not pass, general fund support for education may 
be negatively impacted.  As this scan was being finalized, some local redevelopment agencies filed 
challenges to the state’s determination of how much funding each agency must direct to Sacramento.  
The Governor had planned to receive an eventual $3.1 billion from redevelopment agencies statewide. 
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Projected budget shortfalls.  For the period 2013-17, an earlier table noted that the state’s funding 
revenues were projected to increase by at least 5% per year for the next four years.  While this is 
positive news, the LAO has also forecast increased spending needs each year for California’s major 
programs.  Projected expenditures outstrip projected income for the next four years, though these 
forecast funding shortfalls grow smaller with each new budget cycle.  Next year, 2013-14, is projected to 
have a budget shortfall of just over $8.7 billion.  For 2014-15, this shortfall is estimated to be $8.5 
billion.  In 2015-16, the LAO has forecast revenue increases of over 7%, thus the shortfall for this year is 
predicted to be $6.4 billion.  Because of forecasted continued revenue growth for the state, the budget 
shortfall for 2016-17 is predicted to be $5.4 billion.  Whether these forecasted shortfalls will play out as 
predicted, even with income projections higher than suggested and future spending lower than 
forecasted, state funding will continue to be a challenge for the next several years and substantial, gap-
closing new state general fund support for community colleges should not be anticipated.  While budget 
support for education will grow slightly (especially if the November ballot measure passes), it may take 
some years to get back to even 2006-07 funding levels for higher education. 
 

Table 5.7 
California Projected Operating Shortfalls  

CA Legislative Analyst’s Office Forecast of “Budget Problems” 
(Dollars in Millions) 

 
 

 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 
Projected General Fund Revenues $94,292 $84,764 $86,038 $90,455 $95,382 $102,339 $107,826 

Projected General Fund Spending 91,480 85,308 95,787 99,205 103,909 108,761 113,253 

Operating Shortfall 
(Difference between projected 
revenues and spending) 

$0 $544 $9,749 $8,750 $8,524 $6,422 $5,427 

  

Note: The LAO indicates that the revenues and spending projections do not account for repayment of most budgetary 
obligations, revenue realignment impacts, restoration of prior year cuts, COLAs, new revenue streams, enacted new legislation 
or propositions, or other unknowns.  Source:  California Legislative Analyst’s Office, The 2012-13 Budget: California’s Fiscal 
Outlook, 2011.  http://www.lao.ca.gov/reports/2011/bud/fiscal_outlook/fiscal_outlook_2011.aspx 

 
 
State Budget Data:  Conclusions 
 
The Office of the Governor, various economists and respected business forecasting centers, as well as 
the Legislative Analyst’s Office share the common belief that our economy has begun the slow path to 
recovery.  Jobs are projected to increase, as well as construction, consumer spending, per capita 
income, sales and corporate tax revenue, and other economic benchmarks.  The LAO forecasts 5% 
growth in the state’s revenues for the next four years.  State spending, too, has been projected to rise, 
leaving continued budget shortfall gaps from $8 billion down to $5 billion annually through 2016-17.  
While recent budget-shoring efforts (November 2012 ballot measure to increase taxes, redirecting 
redevelopment agency resources to the state, etc.), if fully successful, may improve the outlook of 
future budgets, they alone will not fully address projected shortfalls.  Prudent fiscal planning will be the 
order of the day through 2016-17. 
  

http://www.lao.ca.gov/reports/2011/bud/fiscal_outlook/fiscal_outlook_2011.aspx
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Population Trends, Characteristics and Implications for RCCD 
 
Population growth in the service area and region 
 
 The service area population of RCCD today is nearly 1,000,000 people. 
 The cities of Perris and Moreno Valley have experienced the greatest growth since 2000. 
 Norco experienced the slowest growth 2000-10 and has had no growth in the past two years. 
 Perris has the youngest population, with 37% under 18 years; Eastvale is next with 33.1%. 
 RCCD’s service area is ethnically diverse.  71.8% of Perris’ population is Hispanic, 24.2% of 

Eastvale’s population is Asian, and 18% of Moreno Valley residents are Black. 
 Just less than one-half of residents speak a language at home other than English. 

 
 Since 2005, County population has increased by nearly one-third million residents. 
 Nearly all RCCD service area cities have experienced steady, annual population growth. 
 Combined, Riverside and Moreno Valley population exceeds 500,000 people. 
 Riverside is now the 12th largest city in California and continues as the County’s largest. 
 Corona is the third largest city in Riverside County and has shown steady, measured growth. 
 Combined, Eastvale and Jurupa Valley have a population (152,000) rivaling that of Corona. 

 
 The County’s current population is 2.2 million. By 2015, it is projected to grow to 2.4 million. 
 By 2020, in eight years, the County’s population is forecast to be 2.6 million residents. 
 By 2025, Riverside County’s population is projected to grow to 2.88 million. 
 By 2020, San Bernardino County is projected to grow to 2.28 million. 
 By 2025, San Bernardino County’s population is projected to be 2.43 million. 
 By 2025, Riverside County should have 450,000 more residents than San Bernardino County. 
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Characteristics of population with potential impact on RCCD and its colleges 
 
 Demographically, Riverside County has near equal percentages of males and females. 
 One-third of County residents are 19 years or younger, the same as in RCCD area cities. 
 One-third of County residents are 45 years of age or older, with nearly 12% aged 65 or older. 
 Black residents comprise 6.2% of the County population. 
 Asian residents comprise 5.8% of the County population. 
 Hispanic residents comprise 44% of the County population. 

 
 Almost 3-in-4 residents live in a family household, with an average 3.63 family members. 
 43.7% of the population over 3 years of age is in elementary school, 25% are in high school. 
 21.5% of the population over 3 years of age is enrolled in college or graduate school. 
 In 1990, 74% of adults 25 years or older had a H.S. degree or higher; today, that figure is 79%. 
 In 1990, 14.6% of adults 25+ years had a BA degree or higher; today, it is 20.5%. 
 In 1990, 14.9% of residents were foreign-born; today, that figure is 22.4%. 
 In 1990, 25% of those over 5 years old did not speak English at home; today, it is nearly 40%. 

 
 As of 2010, 12.2% of all families are living in poverty, up from 9.1% in 2005. 
 For female head of household families, poverty has risen from 25.9% to 27.1% since 2005. 
 Nearly 1-in-4 people (23.5%) under 18 years are living below the poverty level in the County. 
 The reductions in nearly all poverty levels from 2000 to 2005 were wiped out by 2010. 

 
 
School Enrollments and Graduates Characteristics and Implications for RCCD 
 
Service area school district profiles, area educational levels and trends 
 
 More of the adult population is completing at least a high school diploma, compared to 2000. 
 One-in-five adults has at least a bachelor’s degree or higher, an increase over 2000 levels. 
 Nearly 100,000 adults have an associate’s degree as their top degree. 
 Nearly 320,000 adults attended but did not complete college; they represent a strategic target. 

 
 In 2010-11, area feeder school districts enrolled over 185,000 students. 
 In a typical year, the six districts enroll over 55,000 high school students; this number is growing. 
 K-12 English learner students comprise from 12% to nearly 45% of some district schools. 
 Combined, the districts feature an ethnically-diverse student body, primarily Hispanic and Black. 
 The six districts, in general continue to grow and this growth can fuel RCCD growth, too. 

 
 Corona-Norco and Riverside school districts continue to generate graduation rates higher than 

County or State rates and dropout rates lower than countywide or statewide rates. 
 For the 2009-11 reporting period, over half of RCCD’s feeder school districts reported dropout 

rates higher than the State average. 
 For 2010-11, one half of feeder school districts had graduation rates below the County rate. 
 Moreno Valley and Jurupa school districts have been particularly challenged in recent years in 

meeting County and State graduation and dropout threshold rates. 
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 Corona-Norco and Riverside school districts continue to generate graduation rates higher than 
County or State rates and dropout rates lower than countywide or statewide rates. 

 For the 2009-11 reporting period, over half of RCCD’s feeder school districts reported dropout 
rates higher than the State average. 

 For 2010-11, one half of feeder school districts had graduation rates below the County rate. 
 Moreno Valley and Jurupa school districts have been particularly challenged in recent years in 

meeting County and State graduation and dropout threshold rates. 
 
Academic preparation, college-going trends with potential implications for RCCD and its colleges 
 
 For the 2010-11 year, Alvord Unified achieved a 76.6% high school graduation rate. 
 Some 30% of graduates had completed UC/CSU required courses, compared to 40% statewide. 
 For the 2009-10 year, one-in-four students, or 25%, took the SAT test. 
 Total average SAT score was 1,395, up from prior years but below County and State levels. 
 For Fall 2010, RCCD enrolled 373 Alvord graduates as first-time freshmen, most to RCC. 
 Alvord has seen a 10-year steady increase in the number of grads enrolling in a public college. 
 The majority, 71% in F2010, of Alvord grads who enroll in college, enroll at a CCC college. 
 About one-half of all grads ultimately attend a California public college as a first-time freshman. 
 About 1-in-3 of all graduates ultimately attends a RCCD college as a first-time freshman. 

 
 
 For the 2010-11 year, Corona-Norco Unified achieved an 87.1% high school graduation rate. 
 Some 45% of graduates had completed UC/CSU required courses, compared to 40% statewide. 
 For the 2009-10 year, 41% took the SAT test. 
 Total average SAT score was 1,462, up from prior years, above County and below State levels. 
 For F2010, RCCD enrolled 926 Cor-Norco grads as first-time freshmen, most to Norco College. 
 Cor-Norco has seen a 10-year major increase in the number of grads enrolling in a public college. 
 The majority, 62% in F2010, of its graduates who enroll in college, enroll at a CCC college. 
 About one-half of all grads ultimately attend a California public college as a first-time freshman. 
 About 1-in-4 of all graduates ultimately attends a RCCD college as a first-time freshman. 

 
 For the 2010-11 year, Jurupa Unified achieved a 79.5% high school graduation rate. 
 Some 29% of graduates had completed UC/CSU required courses, compared to 40% statewide. 
 For the 2009-10 year, one-in-five, or 20%, took the SAT test. 
 Total average SAT score was 1,339, down from prior 2 years, and below County and State levels. 
 For F2010, RCCD enrolled 237 Jurupa grads as first-time freshmen, most to RCC. 
 Jurupa had much higher numbers of grads enrolling in a public college from (2004-08). 
 The majority, 65% in F2010, of its graduates who enroll in college, enroll at a CCC college. 
 About one-third of all grads ultimately attend a California public college as a first-time freshman. 
 About 1-in-5 of all graduates ultimately attends a RCCD college as a first-time freshman. 

 
 For the 2010-11 year, Moreno Valley Unified achieved a 68.6% high school graduation rate. 
 Some 25% of graduates had completed UC/CSU required courses, compared to 40% statewide. 
 For the 2009-10 year, one-in-five, or 19%, took the SAT test. 
 Total average SAT score was 1,352, up from prior years, and below County and State levels. 
 For F2010, RCCD enrolled 587 Moreno Valley grads as first-time freshmen, most to MVC. 
 Moreno Valley had higher numbers of grads enrolling in a public college from (2006-09). 
 The majority, 79% in F2010, of its graduates who enroll in college, enroll at a CCC college. 
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 About 4-in-10 of all grads ultimately attend a California public college as a first-time freshman. 
 About 1-in-3 of all graduates ultimately attends a RCCD college as a first-time freshman. 

 
 For the 2010-11 year, Riverside Unified achieved an 80.5% high school graduation rate. 
 Some 31% of graduates had completed UC/CSU required courses, compared to 40% statewide. 
 For the 2009-10 year, one-in-three, or 35%, took the SAT test. 
 Total average SAT score was 1,470, up from prior years, above county and below state levels. 
 For F2010, RCCD enrolled 890 Riverside Unified grads as first-time freshmen, most to RCC. 
 Riverside Unified had higher numbers of grads enrolling in a public college from (2006-09). 
 The majority, 63% in F2010, of its graduates who enroll in college, enroll at a CCC college. 
 About one-half of all grads ultimately attend a California public college as a first-time freshman. 
 About 1-in-3 of all graduates ultimately attends a RCCD college as a first-time freshman. 

 
 For the 2010-11 year, Val Verde Unified achieved an 82.1% high school graduation rate. 
 Some 27% of graduates had completed UC/CSU required courses, compared to 40% statewide. 
 For the 2009-10 year, one-in-four, or 24%, took the SAT test. 
 Total average SAT score was 1,344, up from prior years, and below County and State levels. 
 For F2010, RCCD enrolled 259 Val Verde grads as first-time freshmen, most to MVC. 
 Val Verde has seen a 10-year major increase in the number of grads enrolling in a public college. 
 The majority, 67% in F2010, of its graduates who enroll in college, enroll at a CCC college. 
 About one-third of all grads ultimately attend a California public college as a first-time freshman. 
 About 1-in-5 of all graduates ultimately attends a RCCD college as a first-time freshman. 

 
Educational attainment and college-going trends among adults with implications for RCCD colleges 
 
 The number of adults with bachelor’s degrees or higher will grow to 20%. 
 The percentage of adults with less than a high school diploma will continue to decrease. 
 A lower percentage of adults will start college and not finish; more will go on to a degree. 
 These trends are forecast for RCCD service area population and for the Inland Empire. 
 This continued trend toward more college enrollment is a strategic resource for RCCD. 

 
 
Workforce Trends, Characteristics and Implications for RCCD 
 
Current and projected employment, unemployment, and industry hiring trends 
 
 For the cities in RCCD’s service area, unemployment rates have been in decline since 2011. 
 Even with recent declines, the majority of RCCD’s service area cities 2012 unemployment rates 

are higher than Riverside County rates, California rates, and those of the nation. 
 The current unemployment rates, which range from 8.7% to 18.3% among service area cities, 

may well result in continued demand for training and retraining programs and opportunities. 
 

 County unemployment has grown from 5% in 2006 to 14.5% in 2010, down to 11.8% in 2012. 
 In 4 years, from 2006 to 2010, the County’s unemployment rate nearly tripled, 5% to 14.5%. 
 In the past two decades, 357,000 workers have been added to the County’s labor force. 
 In the past two decades, 316,000 new jobs were created to increase employment ranks. 
 As of May 2012, 110,000 County residents remain unemployed, down from 135,900 in 2010. 
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 The labor force in RCCD’s immediate service area now stands at 500,000 workers. 
 Nearly 60,000 workers are unemployed in RCCD’s service area as of May 2012. 
 On a percentage basis, Corona and Norco have the lowest levels of unemployed workers. 
 The unemployment rates in some service area CDPs range to highs of 12.9% to 16.7%. 
 The number of unemployed workers in service area cities and CDPs continues the opportunity 

for RCCD and college leadership to assist in local economic recovery and workforce retraining. 
 
Projected industry sector, labor force, and job growth with potential impact on RCCD and its colleges 
 
 While the actual number of employed positions has decreased compared to 2007, an uptick in 

2011 employment levels suggests that the County may finally be in a job recovery period. 
 The transportation/warehousing/utility cluster has experienced 65% job growth since 2003. 
 The health care/social assistance sector added 9,800 workers, for a 21% employment growth. 
 Accommodations and food services companies added 8,100 workers, for a 16% growth rate. 

 
 The region’s employment base will grow to 1.45 million jobs by 2018. 
 The region is forecast to add 106,500 new jobs between 2008 and 2018. 
 The transportation sector should grow by 3,800 jobs by 2018. 
 Health care and social assistance sector should grow by 25,900 jobs. 
 Hospitality and food services is slated to grow by 10,800 jobs. 
 Public sector/government is forecast to grow by 16,800 positions. 
 Manufacturing, real estate, and financial services are projected for continued decline. 
 RCCD colleges are in a key position to continue to prepare the labor force for growing sectors. 

 
 
Economic Characteristics, Eventual Growth and Implications for RCCD 
 
Economic condition, indicators, and trends of the service area, county, and region 
 
 County taxable sales appear to have begun a rebound beginning in 2010. 
 2010 taxable sales grew to $23.2 billion, a 4.2% growth over 2009 levels. 
 2011 1st Qr data report a 10.1% growth in taxable sales compared to prior year’s 1st Qr. 
 California data mirror 2010 and 1st Qr 2011 growth, though not as strong as the County. 
 Even optimistic growth may not see a return to 2007-07 levels until 2016-17. 
 Recent 2010 and 2011 data indicate that service area taxable sales are on the upswing. 
 Some cities saw 2002-06 taxable sales growth of 39%, 48%, and even 64% during this period. 
 It took 4 years of growth to reach historic 2007 sales highs; recovery should take as long/longer. 

 
 County assessed real property values have dropped $47 billion in the past three years. 
 For the current and most recent 3 year period, assessed values have fallen each year. 
 It would take 3 years of the same explosive growth of the early 2000s to get back to 2007 

assessed values.   
 Such growth is unlikely and the eventual period of recovery for real property values will require 

a considerable span of time. 
 Contrary to County trends, nearly all service area cities saw the assessed value of their real 

property increase in 2012-13. 
 Today’s value of real property for all service area cities remains lower than 2009-10 levels. 
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 County home prices are trying to recover as April 2012 sales prices reached $200,000 compared 

to $190,000 the prior year. 
 Home prices reached their lowest level in April 2009 when the average home sold for $180,000. 
 Home selling prices today ($200,000) are still less than one-half of their high in 2007 ($409,000). 
 In general, home sales prices in service area cities continued to fall in 2010 and 2011. 
 Norco was the one bright spot with home sales prices increasing 2.7% to $340,000. 
 Recent County-level data indicate increased home sales prices for first half of 2012. 

 
 Last year, the entire Inland Empire region issued 4,736 housing building permits. 
 This represents a drop of over 90% compared to the 51,463 issued in 2004. 
 Last year, for 2011, Riverside County entities issued only 2,291 housing building permits. 
 This amount represents a 92% drop compared to the nearly 30,000 issued in 2004. 
 For 2011, the cost of construction of issued permits was $645 million, down from the $6.1 billion 

construction costs in 2005. 
 Forecasters say that it will take years for the market to return to earlier levels. 

 
Economic forecasts for the county, region and state with potential impact on RCCD and its colleges  

 
 Non-farm and overall employment is projected to grow 1.3% - 2.5% for next 3 years. 
 Unemployment will remain relatively high through 2013 and drop to 9% beginning 2015. 
 Personal income is predicted to grow 4% - 5% annually this year and through 2016. 
 The Governor forecasts strong sales tax growth for the next 5 years, between: 4% - 8% yearly. 
 Housing building permits are forecast for strong annual growth: 13% initially to 53% in 2013. 
 Most forecasters point to a slowly recovering California economy beginning late 2012. 

 
 RCCD should further position itself as a regional economic recovery resource. 

 
 
State General Fund and Other Fiscal Support Implications for RCCD 
 
Recent state budgets and resulting allocations to RCCD 
 
 From 2008-12, California’s community colleges suffered an $800 million budget reduction. 
 This represents a 12% reduction in state budget funding since 2008-09. 
 Categorical program funding has decreased from $743 million to $447 million. 
 General apportionment funding has decreased from $5.8 billion to $5.4 billion. 

 
 Since 2008-09, RCCD’s annual general apportionment and categorical program funding support 

has declined 11%. 
 In 2008-09, state support totaled $145 million for RCCD; last year it totaled $129 million. 
 During this period, state categorical program funding went from $11.8 million to $6.2 million. 
 General apportionment funding declined from $133 million to $125.5 million for RCCD. 
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Projected state revenues, expenditures, and shortfalls with potential impact on RCCD and its colleges 
 
 The LAO predicts California revenues in four years will grow from $86 billion to $107.8 billion/yr. 
 Beginning in 2013-14, the state’s revenues will grow at least 5% per year for at least 4 years. 
 Increase in jobs and personal incomes will generate $65.5 billion by 2016; it is $53 billion today. 
 As the economy recovers and we spend more, sales tax revenue will reach $25.8 billion in 2016. 

 
 If left untouched, major program spending would need to grow to $113.3 billion by 2016-17. 
 K-14 program spending could grow to $46.5 billion by 2016-17; it was $31.7 billion in 2011-12. 
 In all years through 2016-17, forecasted spending growth is higher than forecasted income. 
 The LAO concurs that eventual final budgets will be influenced by many factors. 

 
 The LAO estimates a current year, 2012-13, budget shortfall of $9.7 billion. 
 For 2013-17, revenue increases are predicted, so are expenditures, leaving annual shortfalls. 
 Projected shortfalls, while diminishing beginning next year, will still reach $5.4 billion in 2016-17. 

 
 
The past several years have represented challenging times for the leadership of the District and its 
colleges.  It is a testament to their educational and fiscal acumen that the colleges and the district office 
continue to maintain program excellence in such a fiscally difficult era. 
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Esteban Soriano, PhD 
RCCD Board of Trustees:  03-05-13 



Genesis 
 

Beginnings: 
• Chancellor and District Strategic Planning Committee (DSPC) 

request an updated external environmental scan to support 
updating existing RCCD strategic plan 

 
Focus of Scan: 
• Provide the Chancellor’s Office and DSPC current and trend 

data to inform all stakeholders as they revise and update 
strategic themes and goals of import to the District over the 
coming years.  Provide data to facilitate decision-making 
 



Four Goals: 
1. Focus on external data (internal data are robust). 
2. Look at influential characteristics and demographics: 

• Population 
• Workforce/employment 
• Economics 
• Education 
• State budget 

3. Capture local, city, District, regional and state data 
4. Collect historical, contemporary and projected data 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Data Goals 
 

 



RCCD Strategic Planning Process Review 

1. Six primary chapters: 
 Population Characteristics and Trends: Yesterday – Today – Tomorrow 
 Workforce/Employment Characteristics and Trends:  “” “” 
 Economic Characteristics and Trends :  “” “” 
 Education Characteristics and Trends :  “” “” 
 State Budget Characteristics and Trends :  “” “” 
 Summary Description of Findings: Implications for Strategic Planning

  

2. All chapters feature historical data, current data, and any available 
projective data to the year 2016…..55 tables and charts 

 

External Environmental Scan Report 



External Environmental Scan Report 

Formatted for Busy Decision-makers: 
• Two-page executive summary begins report 
• Each data section of each chapter begins with bulleted key 

findings for that section 
• End of the report features a bulleted comprehensive          

7-page summary of all 188 key trends, projections, and 
findings 



Sample of Some Key Trends/Findings 

Population and Demographics: 
• Your service area population is nearly 1 million 
• Perris has youngest population: 37% under 18 years old 
• District-wide, ethnicity is both diverse and focused:  

• 72% of Perris is Hispanic (RCO=44%) 
• 24% of Eastvale’s population is Asian (RCO= 5.8%) 
• 18% of Moreno Valley population is Black (RCO=6.2%) 

• Foreign born: 1990=14.9%; today=22.4% 
• Non-English speakers: 1990=25% households; today=40% 

 



Sample of Some Key Trends/Findings 

Education Trends: 
• Last year, your feeder schools enrolled 185K students, trending up 
• Your six feeder districts now annually enroll 55K H.S. students 
• Ultimately, 1-in-3 of all area H.S. grads will attend RCC colleges 
• The percentage of adults not completing a college degree is 

dropping (36% in 1990, 28% today).  Still, today                                                           
320K adults have not completed their                                                             
college course of study 



Sample of Some Key Trends/Findings 

Workforce: 
• RCCD’s SA labor force is 500,000 workers, unemployment rates in decline 
• 60K unemployed workers will extend a strong demand for training and 

retraining programs 
• There has been an uptick in 2011-12 employment; a job recovery period 
• IE region is forecast to add 106,500 jobs between 2008-18 (1.1% – 3.3% AG) 

• Transportation should grow by 3,800 jobs by 2018 
• Health care/social assist. should grow by 25,900 new jobs 
• Hospitality and food services is slated to grow 10,800 jobs 

 



Sample of Some Key Trends/Findings 

Economy: 
• RC real prop values have dropped $47 billion in the past 3 years. 

Most SA cities saw values increase for 2012-13 
• For 2011, the cost of construction for permits was $645 million, 

down from the $6.1 billion costs in 2005 (almost 90% drop).  Years 
needed for recovery 

• RC taxable sales began rebound in 2010: $23.2 Bil, up 4.2% from 09 
 
 



Sample of Some Key Trends/Findings 

State Budget: 
• 2008-12:  CCCs suffered $800 mil budget reduction,  12% 
• 2008-12:  RCCD’s general apportionment & categorical funding  
 support declined 11%, $145 million down to $129 million 
• RCCD generated $43,476,544 in grant awards in the past 3 years (2009-12) 
• RCCD Foundation has generated nearly $14.3 million from 2006-11 
• The LAO predicts California revenues in four years will grow from $86 

billion to $107.8 billion/yr in 2016-17 
• If left untouched, major program spending would need to grow to $113.3 

billion by 2016-17 
• Despite current “balanced” budget, shortfalls are projected through 2017 

 



  
 

1. Deficits may well continue through 2012-16 Centennial SP period 
2. Service area 1-2% pop & K12 annual growth 
3. People: poorer, less English-proficient, less fiscally-stable 
4. Forecasts: District and Colleges will face more H.S. grads and 

adult workers wanting access, with more support service and FA 
needs, with State still having budget problems (even with 
passage of proposition) 

5. Bright spots: Great demand for key RCCD programs, great 
successes in grant development and fund-raising, initial signs of 
local slow economic rebound 

 

 

Summary Findings (through 2017) 



Scan Questions/Perspectives? 

 
Your: 
• Questions 
• Perspectives 
• Comments 
 

External Environmental Scan 2012 



e-board Agenda Item

Agenda Item

Agenda Item (IV-D-1)
Meeting 3/5/2013 - Committee/Regular Board

Agenda Item Committee - Resources (IV-D-1)

Subject Resolution No. 25 -12/13 - 2013-2014 Tax and Revenue Anticipation Note (TRAN) 

College/District District

Funding N/A

Recommended 
Action

It is recommended that the Board of Trustees approve: (1) participation in the California School 
Cash Reserve Program; (2) Resolution No. 25-12/13 authorizing the borrowing of funds to a 
maximum amount of $25 million for fiscal year 2013-2014; (3) the issuance and sale of 2013-
2014 Tax and Revenue Anticipation Notes; and (4) requesting the Board of Supervisors of the 
County to issue and sell said notes.

Background Narrative:

The District has periodically participated in the Cash Reserve Program sponsored by the California School Boards 
Association Finance Corporation since 1988, most recently in FY 2012-2013. Through the Cash Reserve Program, 
districts issue Tax and Revenue Anticipation Notes (TRAN). A TRAN is a short-term debt instrument used to cover 
cash flow shortages or to create additional reserves in a district’s general fund. In 2012-2013, the program issued 
more than $1.5 billion in notes to more than 200 districts.

The Program’s underwriter, Piper Jaffray, sells the notes in the financial marketplace as tax-exempt securities. The 
notes have a maturity length of one year. The proceeds of the notes are reinvested in high quality taxable
investments (AA or AAA rated entities) with a corresponding maturity length. Since both the interest cost and 
reinvestment rates are guaranteed, the District is not exposed to the market risk of interest rate volatility during 
the course of the year. 

The Governor’s proposed FY 2013-2014 budget reduces systemwide apportionment deferrals by $179 million, 
which will result in a reduction of District apportionment deferrals of approximately $3 million. Still, the District 
anticipates that apportionment payments totaling $25 million will be deferred from the months of January through 
June 2014 to July 2014 and another $4 million will be deferred from the months of March 2014 and April 2014 to 
the month of May 2014. 

To protect the District’s cash position for FY 2013-2014, the attached TRAN borrowing resolution is presented for 
the Board’s consideration and action. The resolution establishes the District’s maximum borrowing amount at $25 
million. Adoption of the attached resolution does not obligate the District to issue the maximum borrowing amount 
or to participate in the program. The resolution delegates the authority to participate in the TRAN program to 
District staff as necessary based on refinement of projected cash flow needs as the end of the fiscal year 
approaches.

Additionally, and similar to FY 2012-2013, the TRAN authorization includes authority to issue multiple series of 
TRANs up to the resolution limit, under one resolution. In FY 2012-2013, the District issued two series of TRANs; 
one for $5.0 million in July 2012 and one for $20.0 million in February 2013.

Prepared By: Aaron Brown, Vice Chancellor, Business and Financial Services

Attachments:

03052013_2013-2014 Tax and Revenue Anticipation Note (TRAN) – Resolution No. 25-12/13
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e-board Agenda Item

Agenda Item

Agenda Item (IV-E-1)
Meeting 3/5/2013 - Committee/Regular Board

Agenda Item Committee - Facilities (IV-E-1)

Subject Amendment 7 for Norco Operations Center with Hill Partnership, Inc. 

College/District Norco

Funding College Allocated Measure C Funds

Recommended 
Action

It is recommended that the Board of Trustees approve Amendment 7 with Hill Partnership, Inc. 
in the amount of $3,520 for additional architectural and engineering services.

Background Narrative:

Staff requests approval of Amendment 7 with Hill Partnership, Inc. (HPI) in an amount not to exceed $3,520 for 
additional architectural and engineering design services. The additional scope of work includes responding to 
contractor Requests for Information (RFI) that requires a structural correction due to construction that was not in 
conformance with the approved construction documents. RCCD will be back charging the contractor responsible for 
this add service. Detailed explanation of this additional scope of work is outlined in the attached amendment 
(Exhibit 1). The HPI agreement, including the amendments and reimbursable expenses, totals $1,010,691.50.

Cost for the requested amendment is within the original project budget approved by the Board of Trustees, and will 
be paid from project contingency funds.

Prepared By: Paul Parnell, President, Norco College
David Bobbitt, Interim Vice President, Business Services (Norco)
Laurens Thurman, District Consultant
Orin Williams, Associate Vice Chancellor, Facilities Planning & Development

Attachments:

20130305_Amendment 7_HPI
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RCCD Contract No. C0002563 

SEVENTH (7) AMENDMENT TO AGREEMENT 
BETWEEN  

RIVERSIDE COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT 
AND  

HILL PARTNERSHIP, INC. 
(Operations Center Project – Norco College)  

 
 
This document amends the original agreement between the Riverside Community College 
District and Hill Partnership, Inc., which was originally approved by the Board of Trustees on 
May 19, 2009. 
 
The agreement is hereby amended as follows: 
 
Additional compensation of this amended agreement shall not exceed $3,520.00, including 
reimbursable expenses.  Hill Partnership, Inc.’s agreement, including amendments and 
reimbursable expenses, now totals $1,010,691.50.  The term of this agreement shall be from the 
original agreement date of May 20, 2009, to the extended amended date of December 31, 2013. 
Payments and final payment shall coincide with original agreement. 
 
Additional scope of work shall be provided in Exhibit I, Attached. 
 
All other terms and conditions of the original agreement shall remain in full force and effect. 
 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this Amendment as of the date 
written below. 
 
 
HILL PARTNERSHIP, INC. RIVERSIDE COMMUNITY COLLEGE 

DISTRICT 
 
By:                                                                               By: ________________________________        
 Lawrence A. Frapwell     Aaron S. Brown 
 President      Vice Chancellor 
 115 Twenty-Second Street    Business and Financial Services 
 Newport Beach, CA  92663 
       
 
Date: ____________________   Date: _____________________ 
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RCCD Contract No. C0002563 

 
Exhibit I 

 
Project:  Norco Operations Center – Norco College 
 
Scope of Work: 
Provide architectural and structural engineering design services to respond to contractor non-
conformance RFI’s through 
January 23, 2013 
 

• Responding to contractor RFI’s that required a structural fix due to construction that was 
not in conformance with the approved construction documents.  (RFI #153; #139/157; 
#158; #167; #169; #199, and #212. 

• See MHP’s proposal dated January 23, 2013 (attached for detail of response required for 
each RFI). 

• Process a FCD to DSA. 
• Coordination of structural engineering services. 

 
Other Conditions of Service: 
 
All conditions of the original agreement shall apply to the provision of the above referenced 
services. 
 
Compensation: 
 
HPI to provide the services outline above on a fixed fee basis as follows: 
  
Stuctural Engineering (MHP):  $3,200.00 x 1.1 =     $3,520.00 
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RCCD Contract No. C0002563 
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e-board Agenda Item

Agenda Item

Agenda Item (IV-E-2)
Meeting 3/5/2013 - Committee/Regular Board

Agenda Item Committee - Facilities (IV-E-2)

Subject Amendment 1 for Norco Operations Center with River City Testing 

College/District Norco

Funding Norco College Allocated Measure C Funds

Recommended
Action

It is recommended that the Board of Trustees approve Amendment 1 with River City Testing in 
the amount of $40,048.00 

Background Narrative:

On March 20, 2012, the Board of Trustees approved the professional services agreement with River City Testing for 
the Norco Operations Center (NOC) project in the amount of $116,577.

Staff now requests approval of Amendment 1 with Riverside City Testing in the amount of $40,048 for the NOC 
project. Approval of the amendment is requested for additional services generally caused by work changed to 
approved drawings by prime contractors. These excess fees will be back charged to the prime contractors 
whenever appropriate. Detailed explanation of this additional scope of work is outlined in the attached amendment 
(Exhibit I). The agreement with River City Testing now totals $156,625 including this amendment and reimbursable 
expenses.

Cost for the requested amendment is within the original project budget approved by the Board of Trustees, and will 
be paid from project contingency.

Prepared By: Paul Parnell, President, Norco College
David Bobbitt, Interim Vice President, Business Services (Norco)
Laurens Thurman, District Consultant
Orin Williams, Associate Vice Chancellor, Facilities Planning & Development

Attachments:

20130305_Amendment 1_River City Testing
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RCCD Contract No. C-0003773 

FIRST (1) AMENDMENT TO AGREEMENT  
BETWEEN 

RIVERSIDE COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT 
AND 

RIVER CITY TESTING 
 
 
This document amends the original agreement between the Riverside Community College 
District and River City Testing, which was originally approved by the Board of Trustees on 
March 20, 2012. 
 
The agreement is hereby amended as follows: 
 
Additional compensation of this amended agreement shall not exceed $40,048.00, including 
reimbursable expenses, totaling agreement to $156,625.  The term of this agreement shall be 
from the original agreement date of March 21, 2012, to the extended estimated completion date 
of June 20, 2013.  Payments and final payment shall coincide with original agreement. 
 
Additional scope of work shall be provided in Exhibit I, Attached. 
 
All other terms and conditions of the original agreement shall remain in full force and effect. 
 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this Amendment No. 1 as of the date 
written below. 
 
 
RIVER CITY TESTING RIVERSIDE COMMUNITY COLLEGE 

DISTRICT 
 
By:                                                                               By: ________________________________        
 Rob E. Schumacher     Aaron S. Brown 
 Director of Operations    Vice Chancellor 
 7338 Sycamore Canyon Blvd., Ste. 4   Business and Financial Services 
 Riverside, CA  92508 
       
 
Date: ____________________   Date: _____________________ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Backup 
March 19, 2013 

Page 2 of 2 

RCCD Contract No. C-0003773 

 
 

Exhibit I 
 

Project: Norco Operations Center  
 
Scope Revisions: 
 

October 31, 20121 Invoice 20529 $ 21,847.75 
November 30, 2012 Invoice 20569 $  8,245.25 
December 31, 2012 Invoice 20609 $   4,283.50 

  To Be Invoiced: 
Special Inspector Batch Plant/Concrete: 16 hours@ $77.50 per hour $   1,240.00 
Special Inspector Load Test: 22 hours@  $87.50 per hour $   1,925.00 
Soils Technician: 16 hours @ $76.50 per hour $   1,224.00 
Concrete Compression Tests: 26 tests@  $18.50 per test $  481.00 
Disposal of Hold Samples: 3 samples @ $8.00 per sample $  24.00 
Deliver Samples to Testing Lab: 3 trips @ $42.50 per trip $  127.50 
One Final Grading Report:  $  350.00 
One DSA Final Laboratory Affidavit:  $  300.00 
TOTAL REQUESTED INCREASE  $  40,048.00 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



e-board Agenda Item

Agenda Item

Agenda Item (VI-A)
Meeting 3/5/2013 - Committee/Regular Board

Agenda Item Closed Session (VI-A)

Subject Conference with Legal Counsel - Update on Anticipated Litigation (Government Code Section 
54956.9(c) - Number of Potential Cases: One (1)

College/District District

Funding

Recommended 
Action To Be Determined

Background Narrative:

None

Prepared By: Greg Gray, Chancellor

Attachments:
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