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Executive Summary

Santa Monica College (SMC) serves a large and diverse student population, enrolling approximately
45,000 students annually. With the higlaestfer rate to the University of California system, UCLA,
USC, and Loyola Marymount University in the state, SMC prides itself on academic excellence,
student success, and global responsibility. To ensure educational quality, the college engages in a
sysematic process of assessing institutional effectiveness. The process involves an analyses of
longitudinal data related to the fundamental areas of the College and identification and prioritization
of the areas needing critical attention. The curredttepory v} pkl z' hu' huhsijzIl z'
performance on 43 key indicators (KI) on the 2014 Institutional Effectiveness Dashboard. The
Dashboard is published as a separate document from the current report.

Vv

The report is organized into five chapters whittidmivith the supporting goals beiogitored.

Innovative and Responsive Academic Goal

A total of six new key indicators were added to the Innovative and Responsive Academic chapter,
pujs| kpun'"mp}l"tlhz|]ypun'"{ol ' "jvsslnl3z"Puz{p{
semestelt® associatelegree completion.

SMC meets or exceetlie institutieset standards ftine 2014 performance year 22 of the 23

success indicators, including number of transfers to UCs/CSUs, number of degrees and certificates
awarded, course success, CTE licensure examination pass rates, and |ILil@smdsterollege

failed to meet the satisfactory standard T@& Completion Rate (K11.12), ntissintgtitutieset

standard (43.8% or higher) by 1.8%.

SMC achieved the target for Kl 1.18, Equity -Gapmpletion Rate, by decreasing the gap in

perfomance between the highest and lowest performing ethnicity/race groups by 1.8% over the prior
year. SMC is performing within target range for two metrics examining transfer, Transfer Rate (Kl 1.7)
and Equity Gap Transfer (KI 1.19):

1 Given the current anchiicipated challenges related to transfer, including statewide budget
cuts in higher education and reduced capacity at the transferring (or receiving) institutions, the
target for Key Indicator 1.7 (Transfer Rate) is to maintain the performancef{uhinin 1%
wyl }pv]z'"jlhy3z'"wlymvythujl 05"][ ol {yhuzmly
Therefore, the target for the current performance year was to maintain the 47.0% figure and
achieve a rate between 46.0% and 47.0% or within 1% of §eapperformance. The
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data reveal that the transfer rate meets the target; for the performance year, the college had
a transfer rate of 47.4%, an increase ofd¥d@the prior year performance.

1 The target for Key Indicator 1.19, Equity-Gapnsfer Re, is to reduce the gap in
performance between the highest and lowest performing groups each year. In 2014, the gap
between the highest and lowest performing groups increased by 0.1% over the previous year

performance, but was still within the targetrang~p{ opu’' 8, "'vm' { ol ' wy | }
performance of 24.4%). Therefore, data indicate tGatlédgemet the target for this
indicator.

Based on the 2014 performande College is not meeting #84.5-2016 targetgoalfor four
indicators:

1 The Persistence Rate (Kl 1.1) has fluctuated over the last four years. In 2014, the persistence
rate was 73.2%, 1.8% below the target goal.

1 TheCollege is not meeting the targets for Basic Skills Course Improvement Rate (Kl 1.9; target:
73%, rate: 719%9and Basic Skills Transition to Degree Course Rate (Kl 1.10; target: 39%, rate:
37.1%). However the College is making progress towards the goals as the rates for both
indicators have increased by 2.6% and 1.2%, respectively, over the last four years.

1 The QE Completion Rate (Kl 1.12) has steadily decreased from 46.5% to 42.0% over the last
mv|y'ilhyz5"[ol"Jvsslnl?3z'"wlymvythujl''vu'({

The average numbers of semestassticiatelegree completion has increaseer dhe last four

academic years. Students who earned an Associate Degree in the performance-2648)2012

took an average of 8.16 semesters, or over 4 years, to complete the award, nearly 1 semester longer
than students who completed the degree in-2009. This new indicator needs to be examined

further to determine an appropriate instisgiostandard.

Supportive Learning Goal

Overall, the data reveal that SMC effectively provides students access to student support services.
For example, SMC ants and assesses 100% of all incoming freshmen who are not exempt from
orientation/placement services, the percentage of students receiving financial aid has grown steadily
over the last four years from 35.8% to 51.2%, and the student to counseBig satidants for

every counseling FTE. The data reveal that approximately 13% of credit students are on
academic/progress probation or disqualification status.
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Stable Fiscal Goal

The data reveal the SMC was effective in responding to the chaflscglicgnditions over the last

few years. The College reduced the operating deficit8d@#a million in fiscal year 262012 to

-$4.62 million in fiscal year 2€2@213 by generating $3.66 million more in revenue and reducing
expenditures by $563,5GMC continues to demonstrate efficient management of the costs of
puz{y|j{pvu"hz'|l }pklujlk"ij"{ol"mhj{"{oh{"1hj
WSCH/FTEEF in fall of 2013). In addition, the annual revenue-fesiderdgrtuition has increased

by $4.53 million over the last four years.

ZTJ®*z' mluk'"ihshuj!l"yh{pv"'"kljylhzl k"'2030t0?, "' v}ly
5.96% in 201:2013. Yet, the fund balance ratio is above the 5% minimum recommended by the
Johujl ssvy?®z'"Vmmpjl 5

Sustainable Physical Goal

The data indicate that SMC has effectively reduced the amount of energy (both electricity and gas)
utilized on campus. In 22173, SMC implemented an energy conservation projection which

resulted in the reduction of 1.17 kWh/sghfaok ' =9 ?? "' I [\ 6z x5"'" mvv {' v} Il y"{
usage. For the second year in a row, SMC has met the employee AVR target of 1.5 employees per
car commuting to campus. SMC began calculating the student AVR (2.59 in fall 2013) for the first time
for the arrrent report.

Supportive Collegial Goal

SMC completed or substantially completed 100% of the 11 annual objectives irROE32012
Master Plan for Education, an increase of 18.2% over the prior year performance.
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Introduction

Institutional Effectivenissthe systematic and continuous process of measuring the extent to which a
college achieves its mission, as expressed through tredgtraltegiobjectivesleveloped in an
educational master plahe currer(014) reportis thethirdannual report assessBanta Monica
Jvsslinl 3z'/ ZTth®2020¢6nnstiutionall Effectiveness Dashboard.

Purpose of Institutional Effectiveness

The ultimate purpose of the institutional effectiveness pmedsaimeducationaduality and
institutionamprovementhe process involves an analysis of longitudinal data oetlated t

fundamental areas of thellége and identification and prioritization of the areas needing critical
attentionlnstitutional effectiveness is cloeaedoy simply reportirge G’ s s |1 nl 3 z" wl ymvyt
key institidnal effectiveness indicatdheprocess relies aialogue and collaborative inquiry

among campus constituents arimstitutional effectivengessformanceThe proceskives

evidencebased college planning and supports deaigikimg process The followingssumptions
providethe foundation for thestitutional effectivenpsscess

1 Theprimarypurpose of the institutional effectivgresesssselfreviewfor institutional
improvement and not to $ateccountability requirements or comply with external mandates
(for example, accrediting agencies, thevgiddéeaccountability system, oiStuelent
Success Act of 2012)

1 The institutional effectivenessgss is not designed to replace ongoing college planning
and evaluative processes, such as program review or assésgouent learning
outcomes;

1 The institutional effectiveneda @ not intended to fulfill all of the campus data needs. It is
expected thaadditionabata willneedto be collected and reviewati multiple levels of
practiceincludingheclassroom and program leyvels

1 The institutional effectivenasxessimgo monitor and review data using a college
perspective to inform institutional strategies;

1 Theindicators measuring institutional effectiveness are puretivdessudiplo not provide
a causal or scientific explanation for trangserformance skead, the goal of institutional
effectiveness is to spark robust dialogue among campus groups and encourage the college to
lunhnl " pu'"m|jy{oly" pux]|pyi'{v'I ht pul ' zvtl

1 Institutional effectivengsslves an ongoing adghamic process that responds to the
changing needs and prioritieshefdllege
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[ ol " puz{p{| {pvuhs'" I mmlj{p}lulzz"wyvjlzz"kvj]|t
aims to achieve itsion ananission bydalressing five supporting goal

Vision Santa Monica College will be a leader  of and innovator in learning and achievement. As a
community committed to open dialog and the free exchange of ideas, Santa Monica College
will foster its core values: knowledge, intellectual inquiry, research -based planning and
evaluation, academic integrit y, ethical behavior, democratic processes, communication and

collegiality, global awareness, and sustainability.

Mission Santa Monica College provides a safe and inclusive learning environment that encourages
personal and intellectual exploration, and challenges and supports students in achieving their
educational goals. Students learn to contribute to the global community a s they develop an
understanding of their relationship to diverse social, cultural, political, economic, technological,
and natural environments. The College recognizes the critical importance of each individual's

contribution to the achievement of this mis  sion.

Santa Monica College provides open and affordable access to high quality associate degree
and certificate of achievement programs and patrticipates in partnerships with other colleges
and universities to facilitate access to baccalaureate and higher degrees. The College's
programs and services assist students in the development of skills needed to succeed in
college, prepare students for careers and transfer, and nurture a lifetime commitment to
learning.

Supporf/ng Goals: Innovative and Responsive  Academic Environment: ~ Continuously develop curricular
programs, learning strategies, and services to meet the evolving needs of students and the
community.

Supportive Learning Environment: Provide access to comprehensive student learning
resources such as library, tutoring, and technology and comprehensive and innovative student
support services such as admissions and records, counseling, assessment, outreach, and
financial aid.

Stable Fisc al Environment: Respond to dynamic fiscal conditions through ongoing evaluation
and reallocation of existing resources and the development of new resources.

Sustainable Physical Environment: Apply sustainable practices to maintain and enhance the
c ol | dagiti®and infrastructure including grounds, buildings, and technology.

Supportive Collegial Environment: Improve and enhance decision -making and
communication processes in order to respect the diverse needs and goals of the entire college
community.

The five goals corpand to the major areas of thell€ge, including instructional programs and
curriculum, academic and student support services, fiscal opbyaimaisnfrastructure, and
human resources and collegidlitg.institutional effeeness proces®iganized byhesecollege
goak
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Definitions of Rey Terms

Theterms r | | 'vpyuk3p j” hk{initationetz ¢y k p B § i/ 8l {ypm3/'y t,landj | ' j | hy
“wy pt hy aré usedextenswslyln the discussion of institutional effectiveness at Santa Monica
College These termse defined below.

1 Key indicatofKta metriadentified abeingimportant in informing institutional effectiveness
A more detailed description of criteria for a key indicator is describédknlthe | s v wt | u {
Rl i ' P u keptiprbf {hey rgpora

1 Dashboardavisualtodl vup{vypun'" {ol "jvsslnl 3whicwl ymvyt h
highlights trends and pattefimesixdashboardsvhen reviewed togeth@rovide a
balanced view dhstitutionaffectivenes$he dashboards are publiskeparately from the
Jlyylu{'"'ylwvy{5" " [v'zIlIl"{ol"Jvsslnl?3z'"wlymv
http://www.smc.edu/iedashbd@re dashboaraontais key indicators that have been
identified as institutional prioritiesfisadtherdashboards highlight trend performance
relatedtothe€s sl nl 3 z' mp} | ' nv hs z e pidceasvoyitlentiyingd h p s | k
{ol "rlj"pukpjh{vyz'mvy' {ol"Puz{p{|{pvuhs' W
DashboardsTargets, andstitutiossetStandards ' z | of thepepart

1 InstutiorSet Standardtandards reflecting satisfactpeyformance of student learning and
achievemerinstitutiosetstandards are definddr each key indicator directly measuring
student performance, such as course success, transfer, and degree losttpleset.
standards were reported for the first time in the 2013 Institutional Effectiveness Report in
response to new US Depamitrof Education regulations requiring colleges to set standards
for student success metrics.

1 Targeta measurable outcomepressed either as a quantifiable value (for example, a target
of 75%) or a trend (for example,-pearyear decrease), whaohieved, will meaningfully
move the needle on insbeail effectiveness bye end of the fivgear cycle2015-2016).

1 Performance yedhe key indicator value of the most recently reported year of institutional
effectiveness. For key indicators omstieutional Priorities Dashboard, the value in the
performance year is measured against the targlst

1 Primary sponsatampus personnel or groups directly responsibiénfipaoted by a key
indicator Forexample, the primary sponsors fofritgator 1.9ransfer Rate are the Dean
of Counseling, the Counseling Department Chair, and the Transfer Center faculty leader.

The following section dabkes, in detail, the fisiepcycle and process of institutional effectiveness
at Santa Monica Celje.
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Institutional Effectiveness Cycle

The current set ofstitutional effectivenesdicators werérstmeasured and reviewed
systematically at Santa Monica College in 2010 (2011 Institutional Effectiveness Report)
During this pilot year, t@éfice of Institutional Reséacompiled an inventory of metricsae it
the various areas of thellége The Office of Institutional Reseaefidd on data that wereadily
availableto calculate the metridshe initial report was presentedat@us campus groups and
informed the activities of thist official year of the 202016 institution&ffectivenessyclein
academic yea2011-2012. Thefive steps dheinstitutional effectiveness proasssiescribed in
thefigure below.

Institutional Effectiveness Process/Cycle

DEVELOP

| ACTION PLAN

2

A jonon L
N ORGANIZEDATA

Stefd.: Organize Data

1 Develop institutional effectiveness key indicators
o Organizeexisting data
1 Select key indicators for Insital Priorities Dashboaithft targetsand establish institution
set standards
Based on recommendations from the District Planning Advisory Council (DPAC), the
Academic Senate Joint Institutional Edfeetsy Committee, and the primary sponsors
of the key indicators
1 Identify key indicators needing further inquiry
0 Based on recommendations from the primary sponsors of key indicators on the
Institubinal Priorities Dashboard; tunee indicators
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Step2: Dig into Data

1 Conduct followp studies
o Conduct qualitative and quantitative research studies to deepen understanding of
performance on Institutional Priorities Dashboard

Step3: Develop Action Plan

1 Update targets
0 Based on the findings of the follpsesearch studies and inquingn necessary
1 Identify areas for intervention and develop action plan
ol hzl k"vu'"kpzj|lzzpvu' ~p{o"ylsl}hu{"]htw]
Institutional Priorities Dashboard and findings ofujolétudie

Step 4 Act

1 Implement action plan
0 Begin to implement action stratdgies' pt wyv} |l " { ol " Jvsslnl 3z’
Institutional Priorities Dashboard performance

Step5: Assess Action Plan

1 Evaluate effectiveness of action plan/interventions
0 Begin to collect datssessing the effectiveness of the intervention strategies

Aninstitutional effectiveness cycle includasraualipdate othe key indicators with the most

recent available data and an annual report to the Board of Trustees on the progress of the
institutional effectiveness pro€asse the institutioreffectiveness cycle ends, a new cycle will start
as institutional effa@ness is an ongoing and continuous cycle.

The 2011report on institutional effectivefesssed ostep 1 of the institutional effectiveness cycle
/7 vy n h uolsuildarkilv@ohy pf@otential key indicaidrhe College continuedétéorts
withstep 1for the 2012 report with the revision and addition of key indicators, the development of
the institutional effectiveness dashbdhedstting of appropriate targets for some key indicators,
andtheidentification of key indicators needirtgduinquiry.he 2013 report on institutional
effectiveness described the activities dirshandsecond stegof the indtitional effectiveness
process which included the setting of instiettistandards for success and achievement metrics,
andtheimplementation offallowupinterviewstudyinvestigating the collegiabgperience of

African American and Latino studeritemulate theories related to whydent equityapsexist A
summary @ahemes or categories fromterviewdataare described in the M v -spsStudiggsection

of the report. The full report of findings can be acaesdesl Institutional Effectiveness Dashboard
websitewww.smc.edu/iedashboard
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Although the five stepf the institutional effectiveness cycle are described separately, they often
occur simultaneously and are not always sequential. For example, the current annual report (2014)

provides a description of the efforts and programs that have developed}olimp{ ol ' Jvss| nl
performance on the Ihgional Priorities Dashboard (Step X | } Ijs{vpw'uH ws hu p 03" i | {
reports the activitesofanewfollow' z { | kj " jvttpzzpvul k"ij"{ol"Jv

the Master Plan for Education Annugé@ivegStep 2~ Kp n '"hg h{uwW'5K [ ol " j | yy |l u{
provides a summarytioéthemes that emergédm interviews conducted with African American
and Latino studeis2013.

Development of the Key Indicators

The set of key indicators idetliin theeportwaspurposefully designed to measure the supporting
goals. The key indicators oglly on data that are systematically and regularly collected as they
need to be monitored and tracked on an annual basis.

Institutional effectiveness ismendedor reporingto external agencissch a&\CCJCand the
Jhspmvyuph' Jvitt | up/{ . Insteads isstitutibnal éffediivepebsaslys vy 3 z' Vmm
functionasan internal tool for theolege to engage in selaluation. However, whmssible and
appropriate, key indicators were aligned with and built on measures in federal and statewide
accountability and research repand requirementsicluding the American Association of
Jvtt|lup{i'"Jvsslnl z3"' vyl wwmpnynitycaidge skufigjible Jtydenu h s ' h { {
Success Scorecafbrmerly known as tBecountability for Reporting Catifa Community

Colleges (ARCC)], and accreditation.

Institutional effectiveness key indicators are:

i Stable, consistent, and: falcuses on measures that caat lEastsonewhat influenced by
the llege

1 Aggregated and institutifmcusedincludes aggregated student and institutional data on
majorcollege milestones and outcomes. The key indicatodatavibidt are too narrow or
focus on evaluatingeific programs or departments;

91 Purely descriptiveoes not provideeausal zj pl u{ pmpj 0' I wshuh{pvu'
performance. They do not help us understand the relationship between ioptdomes,
theysimply describe the performance; and,

1 Purposefulire meaningful to stakeholders. Indicators are notsimplya { ' i vvr g' j v s
data.

1
AACC Policy Brief 2011-04PBL - The Road Ahead: A Look at Trends in the Educational Attainment of Community College Students
http://scorecard.cccco.edu/scorecard.aspx
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The set of key indicators reported do not depanpleteicture of the Gllege but provesa

starting point for building a functional framework for monitoring institutional effectiveness. The key
indicators are useful in providing meaniagtidackfor informinghe institutional goals and
objectveZ vt |l " vm' { ol "rlj"pukpjh{vyz" hyl " kpzj|]zzlk
and state and federal policies in order to preade insight intee external factors impacting the
jvsslinl3z"wlymvythujl'

vu' {ol "rlj" " pukpjh{vyz5

In additiorthe key indicators on the Institutional Effectiveness Dashboard are disaggregated by
student gender, ethnicity/race, and age. According to the Accrediting Commission for Community and
Junior Colleges (ACCJC), colleges conductiagadetition as part tife accreditation process are

expected to sufficiently disaggregate student success data to pinpoint areas where resources and
efforts need to be repurposed to improve outcomes for all students.

Revisions and Additions of Key Indicators

A total ofeightnew keyndicators were added to the 20deport of institutional effectiveness,
includindiverelated toLOsand otherselated tosemesteit® associatelegree completion
probationary and djsalified studentnd average vehicta@ership for studin

The methodologies for three key indicdteshimen orientation rate, freshmen assessment rates, and
studentounseling ratioere revised for the 2014 imgtional effectiveness repdtie changes

were made to better align with the calculatiopnai ' zht | "t | {ypj z' pu' {ol ' z{
Support Program (SSSH) California Community Colleges will be required to report these metrics

in the future; Santa Monica College is ahead of the curve in terms of reporting these metrics.

Thedatz v| yj | " mvy' { ~v' pukpj h{ vrelated fo wdstf dispdstleZ | z { hp ut
CaliforniaState Agency Reporting Center (SARS)ot produced new data since 2011 ansl it

unclear when the source would resume reporting. As a restw thdicators were eliminated

from the 2014 dashboatdp } | " pukpj h{vyz' pu' {ol " Z]| wwvy{p}I'
benchmarks were eliminated based on a recommendation by DPAC. The indicators were judged to
be difficult to interpret as the date eollected irregularly.

Development of Dashboards, Targets, and Institution-Set Standards

A dashboard is a tool used to measure, aadkmanage the key indicators. Dashboards paavide
organized way to assess overall institutional effectiveness. Six dashboards of institutional effectivenes
were developed in 2022012 for the 2012 institutional effectiveness refpog of the six

dashboards arerganized byhe associatesupportig goak (Innovative and Responsivadémic,

3 L . . .
http://extranet.cccco.edu/Divisions/StudentServices/Matriculation.aspx
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Supportive Learning, Stable Fiscal, Sustainable Physical, and SopeoiiyeTbe sixth

dashboard contains seven key indicetdin® Innovative and Responsoaeldmic goahat have

been identified dastitutionagdriorities by DPAC and the Institutional Effectiveness Conimaittee.

key indicators on the Institutional Priorities Dashboard are directly jedtsthd nl 3 z' z { y h { |
initiativednstitutional Objectivasdthe Board of Trusté€&woals and Priorities

1.1PERSISTENGE RATE Strategic Initiative:  GRIT (Growth, Resilience , Integrity, Tenacity)

College Mission: Santa Monica College provides open and affordable access to
high quality associate degree and certificate of  achievement programs and

1.7 TRANSFER RATE . _ o N .
participates in partnerships with other colleges and universities to facilitate access
to baccalaureate and higher degrees.

1.9 BASIC SKILLS COURSE Strategic Initiative:  Basic Skills Initiative

IMPROVEMENT RATE

Board of Trustees Goals and Priorities 2012  -2013, #2: Institutionalize initiatives that
1.10 BASIC SKILLS TRANSITION  are effective in improving student success, with particular emphasis on accelerating
TO DEGREE COURSE RATE mastery of basic skills and strength eni ng st u doegnitive &illsn o n

Strategic Initiative:  Career Technical Education

1.12 CTE COMPLETION RATE _—
Board of Trustees Goals and Priorities 2012  -2013 #3: Strengthen and promote

workforce/career technical programs.

1.18 EQUITY GAP—PROGRESS ~ 2012-2013 Institutional Objective ~ #4: To identify additional strategies and, based
& ACHIEVEMENT RATE on student equity data, to improve the success and retention of Latino and African

American students, as well as students  from other historically underrepresented
1.19EQUITY GAP—TRANSFER  groups.
RATE

Nopsl " {ol"jvsslinl3z"j|lyylu{" " pup{ph{p}lz"huk'w
Institutional Priorities Dashboard, the performance on these indicdsmiafoam the
development of future institutional objectivesiaritgs.

Theindicators on the Institutional Preobi@shboard contatargets, which represent aspirational
goalsfor the 20152016 academic yeaEach target asestablished and vetted throughouesi
campus bodies, including the primary sponsors. Theipedcedstermia the targets is discussed
in detail in the descriptions of the individual key indicator perfoiPesfaresance on the targigts
the most recently reported year (performance year) was evaluated agaitadilisteethrget.
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1 If the College, based on the 2014 reported data, performed below the target range (within
1% of the target goatfe ky indicator was marked witlpragressu | | kz'" oA { | u{ pvu
the dashboard. This status indicates that additional attention/effort from the College is needed
if the target is to be achieved by 2EA®EL6.

1 If the College, based on the 2014 reported data, performed within the targéuithnge
1% of the target goal), tley kndicator was marked witlp u * w-wwn \{ lbathe!l { p
dashboard. This status indicates that, based on the progress towards the target, the College is
projected to meet the target by 264G16.

1 If the Collegehased on the 2014 reported data, exceeded the target goal by at least 1%,
thekey indicator was marked witf h y n | { onhhje daghbdaid.KTlpis status indicates
that, as of 2012014, theindicator target was met.

The targets will continue to be dised and refinesach year.

In addition to target goaisstitutiogset standabf performancevereset for all key indicators

measuring student success and achievien2&i?, the U.S. Department of Education (USDE) issued
new regulations for institutions and accrediting bodies. In order to comply with one of the new federal
yln|]sh{pvuz3 {ol"HJJQJ" pz'yl x| pypun'" {oh{" hss"'
satisfactory performance of studentsifgcéss Hz ' h' yl z| s{3' z{hy{pun' pu'
I mml j{p}lulzz'"ylwvy{z'"pujs| kIl ' htheihslithiesgt h{ pvu' v
standardsThe standards were recommended by the Academiie $&int Institutional Effectiveness
Committee ispring 02013. A common formula based upon average data foagmalingears

was initially applied to define the standards. The committee reviewed the appropriateness of each
standard and made moditions to the formula in cases where the standard was deemed to be too

low or unreasonably highileconsideringuch factoras the reduction in course offerings due to

the budget cut and change in course enrollment priority policies.

Thedashboards meaisng nosstudent performance related indicaBupgortive Learning, Stable
Fiscal, Sustainable Physical, and Supportive )eatooheinformatialescribing the data trend,
comparing the current year data with the prior yearatataijse arrows tndicate the direction of
the trend.

1 Indicatorshowing decrease in value current year data whennepared tqorior year
data were rarked with alown arrowon the dashboard.

1 Indicatorshowingno change in valwehen compared to prior year data werarked with
a dash.

1 Indicatorshowingn increasen valuen current year data when compared to prior year
datawere marked withnauparrowon the dashboard.

4 . I ’
http://www.accjc.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/09/ACCJC-Memo-AND-External-Eval-Team-Responsibilities-for-Compliance 9-6-12-.pdf
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Follow-up Studies

In the 2012 Institutional Effectiveness report, the data reveaddctratAmerican and Hispanic

students transferred to fgaar institutions and completed their educational goals at

disproportionately lower rates (about 25% lower) when compared to Asian/Pacific Islander and White
student€oncerned with thenequal stdent outcomes for these student grtbepsimary sponsors

of the student equity indicators, the Student Success Committee, proplitsdigdetudy

employing interview methealexamine the collegiate experience of African American and
Latino/Hismic students

TheStudent Equitgiterviewl eamwas formed in Fall 2012 and consisted of seveméufaculty
memberfromvarious departments, including counseling, Englistartdgtoygicasciencesand

one institutional reseherDuring the fall term, tteamk | mpul k' { ol " z{ | kj3 z" yl z
developed a protocol to intervistudentsnstead of comparing the experiences of the

underrepresented students to those who were AsianiNéhiéam decided to focus shedyon
exploringheexperiences of thAdrican Americaand Latino student populatiorgreater depth

Between March and December of 20&ach team member interviewed one to thread\fr
American or Latino studeni{s students were recruited through the classes téaghtypteam
memberdjowever, team members did not interview their own sAitatof 17 students were
interviewed for the studye followindgheorieemeged from the student intervieated

1) Studentgenerallyfeel welcome at SMC.

2Wyvhj{p}!l " huk'"l hysj"hk}pzpun'pz'jyp{pjhs' m

3) Students entered college without the essential college success skills and struggled to adjust to
college life. However, tGeunseling 20 course helped teach skills and build confidence in
many students.

4) Supportive friends and family members play an important role in guiding and motivating
students in college.

5) Students prefer to study alone in the library, typically in betwesrediately after class.

6) Students value campus clubs and activities but are not actively involved in them.

7) Math is the biggest barrier for students.

8) Information becomes actionable for students when reinforced by human contact

9) The most successful stisdeave relationships with a faculty/staff member on campus.

10)Good teachers are studentered, promote studamstudent interactions, provide timely
feedback, and connect students to resources.

In 20142015, he findings of the report will be disseminated to appropriate campus groups, including
the Student Success Committee, Institutional Effectiveness Committee, and the newly formed Student
Equity Taskfordey the purpose of informing dialogue arstrateges to address the student
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equity gapg o access the full report of findoidee Student Equity Interview Stldgse visit:
www.smc.edu/iedashboard

A secondollowup studyinvestigating T J 3 z 'mariceyomthe/key indicators related to
persistence, transfer, basic skills, ando@fetiomvas proposed in fall of 2013. An institutional
viglj{p}! ' pu*=-201d Mastér\Plarsfor Education v@ad fBrmulated to addresethe
for the followp study. The objective states:

"{,o0{zp¢oj,m }e¢mzjuimjueq, jCp;,q¥myuzuzs,
performance relative to the Institutional Effectiveness Dashboard, including the identification
of variables that can be controlledhmy €College, in order to deepen institutional

understanding of the factors that affect student success and appropriately direct efforts to
improve institutional performance.

The purpose of the study is to examine the impact of student behaviorsooncstumdsnt The

objective was drafted in response to recommendations made by the 2013 Institutional Effectiveness
Report and Dashboard, Board of Trustees Goals and Priorities 1, and Program Review
Recommendations 1 and 2. The study is currently beingddydhe Office of Institutional

Research with an anticipated completion date of May 2014. The findings will be used to inform
campusvide discussions related to institutéieativenessnd will be posted on the Institutional
Effectiveness websitevw.smc.edu/iedashboard

Strategies to Improve Student Success

Several programs were developed to address tielCpoll 3 z' wl ymvyt huj | " vu' {ol
The basic skills data were initially examined by the Career Technical Education and Basic Skills
Initiative (CTE/BSI) Collaboratieenberghe Student Success Committee (formerly the Basic Skills
Initiative Committeand the Assessment Ceftencerned with the low percentage of basic skills

students who progress through the sequence of English and mahathiedasge percentage of

students who were not prepared for the placement egangléance by SLO result®basic skills

and counseling facultgveloped strategies aimed to help studehisve successtheir basic skills

courses.

1 Accelerated Coursebyo English (English 20 and English 85) and one math (Math 85)
accelerated asic skills courses were developed to create a shorter basic skills sequence.
Accelerated gurses are redesigned so that students are able to complete two semesters of
basic skills English or math courses in a aingledurs&nglish 85 was first offerediaith
of 2011, English 20 spring 02012, and Math 85 ifall 0f2012.
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1 Baltimore ModeThe Baltimore Model Program waglemented in fall of 2013. The
program allows upptavel basic skills English stugéatsg at the English 21A leel
enroll directly into colleggvel English 1 while simultanecestyving extra academic
support througdn noncredit support course.

1 FirstYear Experience (FYBE FYE Program was created in SrR@fL3 to assist firsme
freshmen with their transition from high school to collegemswécstudents have access
to important courses. Additionally, tHiegowanted to encourage fiiste freshmen to
start their math and English coursesrease student progression in these areas, with the
ultimate goal of helping student progress through a sequence of courses that will lead to
timely goal completion.

7 Prep 2 Test Program and Mobile Applicdtid?011, Prep 2 Test, a program designed to
raise student awareness of the importance of preparing for placement exams (math,
English/ESL), was launched. The purpose of Prep 2 Test is to improve the percentage of
students placing into collégeel math and English while simultaneously decrasising b
skills placement. The Prep 2 Test program includes two online videos. The first video (6 minute
in length) focuses on the high stakes nature of placement exams, consequences for not
preparing, the content and format of placement test, and stfatesgiesessful testing. The
second video (45 minutes in leegitgnds upon the first video and provides a
comprehensive orientation to the testing and placement process. In addition, the Prep 2 Test
wyvnyht ' pujs|klz'"wyhj{mpjlobhlsa{aznhuk|pczowvyp
take to assess whether they are ready to take the placementiex&@ofiege is currently
developing a mobile applicattbat will include the Prep 2 Test program, additional practice
tests, and review sections.

1 Summer Jamsithe summer of 2013, SMC launched Summer Jams, a bridge program
designed to He recent high school students who place into bagm@askitisn to celje.
The 10day programincludésj { p} p{ p!l z' hpt | k' { v "timg{myathun{ ol u
and study skills, provide an orientation to college programs, processes, and resources, and
prepare students for college level coursework.

Several other projects designed to help basic skills student succeed are currently in the works,
includig a new accelerated math course (MATH 49) and Math Jams.
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Organization of Report

The report isrganized into five chapters whsoincide with the supporting goals being measured.
Each chapter starts with an introduatdmprovides description of futukeyindicatorgwhen
available)

The current institutional effectiveness report difcaskes j v s s | n | 3 zKewndigatowsy t h uj |
Eachkeyindicator is reported separatélyr each indicatohe data source and methodolagy

detailed, gouryear trend of data is reporteshd a narrative interpretation and analyses of the

data are providedror key indicators measuring student performaseserigtirof performance

against the institutieet standards shtisfactory performanaestudent success is discuBsedey

indicators on the Institutional Priorities Dashbeardlitator repomcludes discussion tie

J v s s perfornfance relative to the targeal.
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Chapter 1. Innovative and Responsive Academic

Santa Monica College strives to create an innovative and responsive academic environment by
continuously developing curricular programs, learning strategies, and services to meet the evolving
needs of students afié community. Tdnieaof institutional effectiveness measures how well the
college is doing in helping studerashieve academic success tandeet their educational goals.

There ar@9 keyindicatorsnthis chapter. The indicators are categontethe following elements

of the college goal:

CATEGORY KEY INDICATOR

PROGRESS & ACHIEVEMENT Measures

progress points which document milestones
toward achievement.

compl etion, course succes

1.1 Persistence Rate

1.2 Course Success Rate

1.3 Degrees Awarded

1.4 Certificates Awarded

1.5 Transfers to Public 4-Year Institutions (UC/CSU Combined)
1.6 Progress & Achievement Rate

1.7 Transfer Rate

1.29 Semesters to Associate Degree Completion

BASIC SKILLS
Measures the success of students enrolled in  pre-
collegiate courses.

1.8 Basic Skills Course Success Rate
1.9 Basic Skills Course Improvement Rate
1.10 Basic Skills Transition to Degree Course Rate

CAREER TECHNICAL EDUCATION Measures the
success and progress of CTE students.

1.11 CTE Course Success Rate

1.12 CTE Completion Rate

1.21 Registered Nursing License Exam Rate
1.22 Respiratory Therapy License Exam Rate
1.23 Cosmetology License Exam Rate

DISTANCE LEARNING

Compares the success of students enrolled in
distance learning courses with the success of
studen ts enrolled in non -distance learning
courses.

1.13 Distance Learning Course Success Rate Gap
1.14 Distance Learning Course Retention Rate Gap

RESPONSE TO COMMUNITY
Measures the extent to which the college serves
the community.

1.15 SMMUSD Graduates to SMC Rate
1.16 Geographic Area HS Graduates to SMC Rate

STUDENT EQUITY
Compares the success and progress of students
by subgroup.

1.17 Equity Gap - Course Success Rate
1.18 Equity Gap - Progress & Achievement Rate
1.19 Equity Gap - Transfer Rate

CURRICULUM
Measures the impact of college -wide initiatives
through the curriculum.

1.20 Percentage of Students Enrolled in Sustainability Related or
Sustainability Focused Courses

INSTITUTIONAL LEARNING OUTCOMES
Measures the success of students on course
student learning outcomes (SLOs)

1.24 Personal Attributes ILO # 1 Mastery Rate

1.25 Analytic and Communications ILO  #2 Mastery Rate

1.26 Applied Social Knowledge and Values ILO  #3 Mastery Rate
1.27 Appl. Know. and Value of the Physical ILO #4 Mastery Rate
1.28 Authentic Engagement ILO #5 Mastery Rate
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Keylndicatos 1.21(Registered Nursing License Exam Rate), 1.22 (Respiratory Therapy License Exam
Rate), and 1.23 (Cosmetology License ExaweRate)dedo the 2013update of the 2011

2016 institutional effectivenegsle The three key indicators wedgled to the Innovative and

Responsive Academic Dashboard in order to address the U.S. Department of Education regulation
requiring instituticiogreport and measure performance on stagbrvemenheasures, including

state licensing exams.

Key Indicats 1.24 (Personal Attributes ILO MaBtate), 1.25 (Analytics and Communications ILO
Mastey Rate), 1.26 (Applied Social Knowleddé/afues ILO Mastery Ratel/ (Applied

Knowledge and Valuation of the Physical World ILO WRate)1.28 (AuthentEngagement ILO

Mastery Rate), and 1.ZeMmestartoAssociat®egree Completioaje new additions to the 2014

update of the 2012016 institutional effectivenegsle The addition of the 1k€y indicators was
recommended by the Academic Senateldsiititional Effectiveness Committee in ordereo

effectiveft vup{vy' { ol " j vssl| nIlhteadditoh of tienyestédsudedreevu ' { ol '
completiometric was recommended by the Board of Trustaegi to more effectively monitor

whether studendse achieving their educational goals in a timely manner.

Future Key Indicators

Other measures were identified as potéwmtyahdicators for future editions of the repottidy
primary sponsorstoe” P u u v } h { pngive'Adadeknic Ehvironmgoal metricsthe
Institutional Effectiveness Committe®RAG They were not includedhecurrent document
primarily because datgere not available or had not been collected at the timereptité The
futurekeyindicators include:

1 Percentage ddtudents EnrolledGiobaly Focused & GlodglRelatedCoursesSMC s
currentlyengagedn dialogue regarding potentially sliod) the STARSustainability,
Tracking, AssessmerRafing Systetmcking system and creating a system to track the
extent to which theiciculgocuses or relates to the Global Citizenship strategic initiative of
the college.

1 Job Placement Rat&siew mandate from the U.S. Department requiressdolldigelose a
variety of information for any financial aid eligible program that prepares students for gainful
employment in a recognized occupaimonghe data that will be reported in future years
is the job placement rate, or percentage of Clificaéz or degree earners who, within a
specified time period after receiving the award, obtained gainful employment in the
recognized occupation for which they were trained.
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student outcome metrics in the cugtaetvide accountability repadtie Student Success

ScorecardVany of the key indicataegdresgshe main areas of student suavessured by the

Student Success Scorecmdudingpersistence, completion, basic skills, and Career Technical
Educationn some way. However, the metfmdcalculatinghe data are different from the

methods used in the Student Success Scorecard. The methods of the institutional effectiveness report
producedata that is more meaningfutiier college constituents.

Key Indicators 1.17 (Equity G&wburse Success Rate), 1.18 (Equity Bagress and

Achievement Rate), and 1.19 (Equity: GeansfeRate) are related the Student Success Act of

2012 (SB 1450). The new legislation requires colleges to develop a Student Equity Plan that
kvjltlu{z"{ol "jvsslnl3z'"wlymvythujl " vu'lx]|p{i
http://www.californiacommunitycolleges.cccco.edu/PolicylnAction/StudentSuccesslinitiative.aspx
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11 Fall-to-Fall Persistence Rate
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78.1%
78.0%
76.2%

18.0% +ARGET-75%
74.0% 73.2% -
72.0% INSTSTANDARD: 718 . .
70.0%

2011 2012 2013 2014

PERFORMANCE YEAR

Data Source:

The datdor the fall 2008nd 2009 cohortaere obtainedromthe2012 Accountability Reporting
for Community Colleges (ARCC) report.

In 2013, the CCCCO changed the methodofoggalculating the persistence rate foStieent

Success Scorecard (form&RCC repoitin order to keep the methodology for Key Indicator 1.1
(Falito-FallPersistence Rate) stable and consikesdtfice of Institutional used data from both the
jvsslnl3z" Thuhnltl dp" Bukvyoh{phwsphvy{bhzIVTP|
Office (CCCCO) DatanDemand wisite to construct the fall 2010 and 2@bhors using the
methodology of the 2012RCCreport

Methodology:

Key Indicator 1.Edlto-FallPersistence Ratkscribes the percentage otdime freshmen who
returnedandenrolled at &alifornia Community College (C®Qhe subsequent fall term

Denominator (Cohort):
The cohort included fitiste freshmen who ra#tofthe following criteria:

1 Enrolled icollege for the first time after high school in fadl 2608, 20092010,
or 2011,

Enrolled at SMC as their first college;

Earned a minimum of six credit units in their initial fall term at SMC;

Did not enroll exclusively in Physical Education cotlvsiegnitial term; and,
Did not earn a certificate, AA, and/or transfer to géaurinstitution prior to the
subsequent fall term.

= =4 =4 A
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Numerator (Outcome):

Students in the cohort who met the following criteria were counted as having successfully
persistd:

1 Enrolled in at least one credit course in the subsequent fall term at SMC and/or
anywhere in the CCC system.

The six credit threshfddthe cohonvas applied in order to filter only for students who were
enrolled at the college with a credentialr@egertificate, or transfer) goal and to exclude those
with no intent to #enroll at the college.

Data and Analyses:

Table 1: Fall-to-Fall Persistence Rate

FALL2008T0 FALL 2009 TO FALL2010TO FALL2011T0
FALL 2009 FALL 2010 FALL2011 FALL2012
GOHORT 3,963 4,469 3,905 4,271
PERSISTED 2,901 3,406 3,050 3,125
Y% PERSISTED 73.2% 76.2% 78.1% 73.2%

The datandicatethat the numbers of fiigte freshmen who eadrsix or more credits in their initial
term (cohort sizegaked in falbf 2009. The average persistence ratettierlast four cohort years
was75.246 which indicatthatoverthree in four firime freshmen earning a minimum of six units i
the first term persist aneereoll in the CCC system in the subsequdatrfallCurrent performance
(73.20) reflestadecrease of 4.9% over the previousdadrt

The followinfjguredescribsthepersistence ratéy student demographic subgroup, including rates
by gender, ethnicity/race, and age.
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Fall 2011 Cohort:

713.2%
GENDER
FEMALE (N=2,214) 72.9%
MALE (N = 2,057) 73.5%
ASIAN/PACIFIC ISLANDER (N = 765) 80.8%
ETHNICITY/RACE BLACK (N=401) 68.3%
HISPANIC (N = 1,752) 13.7%
WHITE(N=1,114) 70.7%
UNDER 20 (N = 3,537) 73.3%
25T029 (N=92) 69.6%
OVER29 (N=78) 62.8%

Data forthe &ll 2011 cohort reveal that female and male students persistaatrateAbout
threequarters ofall firsttime freshmean both groupgersist to the subsequent fall term.

Persistence data disaggregated by ethnicity and race groupshetvesibin/Pacific Islander
studentpersist at the highest rat@.8o) followed by HispafTi8.®6), White §7”%)and Black

(68.36) student groups. Different d@ifirsice groups perform at different rates for this key indicator.
Thedisparityof persistence rates among the four largestitgttate student groupsl®.5%

(highest, Asian/R0.&%; lowest, Black: 88)3nly the Asian/Pacific Islander student grengpst

at a ratethatmeets oexceed the indicatdarget of 75%WVhiledifferences in rates are observed

by student ethnicity/rageoup it is important to note that a large majority of students, regardless of
ethnicity and race, persist to the subsequent fall term.

[ ol "~ { indludestudentshwhd identified themsehgblative American/Alaskan Native and
students who did not report their ethnicity/race giwege students were not reported separately
because the growgizes were too small for analysi

The averagage of firsitime studentstime persistenamhort was 19.08earsA pattern is

observed for persistence rate by ageprthe youngest student groiipsder 2@uand 20 to 24y)

persistd at thehighest rates (73.3% and %&}.&spectivelfheoldez { | k| u{ "' nyv | wz"' / =~ 9
and’ Over 29y persistd at lower rates (69.6% and &2respectively
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The difference between thighesperforming 9 7 ' { v '%YangilédwegerfoBning V} | y' 9 @Qu A"’
62.8%0pge groupis11.86While differences in rates are observed by studegt@ageit is

important to note that a majority of students, regardless of age, persist to the subseqlent fall term.
addition, the numbers of students who aterfedteshmen in the older age groups are

disproportionately smaller when compared with the nustpeleats in the younger age groups.

Institution-Set Standards:

The institutieset standard fdfey Indicator 1.E4lito-FallPersistence Rate) was set at 7It&%%.
institutioset standard was calculatadmultiplying the average persistence rates (GRle8tQur
baseline yeamsstablished in the 2013 Institutional Effectiveness Report (fall cohorts 2007, 2008,
2009, and 2010) by 95%he data for this key indicator shows that the college is theeting
institutional standawtisatisfactory performanl.8%) fahe 2014performance year (734).

Target:

The2015-2016° target for Key Indicator 1Falto-Fall rsistence Rate) wst at75% based on

the averageofningl | y' j vssi| nl z' / pncg) ®rthe fall2009 Zofidhét was wl y mv y |
established e 2012 Institutional Effectiveness R@pepeer groups were defined by the 2012

ARCC report based @nvironmeal characteristics fouttdsatisticallympacipersistence rates

For the Persistence Rate indicator, three environmental variables, includigg pittelents

age 25 or olde(the percentage of students at a community college in the fall of 2006 that are 25

years or older), student cqtimt unduglated number of students enrolledadit courseat the

college during fall of 2006), and ESAI Median HH (the economic service area index median
ov|zlovsk" pujvtl'" ~opjo'pz'"{ol"tlkphu"ov]|] zlovs
area from Census 2000gre found tasignificantlgredictpersitence rates.

The following peer colleges were found tirbéar t&MC on these variables than different:

American River, Mt. San Antonio, Palomar, Pasadena City, Riverside, San Francisco City, Santa Ana,
and Santa Rodarouping likeolleges allow pditioners to somewhat account for extraneous

influences on tipersistence ratbat are otiof the direct control of thelleges An advantagef

usinga peer group averagas atargetis that iprovidesa viable benchmafér measuring oneself

againsthe context of similar institutions.

The data reveal that the perfanance year (fall 201dohortthe collegalid not meethe target
for Key Indicator 1.Eglito-FallPersistence Ragand missed the target by 1.8%.

® Refers to the performance reported in the 2015 institutional effectiveness report, not the cohort or data years.
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This indicatortise focus of a folloup studgxamining the impact of student behaviors on
persistence rateAn institutional objective in the 22084 Master Plan for Education is dedicated
to conducting the study:

To conduct a quantitative study examining the extefhan~umnxq , uy | moj uzs,
performance relative to the Institutional Effectiveness Dashboard, including the identification
of variables that can be controlled by the College, in order to deepen institutional
understanding of the factors that &Baalent success and appropriately direct efforts to

improve institutional performance.

The objective was drafted in response to recommendations made by the 2013 Institutional
Effectiveness Report and Dashboard, Board of Trustees Goals and RuatiBesgtam Review
Recommendations 1 andiZ study is currently being conducted by the Office of Institutional
Research with an anticipated completion date of May 2014. The findings will be used to inform
campusvide discussions related to persistantaviél be posted on the Institutional Effectiveness
websitewww.smc.edu/iedashboard
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1.2

Course Success Rate
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Data Source:
[ol " kh{h" ~T'yl"vi{hpul k" myvt'{ol"jvsslnl?3z"Thu
Methodology:

Key Indicator 1.2 (Course Success Rate) describes the percentage of successful completion in credit
courses.

Denominator:

Fall and spring credit course enroliments in academiffaleand spring oriy09-2010,
2010-2011,2011-2012, and 20122013 with thefollowing earned grades:
A, B, CP (pass), DJEncompletdyP (no pass), DR (drop), qwittidrawal)

Numerator (Outcome):

Fall and spring credit course enroliments in academiffaleand spring oridg09-2010,
2010-2011,2011-2012, and 20122013 with the following earned grades:
A, B, Cor P (pass)

Grades of IP (in progress) and &It delayed) were excluded from the analyses.
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Data and Analyses:

Table 1.2: Course Success Rate

2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013
ENROLLMENTS 177,050 174,780 171,026 167,315
SUCCESS 118,655 119,982 117,968 114,204
% SUCCESS 67.0% 68.6% 69.0% 68.3%

The total course enroliment decreased®y id the performance year (2Q023) when

compared with the previous academic year (2012). The reduction in course enrollments was a
result of the budget challenges experienced inZ1R2 The decrease in course enroliments did
not affect performance on this indicdtercollegevide course success rates have remained
relatively stable over the last four years.

Table 1.2a: Course Success Rate 2 Transferable Courses Only

2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013
ENROLLMENTS 146,389 144,297 142,937 141,283
SUCCESS 100,278 101,407 101,197 98,689
% SUCCESS 68.5% 70.3% 70.8% 69.9%

Approximately 84% of @dlurseenrollmentare CSU and/or U@ansferableTablel.2a describes

the courssuccess rates for transferable coursefamntpurse success ratedbasic skills and CTE
coursesefer toreportsections 1.8 Basic Skills Course Success and 1.11 CTE Course Success Rate,
respectivelyThe succesgas for transferable courses haweained relatively stable over the last

four performance yeasanilar to the overall course success rate trends. There is very little difference
in success rates when comparing theetralnlsf course success sabethe overakluccess rates

Institution-Set Standards:

The institutieset standard fdfey Indicator 1.2 (Course Success Rate) was set dthe4.1%.
institutioget standard was calculatadmultiplying the average course success rates (67.5%) over
the four baseline yeagstablised in the 2013 Ingttional Effectiveness Re(#0082009, 2009

2010, 20102011, and 20112012)by 95%. Theath for this key indicator revéadt the college is
meeting thestitutional standawflsatisfactory performan(@t.20) fothe 2014 performance year
(68.30).
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13 Degrees Awarded
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Methodology:

Key Indicator 1.3 (Degrees Awarded) describes the total ouAdserciate Degrees awarded in
an academic year (earned between July 1 of a year and June 30ltviivegfgear). The data
includeperformance in yea?909-2010, 20102011,2011-2012, and 20122013. The award
counts are duplicated by studentsiliéents were counted once for each degree they earned in
the observed yeaand do not take into account when students began their academic career.

Data and Analyses:
Table 1.3: Degrees Awarded

2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013

COUNT 1,409 1,243 1,225 1,207

The total number of degrees awarded has experienced a steady decline si2@&®009

Institution-Set Standards:

The institutieset standard fdfey Indicator 1.3 (Degrees Awarded) was set at TH institution
set standard waslculatedby multiplying the average number of degrees awgr@39ver
four baseline yeaestablished in the 2013 Institutional Effectiveness@R&82009, 2009
2010, 20102011, and 20112012)by 90%. The data for this key indicator showiseltatlege is
meeting the instituabstandaref satisfactory performane171) for the 201gerformance year
(2207).
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14 Certificates Awarded
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Methodology:
Rl i " Pukpjh{vy"85; "/ Jly{pmpjh{l z"H~hykl kO" k1| z]

certificates awarded in an academic year (earned between July 1 of a year and June 30 of the
following year). Departmentatitieates were not included in the counts as they are not recognized
i i " {ol ' Johujfdrreabaward The data mgupdrforrnance in yea?209-2010,
2010-2011,2011-2012, and 20122013. The award counts are duplicated by studerstiients

were counted once for each degresytharned in the observed year) and do not take into account
when students began their academic career.

Data and Analyses:

Table 1.4: Certificates Awarded

2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013

COUNT 257 1,397 1,505 1,373

On average, SMC awasetl approximatelyl,13rtificategnnually ovehe last four academic
years. In the perforncaryear, the college awarded 1,373 certificates, a decoéd3&
certificates from the prior year. Between the-2000 and 20102011 academic years, the
numbers of certificates awarded increased by over 500%. The dramatic inerasses c
awarded is likelgtue to the addition of new awards, the CSU GE afdIGéttificates of
achievementisy 20102011. The new certificates are awarded to students who cothelete
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general education coursework for transfer to the California State University (CSU) and University of
California (UC) institutions, respectively.

Institution-Set Standards:

The institutieset standard fdfey Indicator 1.4 (Certificates Awarded) was set at TI#06.
institutioset standard was calculatadmultiplying the average number of certificg#sl)
awardedovertwo baseline yearsstablished in the 2013 Institutional Effectiveness(Raibrt

2010 and 201062011)by 90%The average calculation excluded the years before the new transfer
certificates were implemented in order to set a more realistic standard for thgheallagyéor

this key indicator shows that the college is meetimgfitbgonal standaiat satisfactory
performancél,306 forthe 2013 performance year (1,373
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1.5 Transfers to Public Four-Year Institutions
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Data Source:

For academigear2009-2010, the transfeto California public institutions data were obtained from

the California Postsecondary Education Commission (CPEC) custom data reports. Funding for CPEC
was discontinued in fall 2Qahd while historicdata was maintained, no new data was added to

the custom repoftmctionTherefore, the 20011, 2011-2012, and 20122013 transfesto the

California State University (CSU) sdstiamvereobtained from the CSU Analytic Studies website

and the tranefsto the University of California (UC) sylsttnwereobtained from the UC Office

of the President website.

The transfer to California private anebbstate institutions data were obtained from the California
Jvtt]lup{i' Jvssl nl|CCCQbatajMarsvebgite.Tlze'CECCA hgs b dataJ
matching agreement in place with the National Student Clearinghouse (a national consortium that
hosts a database containing over 91% of postsecondary enroliments). In general, the transfer data
reports are laged by one or more years because the data collection pedigsssn other

institutions to repasttdent enrollment information.

Methodology:

Key Indicator 1.5 (Transfers to PubliyEauinstitutions) describes the total number of SMC
students who transferred to a California State University (CSU) or a University of California (UC)
institution in the academic y@é39-2010,2010-2011,2011-2012, and 20122013.

In addition to transfers to public-year institutions, SMC transfers to California private afd out
state institutions were tracked for 20090, 2010-2011, 20112012, and 20122013.

Thikey indicator was modifiedthe 202 Institutional Effectiveness Répexicludenformation
vu' ZTJ3z"yhur ' htvun' hss' Jhspmvyuph'javtt|up{i"
recommendation IBPAC. The change was made to report all key indicators consistently as the
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previous ersion of Key Indicator 1.5 reported two data points (transfer volume and rank) while other
key indicators only reported one data point.

Data and Analyses:

Table 1.5:; Transfers to Public Four -Year Institutions (UC & CSU Combined)

2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013
uc 1,053 1,009 1,076 1,059
CSu 780 1,054 1,100 854
TOTAL 1,833 2,063 2,176 1,913

On average, BC transferred approximately 9did 1050 studentannuallyo the CSU and UC
syste respectively, over the last four acadgearsobserved for an averagé¢otal of1,997
students transferritgyall California public institutiansuallySMC transferret, 913 students in
the performance year (202R13) which represents a 4.4% increase over the2200Year.

Transfer volumendlienced by numerous external factors such as imfzuatedd limited

capacityof transfer institutipsystemvide budgetcuts and change in admission standards at the
UC/CSU. For example, the CSU system did not accept spring transf&2810,200@h may

explain the drastic reduction in transfers to CSUs for that year. Recently, the CSU system established
Local AdmissioAseas policy which gives priority admission to students attending community colleges
in their local service area. For example, Fullerton College students are given priority for transfer
admission to CSullerton, and a Fullerton College student apiply@®jFullerton will receive

priority for admission over an SMC student with similar credentials (GPA, cours@sul¥, etc.).
Uvy{oypknl 3" Kvtpun| Il ¢ Opssz3'" huk' Svz' Hunl sl z'
however, according to thedders othe SMC Transfer Center, these schools are not as desired by

SMC students as institutions such as Fullerton, Long Beach, San Jose, or San Francisco. This policy
ptwhj{z"2zZzTJ" z{| k| u {flord dedighnged pJUjcampuses{ y huz ml y"' { v'
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Table 1.5a: Transfers to California Privates and Out -of-States

2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013
CALIFORNIA PRIVATES 358 385 311 357
OUT-OF-STATES 293 318 306 320
TOTAL 651 703 617 677

The college transferred an averag8a¥ studats annually to-#tate privates argD9 students to
outof-state fouyear institutions over tastlfour academic yedrs20122013, SMC transferred
60 more students testate privates and enftstate institutiotiganin the prior year.

Institution-Set Standards:

The institutieset standard fdfey Indicator 1.5 (Transfers to PubliéYEats) was set at 1,80be
institutioset standard was calculatadmultiplying the average nun{Bé01)of transfers to

public fouyear institutiomserfour baseline years established in the 2013 Institutional Effectiveness
Report2008-2009, 20092010, 20102011 and 20112012) by 90%. The data for this key

indicator shows that the college is meeting the institutional 8iasdasthctory penfmance

(1,800) forthe 2014 performance year (1,913
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1.6 Progress and Achievement Rate
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Data Source:

The data for th2004-2005 and 20052006 cohorts were obtained from the 2012 Accountability
Reporting for Community Colleges (ARCC) report.

In 2013, the CCCCO changed the methodofoggalculatinghe Student Progress and

Achievementa®e for the Student Success Scoreffarcherly ARCC report). In order to keep the
methodology for Key Indicator @6ogress and Achievemi@ate) stable and consistent, the Office

vm' Puz{p{|{pvuhs'" |zl k"kh{h"myvt'iv{o"{ol"'jvss
CalifornmaCommu p{ i ' Jvssl nl ' Johuj |l-osBemgnd websitenaorgorjsttuct / J J J J
the2006-2007 and 20072008 cohors, using the methodology of the 2012 ARCC report.

Methodology:

Key Indicator 1.6 (Progress and Achievement Rate) describes the percaitiage foéfihmen
who showed intent to complete and achieved any of the progress and achievement outcomes within
six years

Denominator (Cohort):
The cohort included fitiste freshmen who ra#tofthe following criteria:

1 Enrolled in college for the first time after high school in acadenfsuyeaes, fall,
winter, and springp04-2005, 20052006, 20062007, or 2007%2008;

1 Enrolled at SMC as their first college;

Earnedl2 or more credit units within six ywe#hsgrade of C or pass or betand,

1 Attempted a degreapplicable math (MATH 20 or higher)rekegpplicable
English (ENGL 2DBENGL 48&r higher), and/or advanced occupational course
(CTE course with a SAM priority code of B or A) within six years

=a
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Numerator (Outcome):

Students in the cohort who met the foll@nitega within six years of emteye counted as
having made progress towards or achieved a completion outcome:

1 Transferred to a foyear irstitution (including publistateprivate, and owdf-state
institutions);

1 Earned a Associate&greeorCh uj | ssvy?3z'"Vmmpj | " hwwyv} | k
Achievement;

T Hiopl }l k" " [yhuzmly' Kpyl j{l kp" $fehrfathz"' / | h
and English); and/or,

T Hjopl } I kWy I[wbhyulzkmd'yzZ{ h{ | z' / z]| jjl zzm| ssj"']|
units with a GPA of 2.0 or higher).

Data and Analyses:

Table 1.6: Progress and Achievement Rate

2004-2005 BY 2005-2006 BY 2006-2007 BY 2007-2008 BY
2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013
COHORT 4,448 4,837 4,042 5,023
PROGRESSED/ACHIEVED 2,691 2,864 2,474 3,000
TOTAL 60.5% 59.2% 61.2% 59.7%

The average progress and achievement rateeftastifour cohort years is 80.Z'he data reveal

that, on average, approximatelynsien firstime freshmen who show intent to earn a
certificate/degree or transfer (by enrolling in the defined courses) achieve an outcome or make
progress towards an outcome witkyrearsThe rate decreased by %5n the performance year
(2007-2008 cohor} when congred to theorior yearZ006-2007 cohort)however, the rates in the
progress and achievement metric hareined relatively stable within the last four years (within 2%).

As withKeylndicator 1.5 (Transfers to PublicYeartnstitutiohstle progress and achievement
ratesare influenced biactors such as the economic climate, budganduteanges in admissions
policies at foryear institutions.

Institution-Set Standards:

The institutieset standard fdfey Indicator 1.6 (Progress and Achievement Rate) was set at 57.3%.
The institutieset standard was calculatadmultiplying the averagees (60.3%)ver thethree
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baseline years established in the 2013 Institutional Effectivene§0R4g665, 2005-2006,

and 20062007 cohort yeard)y 95%. The averagalculation excluded the 268304 cohort
year due to the impact of the course reductions on the cotiortz98-2004. The data for this
key indicator shows that the college is meeting the institutionalfstesadefdctory performance
(67.3%forthe 2014 performance year (5%7
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1.7 Transfer Rate
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Data Source:

[ ol " kh{h" ~lyl"vi{hpul k' myvt' {ol"'"Jhspmvyuph'Jv
DataonDemand website. Dat&Demand relies on California State University Analytic Studies and
University of California Office of the President database anditmaNatudent Clearinghouse (a

national consortium that hosts a database containing over 91% of postsecondary enrollments) in ordel
to obtain transfer information.

Methodology:

Key Indicator 1.7 (Transfer Rate) describes the percentagenafif@shmemwho show intent to
transfer andransferred to a foyear institution within six years of initial enrollment:

Denominator (Cohort):
The cohort included fitiste freshmen who tra# ofthe following criteria:

1 Enrolled in college for the firstet after high school in academic y2204-2005,
2005-2006, 2006-2007, or 20072008;

1 Completed 12 or more credit units at any California Community College (CCC);

1 Completed the largest proportion of credit units at SMC (regardless of whether they
began teir postsecondary education at SMC or another CCC; and,

1 Attempted transtéevel math and/or English.

Numerator (Outcome):
Students in the cohort who met the following criteria were counted as having transferred:

1 Enrolled at a foyrear institutiofincluding public, private, andodstate institutions)
within six years of entry in the CCC system.
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Data and Analyses:

Table 1.7: Transfer Rate

2004-2005 BY 2005-2006 BY 2006-2007 BY 2011- 2007-2008 BY
2009-2010 2010-2011 2012 2012-2013
COHORT 2,956 2,474 3,236 2,673
PROGRESSED/ACHIEVED 1,464 1,284 1,522 1,267
TOTAL 49.5% 51.9% 47.0% 47.4%

On averagejustover half of firatme freshmen who show intent to trasisfeessfultsansfered to
a fouryear institution within six years. \&rapared tdhe priorcohort yea(2006-2007), the
transfer raténcreased by 0.4%the performae yearZ2007-2008 cohorj.Overall, the transfer
rates have remained relatively stable (within 4.5%), peaking in-20®@@@ar (51.9%).

The ability fastudents to transfer is influenced by numerous externadabtassimpacted status

and limited capacitf transfer institutioagstem budget cuts, and chamgadmission standards at

the UC/CSU. For example, the CSU system did not accepasgieng in 2002010. In addition,

theCSU system established a Local Admissions Areas policy which gives priority admission to studen
attending community colleges in their local service area. For example, Fullerton College students are
given priorityor transfer admission to @Slllerton, and a Fullerton College stagbgatying to

CSUFullerton woulekceive priority for admission over an SMC student with similar credentials

(GPA, coursework, etc.). CSUs Northridge, Dominguez Hills, and Llos/Andelled z pnu h { | k'
hktpzzpvuzpu' puz{ mécording to the |tadevsyof the TMGBEfenCentdr,} | y 3
these schools are not as desired by SMC students as institutio@Sslkchieiton, Long Beach,

San Jose, or San Francisco. Thisgjpblipt whj { z' ZTJ"' z{ | klHacdl z3 "' hi psp{ i
designated CSU campuses.

The following figure describes the transfer rates by student demographic subgroup, including rates by
gender, ethnicity/race, and age.
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2007-2008 Cohort
47.4%

GENDER
FEMALE (N = 1,400) 46.3%

MALE (N=1,273) 48.6%

ASIAN/PACIFIC ISLANDER (N = 410) 57.6%
ETHNICITY/RACE BLACK (N=219) 34.2%

HISPANIC (N = 758) 31.0%

WHITE (N = 955) 56.8%

UNDER 20 (N =2,25) 48.6%
= U

AGEGROUP | 20T0240N=254 45.3%

257029 N=63) 39.7%

OVER 29 (N=97) 28.9%

Transfer rates disaggregated by gender for the most recently reported year indicate that female and
male students in the cohort transfesratwhasgimilar rates. Male students transfer at slightly higher
rates than female students, but theatiffe irrates is not large (263.

Transfer rates disaggregated by ethnicity/race reveal that Black and Hispanic stueteats transf

lower rates (34.2% and 34,0espectly) when compared Asian/Pacific Isider and students in

the cohort (57.6% and 36j@spectively The disparity of transfer rates among the different

ethnicity/race groups is nearly 26 @ighe#tsian: 57.6%; lowest, Hispanic¥@1The gap

experienced in this key indicator between different student ethnicity/race groups fidiseusse

Key Indicator 1.19 (Equity Gafransfer Rat@)o | ' “~ { v{ hspup' yh{ Il " puj s| kl z"' z
themselves as Native American/Alaskan Native and students who did not report their ethnicity/race
group. These students were not reported selgdracause the group sizes were too small for

analyses.

Students of traditional college age (24 years of age or younger in their initial term) transferred at
higher rates when compared to older students (25 years or age ®heldéference betwedme

lowes performing (Over 29: 286 and highest performing age groumue( 20: 48.6%) is

approximately 2@. The datarevealthatthe u k| y" 97 " hnl ' ny%pfihe hj j v | u{
cohort.
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Institution-Set Standards:

The institutieset standarébr Key Indicator 1.7 (Transfer Rate) was set at#e0A6tituticset
standard was calculategt multiplying the average &49.5%gver the threbaseling/ears
established in the 2013 Institutional Effectiveness Repe20(ZR®@D052006, and 20062007
cohortshy 95%. The average calculation excluded theZ2@d3cohort year due to thepact of

the course reductioms the cohort siZer 2003-2014. The dt for this key indicator shows that the
college is meeting the institutional stafmtesdtisfactory performan@&.0%) for the 2014
performance yead{.4%).

Target:

Given the current and anticipated challenges related to transfer, includidg biadeet cuts in

higher education and reduced capacity at the transferring (or receiving) institutions, the target for Key
Pukpjh{vy"'"85>"/[yhuzmly'"Yh{Il O0O"pz'" {v'thpu{hpu'
performance). The target was setdptimary sponsarfthe key indicatdhe Dean of

Counseling Programs, the Department Chair of Counseling, and the FaculfyHeabienssfer

Center.

The transfer rate tine previous performance yeas 47.0% herefore, the target for the current
performance year was to maintaindthé figurand achieve a rate between 46.0% and%4 00
within 1% of the prior year performance. The data reveal that the tramséstghte target; for
the performance yeahe cdége had a transfer rate of 47.4%, an increase ai\@dYoe prior
year performance.

This indicatortise focus of a folloup studgxamining the impact of student behaviors on transfer

ratesAn institutional objective in the 22034 Maser Plan for Educgah is dedicated to

conducting the study:
"{,o0{zp¢oj,m }e¢mzjuimjueq, jCp;,qgq¥myuzuzs,
performance relative to the Institutional Effectiveness Dashboard, including the identification
of variabls that can be controlled by the College, in order to deepen institutional

understanding of the factors that affect student success and appropriately direct efforts to
improve institutional performance.

The objective was drafted in response to recommendations made by the 2013 Institutional
Effectiveness Report and Dashboard, Board of Trustees Goals and Priorities 1, and Program Review
Recommendations 1 andi2 study is currently being conducted [§)ftice of Institutional

Research with an anticipated completion date of May 2014. The findings will be used to inform
campusvide discussions related to transfer and will be posted on the Institutional Effectiveness
websitewww.smc.edu/iedashboard
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1.8 Basic Skills Course Success Rate
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Methodology:

Key Indicator 1.8 (Basic Skills Course Success Rate) describes the percentage of successful completi
in credit basic skills courses.

Denominator:

Fall and spring credit basic skills coursingemts in academic yedall and spring only)
2009-2010, 20102011,2011-2012, and 20122013 with the following earned grades:
A, B.C,P (pass), D,IKincompletdyP (no pass), DR (drop), or W (withdrawal)

Numerator (Outcome):

Fall and springredit basic skills course enroliments in acaders{¢ajieand spring only)
2009-2010, 20102011,2011-2012, and 20122013 with the following earned grades:
A, B, Cor P (pass)

Grades of IP (in progress) and RD (report delayed) were excludedfralystee

Basic skills courses were identified as English writing and reading, ESL core, and math courses which
are not transferable to UC/CSU and include Associate 2pglieable courses. The following
courses were included in the analyses:

1 EnglistENGL 23, ENGL 21A, ENGL 21B, ENGL 84W, ENGL 84R, ENGL 81A, ENGL 81B,
ENGL 83A, ENGL 83B, ENGL 20*, and ENGL 85*
1 ESLESL 11A, ESL 11B, ESL 10, ESL 10G, and ESL 10W
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1 Math:MATH 18, MATH 2GIATH 31, MATH 32, MATH 8MATH 81 and MATH 85**

*ENGL 20 and ENGL 8®%ere offered for the first time in 2e20112
*MATH 85 was offered for the first time in 2B

Data and Analyses:

Table 1.8: Basic Skills Course Success Rate

2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013
ENROLLMENTS 22,065 22,186 20,818 19,077
SUCCESS 12,230 12,667 11,842 10,507
% SUCCESS 55.4% 57.1% 56.9% 55.1%

The averagéouryearsuccess rate in basic skills cosis@4%. In the performance y2ad p-
2013),the course success rate was%%.tlecrease of 198 over thprior year (2012012), but a
decrease obnly 0.86 over th2009-2010 year.Thesuccess rates in basic skills courses have
remained relatively stable over the last four years.

The following figus®mpares the basic skills course success rates by discipline.

Figure 1.8a: Basic Skills Course Success Rate by Discipline
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Course success data by discipline raveapward trendh basic skills math courses. In the
performance yea2@12-2013), the success rate in basic skills ourssincreased aotal of 1.56
over the2009-2010 year, but experienced a decrease of 0.4% over the pri@agiaskills
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Englislcourse success rates have decreased slightly (by 0.9%) over the last four years, and
experienced a peak in 202011 (66.9%).

Basic skills ESL course succeshaatedecreasely 8.2%ver the last four yeafeom 74.7% in

2009-2010, to 66.5% in 2032013. According to the ESL department, the drop in basic skills ESL
course success rates is likely due tleffla@tmentadfforts to implement commonternid and final

exams that are normed and graded together using a rubric across the various levels of ESL writing
courses. In addition, the department has become more vigilant in reporting students who cheat and
assigning zergrades on the assignmémighich they cheat. Lastly, the department has engaged in

tl hupunm|s'" kphsvn| |l "yl nhykpun'"hkolylujl"{v'{o
objectives to avoid grade inflations.

Overall, the highest performanceasidskills success ESh courses (an average of 71.3% over the
last four yeardhllowed by English courses (an average #f®%erthe last four yearspi@pared

to the other disciplines, the success rates in basic skills math courses drendigyrimyeer (an
average of 47.1% ovie last four years).

Institution-Set Standards:

The institutieset standard fdfey Indicator 1.8 (Basic Skills Course Success Rate) was set at 53.0%.
The institutieset standard was calculatgdmultiplying the average course success ratés)(55.8

over thefour yeargstablished in the 2013 Institutional Effectiveness Repe20@Ra809

2010, 20102011, and 20132013)by 95%. The data for this key indicator shows that the college is
meetng the institutiahstandaraf satisfactory performan&3.0%) for the 20p&rformance year

(55.24).
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19 Basic Skills Course Improvement Rate
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Methodology:

Key Indicator 1.9 (Basic Skills Course Improvement Rate) describes the percentage of successful bas
skills students who complete a highekcourse in the same discipline within three academic years
of completing their initial basic skills course.

Denominator (Cohort):
The cohort included students whathetthe following criteria:

1 Enrolled in a basic skills co(rsgth, English writing, or integrateddt 19 first
time irmcademic yeard007-2008, 20082009, 2009-2010, or 20102011;
A Initial basic dkilcourse was two or more coursémwthe transfer course
A Earned a grade of C or better in initial basic skills course; and,
1 Was not a spectabimit students (high school students concurrently emrolled in
community college) at the time of the initial basic skills course enrollment.

Numerator (Outcome):

Students in the cohort who met the following cnitidmiia three years of the initial bakilts
course enrollmenere counted as having maagprovement in the basic skills sequence.

1 Successfully completed a higher level course in the same discipline with a grade of C
or better.
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A student was counted once in each discipline regardlessuaitiee ofimes theimproved
through the course sequence. Therdfereverall figures are duplicated counts of students but are
unduplicated withe@achdiscipline.

This institutional effectiveness metric was modified from previous eftittittenalss reports. In

the pas this indicator relied data from the Accountability Reporting for Community Colleges

l HYJJO" yl wvy{5" Ov~Il}ly3 pu'"978: 3" {ol"Jhspmvyu
eliminated the basskills improventémdicator as previously defirnidtereforefor the current

report,Santa Monica College used institutional data to calculate the basic skills improvement rates.
By using institutional data to calculate the rates for this indicator, the colleg@isdiiie a

more meaningful metric. For example, the old ARCC data included students who enrolled in elective
English reading and English/ESL support courses in the cohorts. English reading and English/ESL
support courses are optional and not requiradifegree or transfer, therefore, should not be

included in the cohort. The following table describes the basic skills courses by tesetédnelow

and discipline.

LEVELS BELOW TRANSFER MATH ENGLISH WRITING INTEGRATED ESL
Any transferable math ENGL 1
Transferable ENGL 1
course, except MATH 88A ESL 11B/21A/21B/25
1 level below transfer MATH 18/20/32 ENGL 21B
2 levels below transfer MATH 31 ENGL 20/21A
3 levels below transfer MATH 84/85 ENGL 84W ESL 11A

4 or more levels below
MATH 81 ENGL 81A/81B/85 ESL 10/10G/10W

transfer

Data and Analyses:

Table 1.9: Basic Skills Course Improvement Rate

2007-2008 BY 2008-2009 BY 2009-2010 BY 2010-2011BY
2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013
COHORT 4,865 5,036 5,444 5,177
IMPROVED 3,371 3,600 3,891 3,721
% IMPROVED 69.3% 71.5% 71.5% 71.9%
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Thefouryear average ofhe basic skills course improvemensitel %l he basic skills
improvement rate was 71.9% in the performance year which represents an increase of 0.4% over the
prior year performanand 2.6% ovéine 20072008 cohort

The following figure describes the basic skills course improvement rate by discipline.

Figure 1.9a: Basic Skills Course Improvement Rate by Discipline

90.0%

81.1% 80.3% 79.8% 81.2%

80.0% o~ —
.07

79.8% —

70.0% 11.4% T49%
57.5% 58.9% 58.2%
60.0% 52.3%
50.0%
40.0%
2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011
—o—ENGLISH —m—ESL MATH

Basic skillsoursemprovememates by disciplinedicate thaapproxirately eight in ten successful
basic skills English writing studadtseven in ten successful ESL studgnéess through the
sequence and successfully complete a higher level course in the same discipline. The course
improvement rates in Esfghnd ESL are higher than the rates irHoa#tver, theasic skills

course improvement rates in math reveal an upward trend; in the performa0a€-2e4ar (

cohor}, the improvement rate was %8.an increase 28 over th2007-2008 cohortc23%).

The following figure describes the basic skills course impravesignstudent demographic
group, including rates by gender, ethnicity/race, and age.
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2010-2011 Cohort
71.9%

GENDER
FEMALE (N=2,861) T1.1%

MALE (N=2,316) 712.8%

ASIAN/PACIFIC ISLANDER (N = 753) 19.4%
= 68.1%

ETHNICITY/RACE | BLACK(N=546) b

HISPANIC(N=2,617) 13.3%

WHITE (N = 1,028) 66.6%

UNDER 20 (N = 3,459) 74.9%
= 66.5%

AGE GROUP 207024 (N=1,006) h

25T029(N=310) 68.1%

OVER29 (N =402 62.2%

In the performance yearale students (720performedslighthybetter on this key indicator when
compared tdemale studentsl( 1%).

The disaggregated dataveal that White (66.6%) and Black studen®)&8the cohort improve

at lower rates whertompared td\sian/Pacifitslander79.4%) andispanic (73.0%tldents

Asian/PI students imprbaethe highest ratdhedisparityinimprovememates among the

different ethnicity/raggours isnearly 1346 (higls, Asian/P19.4%; lowest, White: 86)bhe total

rate includes all ethnicity/race gromp#jding American Indian/Alaskan Native students and those
with unreported ethnicity/race values.

Basic skills course improvement rates by age group reveal that students under the age of 20
improved through the basic skills couysersee at the higheate (74.9%When compared with
other age groups.

Institution-Set Standards:

The institutieset standard fdfey Indicator 1 @asic Skills Coutegrovememmate) was set at
66.®6The institutieset standard was calculatedmultiplying the average counsgrovement

rates 70.2%) over theurbaseling/earsestablished in the 2013 Institutional Effectiveness Report
(20062007, 20072008, 20082009, and 20092010) by 95%. The data for this key indicator
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shows that the ¢efje is meeting the instit@i@tandaraf satisfactory performan(@s6.7%) for the
2014 performance year (71.9%).

Target:

The target fothis key indicator was set ab/3rhe target was initially discussed at a meeting of the
Student SucceGemmittee (formerly the Basic Skills Initiative Committee). The members of the
committee chose to set a target reflecting an improvement in thEnmégniget af3% was set by
improving theate of the two lowest performing ethnicity/race studeps tpso6% for the 2009

2010 cohortFocusing on improving the rates fanhdéowest performing groups was determined

to bea manageable goal.

If the2009-2010 Black studemjrouprate improved by 5%he new rate would be 6807 1f the
2009-2010 White stdent rate improveay 5% the new rate would be P2IBproving the rate by
5% for thesgrours translates into an additidsaktudents in the cohort who improvedghrine
basic skills sequence &88itional students in the Blgdupand 56additional students in the
Whitegroup. Having an additior8l students in the cohort improvhetasic skillsequence
translates into amprovement rate of #3 Therefore, the target for this key todisgo improve
the rate to 7% by the 2012016 institutional effectivenessort

[ ol " kh{h" vyl } | h sfdrnfanck ¢n'this mdicatpr(78).&allslightiybetoiv the tgrget
range (within 1% of the target ofa8 72% to 74Ptkowever, the college is making progress
towards the goal.

Through the work of the Basic Skills Initiative, the Basic Skills Initiative/Career Technical Education
Collaborative Project, asdverablepartments, several strategies and programs have been

developed to address the needs and success of basic skills students, including the development of
accelerated English and math copmedsmplemetation of the Baltimore model, Summer Jams, and

First Year Experience programs. For more informationthefezZt¢ y h { | npl z' { v' Pt wy v
Zljjlzzp zlj{pvu' vm {ol " "ylwvy{5" 1 Iljh]zl"{opz'
recent cohort data used is for the 220Q1 cohort), it will take some time for the impact of new
strategies and pgoams to be reflected in the data.

This indicatortise focus of a folloup studgxamining the impact of student behavidasanskills
course improvemenates. An institutional objective in the-2013 Master Plan for Education is
dedicated taonducting the study:
"{,o0{zp¢oj,m, }¢mzjujmjufq, i ¢p,,g¥myuzuzs,

performance relative to the Institutional Effectiveness Dashboard, including the identification
of variables that can be controlled by the Galllegorder to deepen institutional
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understanding of the factors that affect student success and appropriately direct efforts to
improve institutional performance.

The objective was drafted in response to recommendations made by the 2013 Institutional
Efectiveness Report and Dashboard, Board of Trustees Goals and Priorities 1, and Program Review
Recommendations 1 andi# study is currently being conducted by the Office of Institutional
Research with an anticipated completion date of May 2014. Tiys fivilibe used to inform

campusvide discussions related to basic skills and will be posted on the Institutional Effectiveness
websitewww.smc.edu/iedashboard
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110Basic Skills Transition to Degree Course Rate
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Data Source:
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Methodology:

Key Indicator 1.10 (Basic Skills TransiDagtee CoursRate) describes the percentage of basic
skills students who enroll irctllegelevel course for the Associate Degvitlein three academic
years.

DenominatgiCohort):
The cohort included students whalthetthe following criteria:

1 Enrolled in a basic skills course for the first time in acaderB@ye2068, 2008
2009, 2009-2010, or 20102011, including one of the following:
A ENGL 20, ENGL 21&NGL21B,ENGL 81AENGL 81BENGL 84Wor
ENGL 85
A ESL 10ESL 10G, ESL 10W, ESL ES\, 11B, ESL 2, ESL 21B
A MATH 81 MATH 84, MATH 85, dIATH 31.
1 Was not a spectaldmit student (high school stumerdurrently enrolledan
community college) at timee of the initial basic skills course enrollment.

Numerator (Outcome):

Students in the cohort who met the following criteria within three years of the initial basic skills
course enrollment were counted as having made improvement in the basenslalls sequ

1 Enrolled in an Associate Degree required course in the same (E¢@lirkefor
ESL and English studentsivekitH 18, 20, 32, or higher for math students).
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towards the degree or transfer requirement in English &actstiudent was counted once in

each discipline; therefore the overall figures are duplicated counts of students but are unduplicated
within disciplise

kKl mpul

In the 2012 InstitutioriEffectiveness Repdts tkkey indicator was modified fiBasic Skills
Transition to Transfer R&d€éBasic Skills Transition to Degree CourgaifiRegsponse to a
recommendation made by DPRA@ Associate Degree and transfer requirements aentftier
math. Currently, the degree requirement for math is MAmtdrir@(liate Algebra for Statistics and
Finite Mathematics), MATH 20 (Intermediate Algebra), MATH 32 (Plane Geometry), or any
transferable math courshbile the transfer requimentfor math is any transferable math course
(does not include MATH 18, 20, ot 82fudent without a transfer goal would not be expected to
transition to the transferable math celitse Associate Degree and transfer requirements for
English Composition are same (ENGL The revised indicataccounts for students whose intent
is to earn an Associate Degree without transferring teyadourstitution.

Data and Analyses:

Table 1.10: Basic Skills Transition to Degree Course Rate

2007-2008 BY 2008-2009 BY 2009-2010 BY 2010-2011BY
2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013
COHORT 9,256 10,025 10,090 9,500
TRANSITIONED 3,323 3,450 3,681 3,526
% TRANSITIONED 35.9% 34.4% 36.5% 37.1%

The data reveal theon averagegver one in three students who begin their Englisimd&sL,
math sequence of courses in basic skills ptogresenroll in the degreequired course in the
same discipline within three yéathe performance year (262011 cohort), the bas&ills
transition to degree course rate was 37.1%, an increase of 0.6% over the prior-3@40 (2009
cohort), and an increase of 1.2% over the 2008 cohort year.

The data does not take into account the changes in Associate Degree requitagiesit that

were implemented for students beginning their coursework in fall of 2009 or later. Prior to fall 2009,
entering students who sought to earn a degree were required to successfully complete ENGL 21B,
ESL 21B, and/or ENGLThe English requirabehanged to ENGLdhlyfor students beginning

their coursework at SMC in fall of 2009 or later. Therefore, students beginning their coursework at
SMC prior to fall 2009 with a degree goal wouldreatessarillgave been expected to transition to
ENGL 1.
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The following figure describes the basic skills transition to degree rate by discipline.

Figure 1.10a: Basic Skills Transition to Degree Course Rate by Discipline

0%
60.0% 53.2% 51.8%
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50.0% -— -
40.0% M1.1%
40.0% 31.7% 36.6% —
29.6%
.070
30.0% 26.4% 21.5% 20%
20.0%
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The basic skills transition rates in ESL experienced a steady decline sin@®9ec2008t;
howeverthe rate in the most recent performance year (49.2%) is still higher than the rate four years
ago (49.0%).

The English rates for the performanceny@aased by 3.4% over the 2@0D8. The math rate
experienced a dip in performance in 22089 (26.4%); however, the math rate has steadily
increased since then to 28M%erall, the transition rates are highest in ESL and lowest in math.

The follownp figure describes the basic skills transition to degree rates by student demographic
subgroup, including rates by gender, ethnicity/race, and age.
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2010-2011 Cohort
37.1%

GENDER
FEMALE N = 4,997) 37.6%

MALE (N =4,503) 36.6%

ASIAN/PACIFIC ISLANDER (N = 1,664) 54.6%
- 21.9%

ETHNICITY/RACE | BLACK(N=1.163) " n

HISPANIC (N=4,419) 33.7%

WHITE (N=1,807) 40.2%

UNDER 20 (N = 5,965 38.7%
= 35.2%

AGE GROUP 20T024(N=2,182) i

25T029(N=611) 38.5%

OVER29 (N=742) 28.8%

In the performance yetemalebasic skilk87.68%6) and maleasic skilk36.80ktudents transitexh
to the degree course at similar rates, however, female studenederiightly higher rates.

The disaggregated data reveal thatanPacific Islanders students {64 téansitied from basic

skills to degree courses ghhr rates than White (40.2%), Hispanic (33.7%), and Blgck (21.9
students$dispanic anBlack students have the lowest basic skills transition to degree course rates.
Ov~1l}1ly3" ~olu'"jvtwhyl k' ~3010) thgratds fohspapi@ng Black hy 3 z '
studentsmprovedy 1.2% and 2.1%, respectively, in the performance year.

Thedisparityof basic skills to degree course transittes among the different ethnicity/groe s

isover 3% (highest, AsiarBR16%; lowest, Black: 24)the gap between the highest and lowest
performing groups decreased by approximately 4% over the prior year peridreneotakrate

includes all ethnicity/race groups, including American Indian/Alaskan Native students and those with
unreported ethnicitgte values.

A large majority of the basic skills students in the cohort are under the age of 20 (62.8%). This group
transitioned to the degree course at the highest rate (38.7%), followed closely by students between
the ages of 25 and 29 (38.5%), and students beheesges of 20 and 24 (35.ZPheoldest

group ofstudentoyer 29 transitioad to degree coursex the lowest rate (28.8%).
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Institution-Set Standards:

The institutieset standard fdfey Indicator 1.10 (Basic Skills Transition to Degree Course Rate) was
set at 33.5%he institutieset standard was calculatedmultiplying the average rates (35.3%) over
the foubaseline years in the 2013 Institutional Effectivenes$iR8péftthie data for this key

indicator shows that the college is meeting the institutional efasadesfdctory performance

(33.5%) fane 2014performance year (3%4).

Target:

The target for this key indicator was set atr88# 2013 Institutional Effeeness Repofthe

target was initially discussed at a meeting of the Student Success Committee (formerly the Basic Skill:
Initiative Committee). The members of the committee chose to set a target reflecting an improvement
in the metric. The target 8%3was set by improving the rate of the two lowest performing

ethnicity/race student groups by 5% f@0®@-2010 cohortFocusing on improving the rates for

thetwo lowest performing groups was determineddaortzmageable goal.

If the2009-2010 cohortBlack student group rate improved by 5%, the new rate would be 24.8%. If
the2009-2010 cohortHispanic studerateimproved by 5%e new rate would be 37.5%.

Improving the rate by 5% for these groups translates into an additiomdé2@0rsthe cohort who
reach the degreeequired English and math courses (70 additional students in the Black group and
220 additional students in the Hispanic group). Having an additional 290 students in the cohort
improve in basic skills translatesibasic skills transition to degree course rate of 39%. Therefore,
the target for this key indicator is to improve the rate to 398@6y 52016 institutional

effectiveness report.

[ ol " kh{h"yl }I hs' { o log thidirdicator (895) falls bdlow the tardetyrangey t h u j
(within 1% of the target of 39% or 38% toH@~&e\ver, the college is malpnggressowards the
target (increase of 1.2% over the last four years).

Through the work of the Basic Skills Initiative, the Basicaik#l&Claiger Technical Education
Collaborative Project, asdverablepartments, several strategies and programs have been

developed to address the needs and success of basic skills students, including the development of
accelerated English and math cauas®l implementation of the Baltimore model, Summer Jams, and
Mpyz{"'" I hy'"L wlypluj!l"'"wyvnyhtz5"' Mvy'tvyl pumv
Zljjlzzp zlj{pvu'vm {ol "yl wvy{5" 11| jhemdst { opz"
recent cohort data used is for the 2Q0Q1 cohort), it will take some time for the impact of new
strategies and programs to be reflected in the data.
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This indicatortise focus of a folloup studgxamining the impact of student behavitxasanskills
course transitisates. An institutional objective in the-2013 Master Plan for Education is
dedicated to conducting the study:

"{,o0{zp¢oj,m }e¢mzjuimjueq, jCp;,q¥myuzuzs,
performance relatite the Institutional Effectiveness Dashboard, including the identification

of variables that can be controlled by the College, in order to deepen institutional
understanding of the factors that affect student success and appropriately direct efforts to
impove institutional performance.

The objective was drafted in response to recommendations made by the 2013 Institutional
Effectiveness Report and Dashboard, Board of Trustees Goals and Priorities 1, and Program Review
Recommendations 1 and 2. The stadyresitly being conducted by the Office of Institutional

Research with an anticipated completion date of May 2014. The findings will be used to inform
campusvide discussions related to basic skills and will be posted on the Institutional Effectiveness
welbsitewww.smc.edu/iedashboard
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111 CTE Course Success Rate
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Methodology:

Key Indicator 1.1CTECourse Success Rate) describes the percentage of successful completion in
credit Career Technical Education (CTE) courses.

Denominator:

Fall and spring credit CTE course enrollments in academic years (fall and 28pfiig only)
2010, 20102011,2011-2012, and 20122013 with the following earned grades:

A, B, C, CR (credit), P (pass), D, F, | (incomplete), NC (no ncepéassN®R (drop), or W
(withdrawal)

Numerator (Outcome

Fall and spring credit CTE course enrollments in academic years (fall and 28pfiig only)
2010, 20102011,2011-2012, and 20122013 with the following earned grades:
A, B, C, CR (credit), op&s6)

Grades of IP (in progress) and RD (report delayed) were excluded from the analyses.

A CTE course watentified as any course coded with a SAM priority cddépbprenticeship;

SMC does not offer these cour&éxdvanced occupation&(clearly occupational),ldr

(possibly occupationdle SAM priority code is used to indicate the degree to which a course is
occupational anassists identifying course seqaesin occupational programs. In 202020, a

large proportion of CTE cagsvere found to be miscoded. However, the courses-eatede

for accuracy in spring 2011. The data for academic year200082009-2010, and 2010

2011 reflect the revised SAM codes and the formal changesTméSiBanges{iinol ' Johuj | ssv
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Office Management Information Systems (MIS) took effect at the CCCCO in-#2842011
academic year.

Data and Analyses:

Table 1.11: CTE Course Success Rate

2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013
ENROLLMENTS 40,659 40,481 38,992 37,187
SUCCESS 28,181 28,660 27,827 26,955
% SUCCESS 69.3% 70.8% 71.4% 72.5%

Thefouryearaverage CTE coursaccess rate is%l In the most recent academic 3@52
2013), the course success rate¥2a8%. The course success rate has steadily inbyeag&d
over thdast four years.

Institution-Set Standards:

The institutieset standard fdfey Indicator 1.11 (CTE Course Success Rate) was setTdie66.4%.
institutioset standard was calculatadmultiplying the average rates (6@98txhe foubaseline
yearsin the 2013 Institutional Effectiveness Ryp®82% The data for this key indicator shows that
the college is meeting the instiltetandaraf satisfactory performan&.4%) for the 2014
performance year (724).
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112 CTE Completion Rate
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Data Source:

The data for the 2062005 and 20052006 cohorts were obtained from the 2012 Accountability
Reporting for Community Colleges (ARCC) report.

In 2013, the CCCCO changdtle methodology calculating $tedehProgress and Achievement

Ratefor the Student Success Scorecard (formerly ARCC report). In order to keep the methodology for
Key Indicator 1.12 (CTE Completion Rate) stable and consistent, the Office of Institutional used data
fromboththecollegez * Thuhnl tl u{"' Pumvyth{pvu' Zjz{Iltz" /TP
Jvsslinl ' Johuj | s s v yohemahcwepsitd to constdudt the/2B06Kaimd h

2007-2008 cohors, using the methodology of the 2012 ARCC report.

Methodology:

Key Indicator 121(CTE Completion Rate) describes the percentageiwiefifttshmen who were
Career Technical Education (CTE) students and achieved a completion outcome within six years.

Denominator (Cohort):
The cohort included fitiste freshmen who ra#tofthefollowing criteria:

1 Enrolled in college for the first time after high school in academic years (summer, fall,
winter, and springp04-2005, 20052006, 2006-2007, or 2007#2008;

1 Enrolled at SMC as their first college;

Earned in 12 or more credit uwithin six years; and,

1 Attempted amdvanced occupational course (CTE course with a SAM priority code
of B or A) within six years.

=

54 | 2014 UPDATE INSTITUTIONAL EFFECTIVENESS DATA | Santa Monica College Office of Institutional Research



Numerator (Outcome):

Students in the cohort who met the following criteria within six years of entry were counted as
havingcompleted a CTE outcame

1 Transferred to a foyear institution (including public, in state private,-afistaiat
institutiongr,

1 Earnedan Associaté¢ b y | | ' v y ' Qffcdappjoved Genific@tezof
Achievement.

Data and Analyses:

Table 1.12: CTE Completion Rate

2004-2005 BY 2005-2006 BY 2006-2007 BY 2007-2008 BY
2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013
COHORT 1,995 2,063 1,955 2,143
COMPLETED 927 944 897 900
TOTAL 46.5% 45.8% 45.9% 42.0%

Thefouryearaverage CTE completion raté5.1%. The data reveal that, on average,

approximately half of fitshe CTE students earn a certificate of achievement, degree, or transfer to
a fouryear institution within six yéawsr the last three cohort years, the CTE completion rate has
steadilydecreased

The CTE Completion Rate is influenciedtoys such as the econdmylgetsand changes in

admissions policies at the-year institutions. In addition, the inaccurate coding of some CTE courses
may affect the criteria determining whwisded or excluded from the cohort. CTE courses at SMC
are coded as being possibly occupational, clearly occupational, or advanced occupational. A large
proportion of CTE courses were found to be miscoded; the CTéldacattyand recoded the

CTE coues inspring 2011 term. The changes in catithgot takeeffect at the CCCCO uih

spring 2012

Thekey indicatohas anotablelimitation; it does not take into account students who achieve a
departmental certificate. Departmental certificates argestmocertificates of achievement that
{iwpjhssj'ylx]|pyl ml ~ly" Jup{z'" mvy' jvtwsl {pvu
achievement. Departmental certificates are currently not reported to the CCCCO, and therefore, are
not counted toward cofapon.

In the summer of 2011, the college surveyed 173 former CTE students who earned a career
certificate or Associate Degree (completers) and those who took substantial coursework in a CTE
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program but did not receive an awédvers). The purposehaf survey was to assess the impact

of SMC CTE programs on student outcomes beyond certificates and degrees, such as satisfaction
with SMC programs and gains in employment, wages, and Beaeditsly found that a large

majority ofeaverqd84.4%) reped that they were satisfied with the education received aai&MC

that their SMC coursework helped them obtaadvance in their current job, imptbeé job
performancegnd/orimprove their overall employability. Approximately 33% of leaverd tiegprt

were enrolled at SMC in order to update their job skills or professional development, and not to earn
a certificate, degree, or transfer to a-jear institutiomhe findings from this study reveal that some
CTE studentever intentb earn araward or transfer which impacts the CTE completion rate.

The following figure describes the CTE completion rates by student demographic subgroup, including
rates by gender, ethnicity/race, and age.

2007-2008 Cohort
42.0%

GENDER
FEMALE (N = 1,029) 45.5%

ETHNICITY/RACE

AGE GROUP

MALE(N=1,114)

ASIAN/PACIFIC ISLANDER (N = 602
BLACK (N=178)

HISPANIC (N = 488)
WHITE (N = 649)

UNDER 20 (N = 1,536
207024 (N=420)
25T029(N=97)
OVER29 (N=90)

38.8%

42.2%
38.8%
35.7%
47.0%

44.5%
36.2%
35.1%
34.4%

In the performance ye@007-2008 cohort)female CTEudentgtb.5%6) completed a CTE outcome
within six yeaeg a higher rate than male CTE studzi&®4).

The disaggregated data reveal tdtite students in the CTE cohort completed a CTE outcome at
the highest ratd {.0%), followed AsianPacifidslanders studert2.6)Black 8.8%) and
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Hispani¢35.7%sgtudents have the low€StE completioates. The disparity®TE completioates

among the different ethnicity/race groupgeis1©6 (highedt/hite47.0%; loweslispanic35.7%0).

Thetotal rate includes all ethnicity/race groups, including American Indian/Alaskan Native students
and those with unreported ethnicity/race values.

A clear pattern emerges when disaggregating the CTE completion rates by age group: younger
students achievegher rates than older studeBtadentsnder the age of 20 had the highest
completion rate in the performance year (44.5%).

Institution-Set Standards:

The institutieset standard fdfey Indicator 1.12 (CTE Completion Rate) was set atld&.8%.
institutioset standard was calculatadmultiplying the average rates (46.1%)hatbree
baseline years established in the 2013 Institutional Effectivene§0R4pg0665, 20052006,
and 20062007 cohort yeard)y 95%The average calculation kexied the 2002004 cohort
year due to the impact of the course reductions on the cotiort298-2004. The data for this
key indicator shows that the collegertrming slightly below the institutional staoidard
satisfactory performan@8.8%pr the 2014performance yeadZ.0%).

Target:

The target foKey Indicator 1.12 (CTE Completion Rate) was set at 47% in the 2012 Institutional
Effectiveness Repdtie target was initially discussed at a meetingG#Hrther Technical Education
CommitteeThe members of the committee chose to set a target reflecting an improvement in the
metric. The target4f% was set by improving the rate of the two lowest performing ethnicity/race
student groups by 5%2005-2006 cohort yearFocusing ongroving the rates for the two lowest
performing groups is a manageable goal.

For the 200582006 cohort year, Black (n = 153) and Hispanic (n = 453) students had the lowest CTE
completion rates (36.6% and 37.3%, respectively). If the Black studenecht®yib¥orine new

Black student rate would be 41.6%. If the Hispanic student rate improved by 5% the new Hispanic
student rate would be 42.3%. Improving the rate by 5% for these groups translates into an additional
31 students in the cohort who compl&&a outcome (8 additional students in the Black student

group, and 23 additional students in the Hispanic student group). Having an additional 31 students in
2005-2006 cohort complete a CTE outcome translates into a CTE completion rate of 47% by the
2015-2016 institutional effectiveness year.

[ ol " kh{h"yl } I hs' { o log thifiraicato}Zs) &lls bdlotv thé targeyreng y t h u |
(within 1% of the target o4t 46% to 4%).
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Through the work of the Basic Skills Initiative/Career Technical Education Collaborative Project, CTE
Committee, and CTE departments, several strategies and {vaggdraseveloped to address

the needs and success of CTE students, including tipeneéevebcohort prograsisch adPromo
Pathwaysand contextualized basic skills courses and modules for CTEBsicalesesthis

indicator relies on cohort tracking methodology (the most recent cohort data used is for the 2007
2008 cohort), it will taksome time for the impact of new strategies and programs to be reflected in

the data.

This indicatortise focus of a folloup studgxamining the impact of student behavi@3®Bn
completiomates. An institutional objective in the-2013 Master Rin for Education is dedicated
to conducting the study:

“"{,o0{zp¢oj,m, }¢mzjujmjufq, i ¢pl ,g¥myuzuzs,
performance relative to the Institutional Effectiveness Dashboard, including the identification
of variableshat can be controlled by the College, in order to deepen institutional
understanding of the factors that affect student success and appropriately direct efforts to
improve institutional performance.

The objective was drafted in response to recommesdadide by the 2013 Institutional

Effectiveness Report and Dashboard, Board of Trustees Goals and Priorities 1, and Program Review
Recommendations 1 andi2 study is currently being conducted by the Office of Institutional

Research with an anticipatechptetion date of May 2014. The findings will be used to inform with
informing campusde discussions related to CTE completion and will be posted on the Institutional
Effectiveness websitevw.smc.edu/iedashboard
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113 Distance Learning Course Success Rate Gap
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Methodology:

Key Indicator 1.13 (Distance Learning Course Success Rate Gap) describes the difference in success
rates between distance learning courses antistance learning courses.

Denominator:

Fall and spring credit course enroliments in academic years (fall and spoD@r201y),
2010-2011,2011-2012, and 20122013 with the following earned grades:

A, B, C, CR (credit), P (pass), D, F, | (incomplete), NC (no credit), NP (no pass)\DR (drop
(withdrawal)

Numerator (Outcome)

Fall and spring credit course enroliments in academic years (fall and spoD@r201y),
2010-2011,2011-2012, and 20122013 with the following earned grades:
A, B, C, CR (credit), or P (pass)

Grades of IP (jprogress) and RD (report delayed) were excluded from the analyses.

Distance learning courses were identified as courses offered exclusively online or in a hybrid mode
(blends factoface and online instruction).-tistance learning courses were idech@ courses

taught exclusively-ground and faceo-face.The indicator was revised from previous versions of
institutional effectivenesgortsto include oly courses offering both distance learning and non
distance learningass sections in tame term.
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