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Santa Monica College (SMC) serves a large and diverse student population, enrolling approximately 

45,000 students annually. With the highest transfer 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 

systematic 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 current repor{'wyv}pklz'hu'huhs¡zlz'vm'{ol'Jvsslnl³z'

performance on 43 key indicators (KI) on the 2014 Institutional Effectiveness Dashboard. The 

Dashboard is published as a separate document from the current report. 

The report is organized into five chapters which coincide with the supporting goals being monitored.  

 

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{|{pvuhs'Slhyupun'V|{jvtlz'/PSVz0'huk'vul'tlhz|ypun'

semesters to associate degree completion.  

SMC meets or exceeds the institution-set standards for the 2014 performance year for 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 ILO mastery rates . The College 

failed to meet the satisfactory standard for CTE Completion Rate (KI1.12), missing the institution-set 

standard (43.8% or higher) by 1.8%.  

SMC achieved the target for KI 1.18, Equity Gap · Completion Rate, by decreasing the gap in 

performance 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 (KI 1.7) 

and Equity Gap · Transfer (KI 1.19): 

¶ Given the current and anticipated 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 performance (within 1% of the 
wyl}pv|z'¡lhy³z'wlymvythujl05'[ol'{yhuzmly'yh{l'pu'{ol'wyl}pv|z'wlymvythujl'¡lhy'~hz';>57,5'
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 the prior year performance. 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 of 0.4% over the prior year performance.  

¶ The target for Key Indicator 1.19, Equity Gap · Transfer Rate, 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 target rangl'/~p{opu'8,'vm'{ol'wyl}pv|z'¡lhy³z'
performance of 24.4%). Therefore, data indicate that the College met the target for this 
indicator.  

Based on the 2014 performance, the College is not meeting the 2015-2016 target goal for four 

indicators: 

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

¶ The College is not meeting the targets for Basic Skills Course Improvement Rate (KI 1.9; target: 
73%, rate: 71.9%) and Basic Skills Transition to Degree Course Rate (KI 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.  

¶ The CTE Completion Rate (KI 1.12) has steadily decreased from 46.5% to 42.0% over the last 
mv|y'¡lhyz5'[ol'Jvsslnl³z'wlymvythujl'vu'{opz'pukpjh{vy'pz'<,'ilsv~'{ol'{hynl{'nvhs'/;>,05 

The average numbers of semesters to associate degree completion has increased over the last four 

academic years. Students who earned an Associate Degree in the performance year (2012-2013) 

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 2009-2010. This new indicator needs to be examined 

further to determine an appropriate institution-set standard. 

 

Overall, the data reveal that SMC effectively provides students access to student support services. 

For example, SMC orients 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 counseling ratio is 373 students 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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The data reveal the SMC was effective in responding to the challenging fiscal conditions over the last 

few years. The College reduced the operating deficit from -$8.84 million in fiscal year 2011-2012 to 

-$4.62 million in fiscal year 2012-2013 by generating $3.66 million more in revenue and reducing 

expenditures by $563,577. SMC continues to demonstrate efficient management of the costs of 

puz{y|j{pvu'hz'l}pklujlk'i¡'{ol'mhj{'{oh{'lhjo'¡lhy3'ZTJ³z'^ZJO6M[LM'pz'hiv}l'<=7'/=8@5<:'

WSCH/FTEF in fall of 2013). In addition, the annual revenue from non-resident tuition has increased 

by $4.53 million over the last four years. 

ZTJ³z'm|uk'ihshujl'yh{pv'kljylhzlk'i¡'?,'v}ly'{ol'shz{'mv|y'¡lhyz'myvt'8:5@=,'pu'977@-2010 to 

5.96% in 2012-2013. Yet, the fund balance ratio is above the 5% minimum recommended by the 

Johujlssvy³z'Vmmpjl5 

 

The data indicate that SMC has effectively reduced the amount of energy (both electricity and gas) 

utilized on campus. In 2012-2013, SMC implemented an energy conservation projection which 

resulted in the reduction of 1.17 kWh/sq. foot huk'=9??'I[\6zx5'mvv{'v}ly'{ol'wypvy'¡lhy³z'lulyn¡'

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 current report. 

 

SMC completed or substantially completed 100% of the 11 annual objectives in the 2012-2013 

Master Plan for Education, an increase of 18.2% over the prior year performance.  
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Institutional Effectiveness is the systematic and continuous process of measuring the extent to which a 

college achieves its mission, as expressed through the goals and strategic objectives developed in an 

educational master plan. The current (2014) report is the third annual report assessing Santa Monica 

Jvsslnl³z'/ZTJ0'wlymvythujl'vu'the 2011-2016 Institutional Effectiveness Dashboard. 

The ultimate purpose of the institutional effectiveness process is to advance educational quality and 

institutional improvement. The process involves an analysis of longitudinal data related to the 

fundamental areas of the College and identification and prioritization of the areas needing critical 

attention. Institutional effectiveness is not achieved by simply reporting the Cvsslnl³z'wlymvythujl'vu'

key institutional effectiveness indicators. The process relies on dialogue and collaborative inquiry 

among campus constituents around institutional effectiveness performance. The process drives 

evidence-based college planning and supports decision-making processes. The following assumptions 

provide the foundation for the institutional effectiveness process:  

¶ The primary purpose of the institutional effectiveness process is self-review for institutional 

improvement and not to satisfy accountability requirements or comply with external mandates 

(for example, accrediting agencies, the state-wide accountability system, or the Student 

Success Act of 2012); 

¶ The institutional effectiveness process is not designed to replace ongoing college planning 

and evaluative processes, such as program review or assessment of student learning 

outcomes;  

¶ The institutional effectiveness data is not intended to fulfill all of the campus data needs. It is 

expected that additional data will need to be collected and reviewed at multiple levels of 

practice, including the classroom and program levels; 

¶ The institutional effectiveness process aims to monitor and review data using a college-wide 

perspective to inform institutional strategies; 

¶ The indicators measuring institutional effectiveness are purely descriptive and do not provide 

a causal or scientific explanation for trends in performance. Instead, the goal of institutional 

effectiveness is to spark robust dialogue among campus groups and encourage the college to 

lunhnl'pu'm|y{oly'pux|py¡'{v'l htpul'zvtl'vm'{ol'´~o¡µ'huk'´ov~µ'x|lz{pvuzB'huk3 

¶ Institutional effectiveness involves an ongoing and dynamic process that responds to the 

changing needs and priorities of the college. 
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[ol'puz{p{|{pvuhs'lmmlj{p}lulzz'wyvjlzz'kvj|tlu{z'{ol'jvsslnl³z'wlymvythujl'hnhpuz{'p{z'nvhsz5'ZTJ'

aims to achieve its vision and mission by addressing five supporting goals. 

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 participates 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.  
 

Supporting 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 
college®s facilities 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 correspond to the major areas of the College, including instructional programs and 

curriculum, academic and student support services, fiscal operations, physical infrastructure, and 

human resources and collegiality. The institutional effectiveness process is organized by these college 

goals. 
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The terms ´rl¡'pukpjh{vyµ3'´khzoivhykµ3'ínstitution-set z{hukhykµ3'´{hynl{µ3'´wlymvythujl'¡lhyµ, and 

´wypthy¡'zwvuzvyµ are used extensively in the discussion of institutional effectiveness at Santa Monica 

College. These terms are defined below. 

¶ Key indicator (KI): a metric identified as being important in informing institutional effectiveness. 

A more detailed description of criteria for a key indicator is described in the ´Kl}lsvwtlu{'vm'

Rl¡'Pukpjh{vyzµ section of the report. 

¶ Dashboard: a visual tool tvup{vypun'{ol'jvsslnl³z'wlymvythujl'vu'{ol'rl¡'pukpjh{vyz which 

highlights trends and patterns. The six dashboards, when reviewed together, provide a 

balanced view of institutional effectiveness. The dashboards are published separately from the 

j|yylu{'ylwvy{5'[v'zll'{ol'Jvsslnl³z'wlymvythujl'vu'{ol'978;'khzoivhykz3'}pzp{A'

http://www.smc.edu/iedashboard. One dashboard contains key indicators that have been 

identified as institutional priorities, and five other dashboards highlight trend performance 

related to the Cvsslnl³z'mp}l'nvhsz5'H'tvyl'kl{hpslk'klzjypw{pvu'vm'the process of identifying 

{ol'rl¡'pukpjh{vyz'mvy'{ol'Puz{p{|{pvuhs'Wypvyp{plz'Khzoivhyk'pz'klzjypilk'pu'{ol'´Kl}lsvwtlu{'vm'

Dashboards, Targets, and Institution-Set Standardsµ'zlj{pvu of the report. 

¶ Institution-Set Standard: standards reflecting satisfactory performance of student learning and 

achievement. Institution-set standards are defined for each key indicator directly measuring 

student performance, such as course success, transfer, and degree completion. Institution-set 

standards were reported for the first time in the 2013 Institutional Effectiveness Report in 

response to new US Department of Education regulations requiring colleges to set standards 

for student success metrics. 

¶ Target: a measurable outcome expressed either as a quantifiable value (for example, a target 

of 75%) or a trend (for example, year-over-year decrease), when achieved, will meaningfully 

move the needle on institutional effectiveness by the end of the five-year cycle (2015-2016). 

¶ Performance year: the key indicator value of the most recently reported year of institutional 

effectiveness. For key indicators on the Institutional Priorities Dashboard, the value in the 

performance year is measured against the target goals. 

¶ Primary sponsor:  campus personnel or groups directly responsible for or impacted by a key 

indicator. For example, the primary sponsors for Key Indicator 1.5 Transfer Rate are the Dean 

of Counseling, the Counseling Department Chair, and the Transfer Center faculty leader. 

The following section describes, in detail, the five-step cycle and process of institutional effectiveness 

at Santa Monica College. 

 

 

 

http://www.smc.edu/iedashboard
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The current set of institutional effectiveness indicators were first measured and reviewed 

systematically at Santa Monica College in 2010-2011 (2011 Institutional Effectiveness Report). 

During this pilot year, the Office of Institutional Research compiled an inventory of metrics related to 

the various areas of the College. The Office of Institutional Research relied on data that were readily 

available to calculate the metrics. The initial report was presented to various campus groups and 

informed the activities of the first official year of the 2011-2016 institutional effectiveness cycle in 

academic year 2011-2012. The five steps of the institutional effectiveness process are described in 

the figure below. 

 

Step1: Organize Data 

¶ Develop institutional effectiveness key indicators:  

o Organize existing data 

¶ Select key indicators for Institutional Priorities Dashboard, draft targets, and establish institution-

set standards 

Based on recommendations from the District Planning Advisory Council (DPAC), the 

Academic Senate Joint Institutional Effectiveness Committee, and the primary sponsors 

of the key indicators 

¶ Identify key indicators needing further inquiry 

o Based on recommendations from the primary sponsors of key indicators on the 

Institutional Priorities Dashboard; fine tune indicators 

 

 

 

1 
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Step 2: Dig into Data 

¶ Conduct follow-up studies 

o Conduct qualitative and quantitative research studies to deepen understanding of 

performance on Institutional Priorities Dashboard 

Step 3: Develop Action Plan 

¶ Update targets 

o Based on the findings of the follow-up research studies and inquiry when necessary 

¶ Identify areas for intervention and develop action plan 

o Ihzlk'vu'kpzj|zzpvu'~p{o'ylsl}hu{'jhtw|z'ivkplz'vu'jvsslnl³z'wlymvythujl'vu'{ol'

Institutional Priorities Dashboard and findings of follow-up studies 

Step 4: Act 

¶ Implement action plan 

o Begin to implement action strategies {v'ptwyv}l'{ol'Jvsslnl³z'wlymvythujl'vu'{ol'

Institutional Priorities Dashboard performance 

Step 5: Assess Action Plan 

¶ Evaluate effectiveness of action plan/interventions 

o Begin to collect data assessing the effectiveness of the intervention strategies 

 

An institutional effectiveness cycle includes an annual update of the key indicators with the most 

recent available data and an annual report to the Board of Trustees on the progress of the 

institutional effectiveness process. Once the institutional effectiveness cycle ends, a new cycle will start 

as institutional effectiveness is an ongoing and continuous cycle. 

The 2011 report on institutional effectiveness focused on step 1 of the institutional effectiveness cycle 

/´vynhup¢l'kh{hµ0, to build an inventory of potential key indicators. The College continued its efforts 

with step 1 for the 2012 report with the revision and addition of key indicators, the development of 

the institutional effectiveness dashboards, the setting of appropriate targets for some key indicators, 

and the identification of key indicators needing further inquiry. The 2013 report on institutional 

effectiveness described the activities of the first and second steps of the institutional effectiveness 

process which included the setting of institution-set standards for success and achievement metrics, 

and the implementation of a follow-up interview study investigating the collegiate experience of 

African American and Latino students to formulate theories related to why student equity gaps exist. A 

summary of themes or categories from interview data are described in the ́Mvssv~-up Studiesµ'section 

of the report. The full report of findings can be accessed on the Institutional Effectiveness Dashboard 

website: www.smc.edu/iedashboard. 

http://www.smc.edu/iedashboard
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Although the five steps of 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 to imprv}l'{ol'Jvsslnl³z'

performance on the Institutional Priorities Dashboard (Step 3 · ´Kl}lsvw'Hj{pvu'wshuµ03'i|{'hszv'

reports the activities of a new follow-|w'z{|k¡'jvttpzzpvulk'i¡'{ol'Jvsslnl³z'jlu{yhs'wshuupun'ivk¡'pu'

the Master Plan for Education Annual Objectives (Step 2 · ´Kpn'pu{v'Kh{hµ05'[ol'j|yylu{'ylwvy{'hszv'

provides a summary of the themes that emerged from interviews conducted with African American 

and Latino students in 2013. 

 

The set of key indicators included in the report was purposefully designed to measure the supporting 

goals. The key indicators rely only on data that are systematically and regularly collected as they 

need to be monitored and tracked on an annual basis. 

Institutional effectiveness is not intended for reporting to external agencies such as ACCJC and the 

Jhspmvyuph'Jvtt|up{¡'Jvsslnl'Johujlssvy³z'Vmmpjl. Instead, institutional effectiveness primarily 

functions as an internal tool for the College to engage in self-evaluation. However, when possible and 

appropriate, key indicators were aligned with and built on measures in federal and statewide 

accountability and research reports and requirements, including the American Association of 

Jvtt|up{¡'Jvsslnlz³'ylwvy{'vu'lk|jh{pvuhs'h{{hputlu{'vm'jvmmunity college students1, the Student 

Success Scorecard2 [formerly known as the Accountability for Reporting California Community 

Colleges (ARCC)], and accreditation. 

Institutional effectiveness key indicators are: 

¶ Stable, consistent, and fair: Focuses on measures that can be at least somewhat influenced by 

the College; 

¶ Aggregated and institution-focused: Includes aggregated student and institutional data on 

major college milestones and outcomes. The key indicators avoid data that are too narrow or 

focus on evaluating specific programs or departments; 

¶ Purely descriptive: Does not provide a causal /zjplu{pmpj0'l wshuh{pvu'/{ol'´~o¡zFµ0'mvy'{ylukz'pu'

performance. They do not help us understand the relationship between inputs and outcomes, 

they simply describe the performance; and, 

¶ Purposeful: Are meaningful to stakeholders. Indicators are not simply a ´mhj{'ivvrµ'jvsslj{pvu'vm'

data. 

                                                                 
1
 AACC Policy Brief 2011-04PBL - The Road Ahead: A Look at Trends in the Educational Attainment of Community College Students 

2
 http://scorecard.cccco.edu/scorecard.aspx 

http://scorecard.cccco.edu/scorecard.aspx
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The set of key indicators reported do not depict a complete picture of the College but provides a 

starting point for building a functional framework for monitoring institutional effectiveness. The key 

indicators are useful in providing meaningful feedback for informing the institutional goals and 

objectives. Zvtl'vm'{ol'rl¡'pukpjh{vyz'hyl'kpzj|zzlk'pu'{ol'jvu{l {'vm'{ol'jvsslnl³z'opz{vy¡'vm'wyhj{pjl'

and state and federal policies in order to provide some insight into the external factors impacting the 

jvsslnl³z'wlymvythujl'vu'{ol'rl¡'pukpjh{vyz5 

In addition, the 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 conducting self-evaluation as part of the 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.  

 

A total of eight new key indicators were added to the 2014 report of institutional effectiveness, 

including five related to ILOs and others related to semesters to associate degree completion, 

probationary and disqualified students, and average vehicle ridership for students. 

The methodologies for three key indicators, freshmen orientation rate, freshmen assessment rates, and 

student-counseling ratio, were revised for the 2014 institutional effectiveness report. The changes 

were made to better align with the calculation of {ol'zhtl'tl{ypjz'pu'{ol'z{h{l³z'Z{|klu{'Z|jjlzz'huk'

Support Program (SSSP)3. All 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. 

The data zv|yjl'mvy'{~v'pukpjh{vyz'pu'{ol'´Z|z{hpuhisl'Wo¡zpjhsµ'nvhs related to waste disposal, the 

California State Agency Reporting Center (SARS), has not produced new data since 2011 and it is 

unclear when the source would resume reporting. As a result, these two indicators were eliminated 

from the 2014 dashboard. Mp}l'pukpjh{vyz'pu'{ol'´Z|wwvy{p}l'Slhyupunµ'nvhs'ylwvy{pun'{ol'JJZZL'

benchmarks were eliminated based on a recommendation by DPAC. The indicators were judged to 

be difficult to interpret as the data are collected irregularly.  

 

A dashboard is a tool used to measure, track, and manage the key indicators. Dashboards provide an 

organized way to assess overall institutional effectiveness. Six dashboards of institutional effectiveness 

were developed in 2011-2012 for the 2012 institutional effectiveness report. Five of the six 

dashboards are organized by the associated supporting goals (Innovative and Responsive Academic, 

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

dashboard contains seven key indicators in the Innovative and Responsive Academic goal that have 

been identified as institutional priorities by DPAC and the Institutional Effectiveness Committee. The 

key indicators on the Institutional Priorities Dashboard are directly tied to the jvsslnl³z'z{yh{lnpj'

initiatives, Institutional Objectives, and the Board of Trustees³ Goals and Priorities. 

 

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 
participates in partnerships with other colleges and universities to facilitate access 
to baccalaureate and higher degrees.  

Strategic Initiative: Basic Skills Initiative  
 
Board of Trustees Goals and Priorities 2012 -2013, #2: Institutionalize initiatives that 
are effective in improving student success, with particular emphasis on accelerating 
mastery of basic skills and strength ening students® non-cognitive skills.  

Strategic Initiative: Career Technical Education  
 
Board of Trustees Goals and Priorities 2012 -2013 #3: Strengthen and promote 
workforce/career technical programs.  

2012-2013 Institutional Objective #4: To identify additional strategies  and , based 
on student equity data, to improve the success and retention of Latino and African -
American students, as well as students from other historically underrepresented 
groups.  
 

  

^opsl'{ol'jvsslnl³z'j|yylu{'pup{ph{p}lz'huk'wypvyp{plz'pumvytlk'{ol'zlslj{pvu'vm'{ol'rl¡'pukpjh{vyz'vu'{ol'

Institutional Priorities Dashboard, the performance on these indicators can also inform the 

development of future institutional objectives and priorities. 

The indicators on the Institutional Priorities Dashboard contain targets, which represent aspirational 

goals for the 2015-2016 academic year. Each target was established and vetted through various 

campus bodies, including the primary sponsors. The process used to determine the targets is discussed 

in detail in the descriptions of the individual key indicator performances. Performance on the targets in 

the most recently reported year (performance year) was evaluated against the established target.  
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¶ If the College, based on the 2014 reported data, performed below the target range (within 

1% of the target goal), the key indicator was marked with ´pu'wrogress · ullkz'h{{lu{pvuµ on 

the dashboard. This status indicates that additional attention/effort from the College is needed 

if the target is to be achieved by 2015-2016. 

¶ If the College, based on the 2014 reported data, performed within the target range (within 

1% of the target goal), the key indicator was marked with ´pu'wyvnylzz'· vu'{hynl{µ'on the 

dashboard. This status indicates that, based on the progress towards the target, the College is 

projected to meet the target by 2015-2016. 

¶ If the College, based on the 2014 reported data, exceeded the target goal by at least 1%, 

the key indicator was marked with ´{hynl{'hjopl}lkµ on the dashboard. This status indicates 

that, as of 2013-2014, the indicator target was met. 

The targets will continue to be discussed and refined each year. 

In addition to target goals, institution-set standards of performance were set for all key indicators 

measuring student success and achievement. In 2012, 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'ylx|pypun'{oh{'hss'Jhspmvyuph'jvtt|up{¡'jvsslnlz'´zl{'z{hukhykz'mvy'

satisfactory performance of student success4µ5'Hz'h'ylz|s{3'z{hy{pun'pu'978:3'{ol'puz{p{|{pvuhs'

lmmlj{p}lulzz'ylwvy{z'pujs|kl'hu'l}hs|h{pvu'vm'{ol'Jvsslnl³z'wlymvythujl'hnhpuz{ the institution-set 

standards. The standards were recommended by the Academic Senate Joint Institutional Effectiveness 

Committee in spring of 2013. A common formula based upon average data for four baseline years 

was initially applied to define the standards. The committee reviewed the appropriateness of each 

standard and made modifications to the formula in cases where the standard was deemed to be too 

low or unreasonably high while considering such factors as the reduction in course offerings due to 

the budget cut and change in course enrollment priority policies. 

The dashboards measuring non-student performance related indicators (Supportive Learning, Stable 

Fiscal, Sustainable Physical, and Supportive Learning) include information describing the data trend, 

comparing the current year data with the prior year data, and use arrows to indicate the direction of 

the trend. 

¶ Indicators showing a decrease in value in current year data when compared to prior year 

data were marked with a down arrow on the dashboard. 

¶ Indicators showing no change in value when compared to prior year data were marked with 

a dash. 

¶ Indicators showing an increase in value in current year data when compared to prior year 

data were marked with an up arrow on the dashboard. 

                                                                 
4
 http://www.accjc.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/09/ACCJC-Memo-AND-External-Eval-Team-Responsibilities-for-Compliance_9-6-12-.pdf 

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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In the 2012 Institutional Effectiveness report, the data revealed that African American and Hispanic 

students transferred to four-year institutions and completed their educational goals at 

disproportionately lower rates (about 25% lower) when compared to Asian/Pacific Islander and White 

students. Concerned with the unequal student outcomes for these student groups, the primary sponsors 

of the student equity indicators, the Student Success Committee, proposed a qualitative study 

employing interview methods to examine the collegiate experience of African American and 

Latino/Hispanic students. 

The Student Equity Interview Team was formed in Fall 2012 and consisted of seven full-time faculty 

members from various departments, including counseling, English, history, and physical sciences, and 

one institutional researcher. During the fall term, the team klmpulk'{ol'z{|k¡³z'ylzlhyjo'x|lz{pvuz'huk'

developed a protocol to interview students. Instead of comparing the experiences of the 

underrepresented students to those who were Asian/White, the team decided to focus the study on 

exploring the experiences of the African American and Latino student populations in greater depth. 

Between March and December of 2013, each team member interviewed one to three African 

American or Latino student(s). The students were recruited through the classes taught by faculty team 

members; however, team members did not interview their own students. A total of 17 students were 

interviewed for the study. The following theories emerged from the student interview data: 

1) Students generally feel welcome at SMC. 
2) Wyvhj{p}l'huk'lhys¡'hk}pzpun'pz'jyp{pjhs'mvy'z{|klu{z³'wyvnylzz'{v~hykz'{olpy'nvhsz5 
3) Students entered college without the essential college success skills and struggled to adjust to 

college life. However, the Counseling 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 between or immediately 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 students have relationships with a faculty/staff member on campus. 
10) Good teachers are student-centered, promote student-to-student interactions, provide timely 

feedback, and connect students to resources. 

In 2014-2015, the 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 Taskforce, for the purpose of informing dialogue around strategies to address the student 
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equity gaps. To access the full report of findings of the Student Equity Interview Study, please visit: 

www.smc.edu/iedashboard.  

 

A second follow-up study investigating ZTJ³z'wlymvymance on the key indicators related to 

persistence, transfer, basic skills, and CTE completion was proposed in fall of 2013. An institutional 

viqlj{p}l'pu'{ol'Jvsslnl³z'978:-2014 Master Plan for Education was formulated to address the need 

for the follow-up study. The objective states: 

`{,o{zp¢o¡,m,}¢mz¡u¡m¡u£q, ¡¢p¦,q¥myuzuzs,¡tq,q¥¡q~zmx,£m~umnxq ,uy|mo¡uzs,¡tq,O{xxqsq¸ ,
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 affect student success and appropriately direct efforts to 
improve institutional performance. 
 

The purpose of the study is to examine the impact of student behaviors on student outcomes.  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 being conducted by the Office of Institutional 

Research with an anticipated completion date of May 2014. The findings will be used to inform 

campus-wide discussions related to institutional effectiveness and will be posted on the Institutional 

Effectiveness website: www.smc.edu/iedashboard. 

 

Several programs were developed to address the Colslnl³z'wlymvythujl'vu'{ol'ihzpj'zrpssz'pukpjh{vyz5'

The basic skills data were initially examined by the Career Technical Education and Basic Skills 

Initiative (CTE/BSI) Collaborative members, the Student Success Committee (formerly the Basic Skills 

Initiative Committee), and the Assessment Center. Concerned with the low percentage of basic skills 

students who progress through the sequence of English and math courses and the large percentage of 

students who were not prepared for the placement exams (as evidence by SLO results), the basic skills 

and counseling faculty developed strategies aimed to help students achieve success in their basic skills 

courses. 

¶ Accelerated Courses: Two English (English 20 and English 85) and one math (Math 85) 

accelerated basic skills courses were developed to create a shorter basic skills sequence. 

Accelerated courses are redesigned so that students are able to complete two semesters of 

basic skills English or math courses in a single 5-unit course. English 85 was first offered in fall 

of 2011, English 20 in spring of 2012, and Math 85 in fall of 2012. 

 

http://www.smc.edu/iedashboard
file:///C:/Users/lawler_hannah/Documents/Research%20Related%20Documents/IE%20Report/2014%20IE/www.smc.edu/iedashboard
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¶ Baltimore Model: The Baltimore Model Program was implemented in fall of 2013. The 
program allows upper-level basic skills English students placing at the English 21A level to 
enroll directly into college-level English 1 while simultaneously receiving extra academic 
support through a non-credit support course.  

¶ First-Year Experience (FYE): The FYE Program was created in spring of 2013 to assist first-time 
freshmen with their transition from high school to college and to ensure students have access 
to important courses.  Additionally, the College wanted to encourage first-time freshmen to 
start their math and English courses to increase 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.  

¶ Prep 2 Test Program and Mobile Application: In 2011, 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 college-level math and English while simultaneously decreasing basic 

skills placement. The Prep 2 Test program includes two online videos. The first video (6 minutes 

in length) focuses on the high stakes nature of placement exams, consequences for not 

preparing, the content and format of placement test, and strategies for successful testing. The 

second video (45 minutes in length) expands 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{pjl'{lz{z'huk'h'zovy{'´Wylw'9'[lz{µ'johsslunl'x|p¢'~opjo'z{|klu{z'jhu'

take to assess whether they are ready to take the placement exams. The College is currently 

developing a mobile application that will include the Prep 2 Test program, additional practice 

tests, and review sections. 

¶ Summer Jams: In the summer of 2013, SMC launched Summer Jams, a bridge program 
designed to help recent high school students who place into basic skills transition to college. 
The 10-day program includes hj{p}p{plz'hptlk'{v'z{ylun{olu'z{|klu{z³'ylhkpun3'~ypting, math, 
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, 
including a new accelerated math course (MATH 49) and Math Jams. 
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The report is organized into five chapters which coincide with the supporting goals being measured. 

Each chapter starts with an introduction and provides a description of future key indicators (when 

available). 

The current institutional effectiveness report discusses {ol'jvsslnl³z'wlymvythujl'vu';: key indicators. 

Each key indicator is reported separately. For each indicator, the data source and methodology are 

detailed, a four-year trend of data is reported, and a narrative interpretation and analyses of the 

data are provided. For key indicators measuring student performance, a description of performance 

against the institution-set standards of satisfactory performance of student success is discussed. For key 

indicators on the Institutional Priorities Dashboard, the indicator report includes a discussion of the 

Jvsslnl³z'performance relative to the target goal. 
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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 and the community. This area of institutional effectiveness measures how well the 

college is doing in helping students to achieve academic success and to meet their educational goals. 

There are 29 key indicators in this chapter. The indicators are categorized into the following elements 

of the college goal: 

PROGRESS & ACHIEVEMENT  Measures 
completion, course success, and ¯momentum° or 
progress points which document milestones 
toward achievement.  

1.1 Persistence Rate  
1.2 Course Success Rate  
1.3 Degrees Awarded  
1.4 Certificates Awarded  
1.5 Transfer s 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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Key Indicators 1.21 (Registered Nursing License Exam Rate), 1.22 (Respiratory Therapy License Exam 

Rate), and 1.23 (Cosmetology License Exam Rate) were added to the 2013 update of the 2011-

2016 institutional effectiveness cycle. The three key indicators were added to the Innovative and 

Responsive Academic Dashboard in order to address the U.S. Department of Education regulation 

requiring institutions to report and measure performance on student achievement measures, including 

state licensing exams. 

Key Indicators 1.24 (Personal Attributes ILO Mastery Rate), 1.25 (Analytics and Communications ILO 

Mastery Rate), 1.26 (Applied Social Knowledge and Values ILO Mastery Rate), 1.27 (Applied 

Knowledge and Valuation of the Physical World ILO Mastery Rate), 1.28 (Authentic Engagement ILO 

Mastery Rate), and 1.29 (Semesters to Associate Degree Completion) are new additions to the 2014 

update of the 2011-2016 institutional effectiveness cycle. The addition of the ILO key indicators was 

recommended by the Academic Senate Joint Institutional Effectiveness Committee in order to more 

effectively tvup{vy'{ol'jvsslnl³z'wlymvythujl'vu'{ol'PSVz5 The addition of the semesters to degree 

completion metric was recommended by the Board of Trustees in order to more effectively monitor 

whether students are achieving their educational goals in a timely manner. 

 

Other measures were identified as potential key indicators for future editions of the report by the 

primary sponsors of the ´Puuv}h{p}l'huk'Ylzwonsive Academic Environmentµ goal metrics, the 

Institutional Effectiveness Committee, and DPAC. They were not included in the current document 

primarily because data were not available or had not been collected at the time of the report. The 

future key indicators include: 

¶ Percentage of Students Enrolled in Globally Focused & Globally Related Courses: SMC is 

currently engaged in dialogue regarding potentially modeling the STARS (Sustainability, 

Tracking, Assessment, & Rating System) tracking system and creating a system to track the 

extent to which the curricula focuses or relates to the Global Citizenship strategic initiative of 

the college. 

 

¶ Job Placement Rates: A new mandate from the U.S. Department requires colleges to disclose a 

variety of information for any financial aid eligible program that prepares students for gainful 

employment in a recognized occupation. Among the data that will be reported in future years 

is the job placement rate, or percentage of CTE certificate 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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[ol'rl¡'pukpjh{vyz'pu'{ol'´Puuv}h{p}l'huk'Ylzwvuzp}l'Hjhkltpjµ'nvhs'hspnu'~p{o'h majority of the 

student outcome metrics in the current state-wide accountability report, the Student Success 

Scorecard. Many of the key indicators address the main areas of student success measured by the 

Student Success Scorecard, including, persistence, completion, basic skills, and Career Technical 

Education, in some way. However, the methods for calculating the data are different from the 

methods used in the Student Success Scorecard. The methods of the institutional effectiveness reports 

produce data that is more meaningful for the college constituents. 

Key Indicators 1.17 (Equity Gap · Course Success Rate), 1.18 (Equity Gap · Progress and 

Achievement Rate), and 1.19 (Equity Gap · Transfer Rate) are related to the Student Success Act of 

2012 (SB 1450). The new legislation requires colleges to develop a Student Equity Plan that 

kvj|tlu{z'{ol'jvsslnl³z'wlymvythujl'vu'lx|p{¡'tl{ypjz'huk'z{yh{lnplz'{v'hkkylzz'hu¡'lx|p{¡'pzz|lz5'

http://www.californiacommunitycolleges.cccco.edu/PolicyInAction/StudentSuccessInitiative.aspx 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.californiacommunitycolleges.cccco.edu/PolicyInAction/StudentSuccessInitiative.aspx
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The data for the fall 2008 and 2009 cohorts were obtained from the 2012 Accountability Reporting 

for Community Colleges (ARCC) report.  

In 2013, the CCCCO changed the methodology for calculating the persistence rate for the Student 

Success Scorecard (formerly ARCC report). In order to keep the methodology for Key Indicator 1.1 

(Fall-to-Fall Persistence Rate) stable and consistent, the Office of Institutional used data from both the 

jvsslnl³z'Thuhnltlu{'Pumvyth{pvu'Z¡z{ltz'/TPZ0'huk'{ol'Jhspmvyuph'Jvtt|up{¡'Jvsslnl'Johujlssvy³z'

Office (CCCCO) Data-on-Demand website to construct the fall 2010 and 2011 cohorts, using the 

methodology of the 2012 ARCC report. 

 

Key Indicator 1.1 (Fall-to-Fall Persistence Rate) describes the percentage of first-time freshmen who 

returned and enrolled at a California Community College (CCC) in the subsequent fall term. 

Denominator (Cohort): 

The cohort included first-time freshmen who met all of the following criteria: 

¶ Enrolled in college for the first time after high school in fall terms 2008, 2009, 2010, 

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 courses in their initial term; and, 

¶ Did not earn a certificate, AA, and/or transfer to a four-year institution prior to the 

subsequent fall term. 
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Numerator (Outcome): 

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

persisted: 

¶ Enrolled in at least one credit course in the subsequent fall term at SMC and/or 

anywhere in the CCC system. 

The six credit threshold for the cohort was applied in order to filter only for students who were 

enrolled at the college with a credential (degree, certificate, or transfer) goal and to exclude those 

with no intent to re-enroll at the college.  

 

 

Table 1 : Fall-to-Fall Persistence Rate  

 

3,963 4,469 3,905 4,271 

2,901 3,406 3,050 3,125 

73.2% 76.2% 78.1% 73.2% 
  

The data indicate that the numbers of first-time freshmen who earned six or more credits in their initial 

term (cohort size) peaked in fall of 2009. The average persistence rate for the last four cohort years 

was 75.2% which indicates that over three in four first-time freshmen earning a minimum of six units in 

the first term persist and re-enroll in the CCC system in the subsequent fall term. Current performance 

(73.2%) reflects a decrease of 4.9% over the previous fall cohort. 

The following figure describes the persistence rates by student demographic subgroup, including rates 

by gender, ethnicity/race, and age. 
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73.2%  

 
Data for the fall 2011 cohort reveal that female and male students persist at similar rates. About 

three-quarters of fall first-time freshmen in both groups persist to the subsequent fall term.  

 
Persistence data disaggregated by ethnicity and race groups reveal that Asian/Pacific Islander 

students persist at the highest rate (80.8%) followed by Hispanic (73.7%), White (70.7%), and Black 

(68.3%) student groups. Different ethnicity/race groups perform at different rates for this key indicator. 

The disparity of persistence rates among the four largest ethnicity/race student groups is 12.5% 

(highest, Asian/PI: 80.8%; lowest, Black: 68.3%). Only the Asian/Pacific Islander student group persists 

at a rate that meets or exceeds the indicator target of 75%. While differences in rates are observed 

by student ethnicity/race group, it is important to note that a large majority of students, regardless of 

ethnicity and race, persist to the subsequent fall term. 

[ol'´{v{hsµ'yh{l'includes students who identified themselves as Native American/Alaskan Native and 

students who did not report their ethnicity/race group. These students were not reported separately 

because the group sizes were too small for analysis. 

The average age of first-time students in the persistence cohort was 19.03 years. A pattern is 

observed for persistence rate by age group; the youngest student groups (Únder 20µ and ́20 to 24µ) 

persisted at the highest rates (73.3% and 74.6%, respectively). The older z{|klu{'nyv|wz'/´9<'{v'9@µ'

and ́Over 29µ, persisted at lower rates (69.6% and 62.8%, respectively).  
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The difference between the highest performing (́ 97'{v'9;µA'>;5=%) and lowest performing (́ V}ly'9@µA'

62.8%) age groups is 11.8%. While differences in rates are observed by student age group, it is 

important to note that a majority of students, regardless of age, persist to the subsequent fall term. In 

addition, the numbers of students who are first-time freshmen in the older age groups are 

disproportionately smaller when compared with the number of students in the younger age groups. 

 

 

The institution-set standard for Key Indicator 1.1 (Fall-to-Fall Persistence Rate) was set at 71.8%. The 

institution-set standard was calculated by multiplying the average persistence rates (75.6%) of the four 

baseline years established in the 2013 Institutional Effectiveness Report (fall cohorts 2007, 2008, 

2009, and 2010) by 95%. The data for this key indicator shows that the college is meeting the 

institutional standard of satisfactory performance (71.8%) for the 2014 performance year (73.2%). 

 

 

The 2015-20165 target for Key Indicator 1.1 (Fall-to-Fall Persistence Rate) was set at 75% based on 

the average of nine wlly'jvsslnlz'/pujs|kpun'ZTJ³z'wlymvytance) for the fall 2009 cohort that was 

established in the 2012 Institutional Effectiveness Report. The peer groups were defined by the 2012 

ARCC report based on environmental characteristics found to statistically impact persistence rates. 

For the Persistence Rate indicator, three environmental variables, including percentage of students 

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

years or older), student count (the unduplicated number of students enrolled in credit courses at the 

college during fall of 2006), and ESAI Median HH (the economic service area index median 

ov|zlovsk'pujvtl'~opjo'pz'{ol'tlkphu'ov|zlovsk'pujvtl'vm'{ol'wvw|sh{pvu'pu'{ol'jvsslnl³z'zly}pjl'

area from Census 2000) were found to significantly predict persistence rates.  

The following peer colleges were found to be similar to SMC on these variables than different: 

American River, Mt. San Antonio, Palomar, Pasadena City, Riverside, San Francisco City, Santa Ana, 

and Santa Rosa. Grouping like-colleges allow practitioners to somewhat account for extraneous 

influences on the persistence rate that are out of the direct control of the colleges. An advantage of 

using a peer group average as a target is that it provides a viable benchmark for measuring oneself 

against the context of similar institutions. 

The data reveal that in the performance year (fall 2011 cohort) the college did not meet the target 

for Key Indicator 1.1 (Fall-to-Fall Persistence Rate) and missed the target by 1.8%. 

                                                                 
5 Refers to the performance reported in the 2015-2016 institutional effectiveness report, not the cohort or data years. 
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This indicator is the focus of a follow-up study examining the impact of student behaviors on 

persistence rates. An institutional objective in the 2013-2014 Master Plan for Education is dedicated 

to conducting the study: 

To conduct a quantitative study examining the externax,£m~umnxq ,uy|mo¡uzs,¡tq,O{xxqsq¸ ,
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 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 and 2. The 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 

campus-wide discussions related to persistence and will be posted on the Institutional Effectiveness 

website: www.smc.edu/iedashboard. 
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[ol'kh{h'~lyl'vi{hpulk'myvt'{ol'jvsslnl³z'Thuhnltlu{'Pumvyth{pvu'Z¡z{ltz'/TPZ0'kh{hihzl5 

 

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

courses. 

Denominator: 

Fall and spring credit course enrollments in academic years (fall and spring only) 2009-2010, 

2010-2011, 2011-2012, and 2012-2013 with the following earned grades: 

A, B, C, P (pass), D, F, I (incomplete), NP (no pass), DR (drop), or W (withdrawal) 

Numerator (Outcome): 

Fall and spring credit course enrollments in academic years (fall and spring only) 2009-2010, 

2010-2011, 2011-2012, and 2012-2013 with the following earned grades: 

A, B, C, or P (pass) 

Grades of IP (in progress) and RD (report delayed) were excluded from the analyses. 
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Table 1.2: Course Success Rate  

 

177,050 174,780 171,026 167,315 

118,655 119,982 117,968 114,204 

67.0% 68.6% 69.0% 68.3% 
 

The total course enrollment decreased by 2.2% in the performance year (2012-2013) when 

compared with the previous academic year (2011-2012). The reduction in course enrollments was a 

result of the budget challenges experienced in 2012-2013. The decrease in course enrollments did 

not affect performance on this indicator; the college-wide course success rates have remained 

relatively stable over the last four years. 

Table 1.2a: Course Success Rate ² Transferable Courses Only  

 

146,389 144,297 142,937 141,283 

100,278 101,407 101,197 98,689 

68.5% 70.3% 70.8% 69.9% 
 

Approximately 84% of all course enrollments are CSU and/or UC transferable. Table 1.2a describes 

the course success rates for transferable courses only (for course success rates for basic skills and CTE 

courses refer to report sections 1.8 Basic Skills Course Success and 1.11 CTE Course Success Rate, 

respectively. The success rates for transferable courses have remained relatively stable over the last 

four performance years, similar to the overall course success rate trends. There is very little difference 

in success rates when comparing the transferable course success rates to the overall success rates. 

 

The institution-set standard for Key Indicator 1.2 (Course Success Rate) was set at 64.1%. The 

institution-set standard was calculated by multiplying the average course success rates (67.5%) over 

the four baseline years established in the 2013 Institutional Effectiveness Report (2008-2009, 2009-

2010, 2010-2011, and 2011-2012) by 95%. The data for this key indicator reveal that the college is 

meeting the institutional standard of satisfactory performance (64.1%) for the 2014 performance year 

(68.3%). 
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[ol'kh{h'~lyl'vi{hpulk'myvt'{ol'jvsslnl³z'Thuhnltlu{'Pumvrmation Systems (MIS) database. 

Key Indicator 1.3 (Degrees Awarded) describes the total number of Associate Degrees awarded in 

an academic year (earned between July 1 of a year and June 30 of the following year). The data 

include performance in years 2009-2010, 2010-2011, 2011-2012, and 2012-2013. The award 

counts are duplicated by students (i.e., students were counted once for each degree they earned in 

the observed year) and do not take into account when students began their academic career. 

Table 1.3: Degrees Awarded  

 

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

 
The total number of degrees awarded has experienced a steady decline since 2009-2010. 

 

The institution-set standard for Key Indicator 1.3 (Degrees Awarded) was set at 1,171. The institution-

set standard was calculated by multiplying the average number of degrees awarded (1,329) over 

four baseline years established in the 2013 Institutional Effectiveness Report (2008-2009, 2009-

2010, 2010-2011, and 2011-2012) by 90%. The data for this key indicator shows that the college is 

meeting the institutional standard of satisfactory performance (1,171) for the 2014 performance year 

(1,207). 
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[ol'kh{h'~lyl'vi{hpulk'myvt'{ol'jvsslnl³z'Thuhnltlu{'Pumvyth{pvu'Systems (MIS) database. 

 

Rl¡'Pukpjh{vy'85;'/Jly{pmpjh{lz'H~hyklk0'klzjypilz'{ol'{v{hs'u|tily'vm'Johujlssvy³z'Hwwyv}lk'

certificates awarded in an academic year (earned between July 1 of a year and June 30 of the 

following year). Departmental certificates were not included in the counts as they are not recognized 

i¡'{ol'Johujlssvy³z'Vmmpjl'hz formal awards. The data include performance in years 2009-2010, 

2010-2011, 2011-2012, and 2012-2013. The award counts are duplicated by students (i.e., students 

were counted once for each degree they earned in the observed year) and do not take into account 

when students began their academic career. 

 

Table 1.4: Certificates Awarded  

 

257 1,397 1,505 1,373 
  

On average, SMC awarded approximately1,133 certificates annually over the last four academic 

years. In the performance year, the college awarded 1,373 certificates, a decrease of 132 

certificates from the prior year. Between the 2009-2010 and 2010-2011 academic years, the 

numbers of certificates awarded increased by over 500%. The dramatic increase in certificates 

awarded is likely due to the addition of new awards, the CSU GE and IGETC certificates of 

achievements, in 2010-2011. The new certificates are awarded to students who complete the 
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general education coursework for transfer to the California State University (CSU) and University of 

California (UC) institutions, respectively.  

 

 

The institution-set standard for Key Indicator 1.4 (Certificates Awarded) was set at 1,306. The 

institution-set standard was calculated by multiplying the average number of certificates (1,451) 

awarded over two baseline years established in the 2013 Institutional Effectiveness Report (2009-

2010 and 2010-2011) by 90%. The average calculation excluded the years before the new transfer 

certificates were implemented in order to set a more realistic standard for the college. The data for 

this key indicator shows that the college is meeting the institutional standard for satisfactory 

performance (1,306) for the 2013 performance year (1,373). 
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For academic year 2009-2010, the transfers to California public institutions data were obtained from 

the California Postsecondary Education Commission (CPEC) custom data reports. Funding for CPEC 

was discontinued in fall 2011, and while historical data was maintained, no new data was added to 

the custom reports function. Therefore, the 2010-2011, 2011-2012, and 2012-2013 transfers to the 

California State University (CSU) system data were obtained from the CSU Analytic Studies website 

and the transfers to the University of California (UC) system data were obtained from the UC Office 

of the President website. 

The transfer to California private and out-of-state institutions data were obtained from the California 

Jvtt|up{¡'Jvsslnl'Johujlssvy³z'Vmmpjl'/JCCCO) Data Mart website. The CCCCO has a data 

matching agreement in place with the National Student Clearinghouse (a national consortium that 

hosts a database containing over 91% of postsecondary enrollments). In general, the transfer data 

reports are lagged by one or more years because the data collection process relies on other 

institutions to report student enrollment information. 

 

Key Indicator 1.5 (Transfers to Public Four-Year Institutions) 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 years 2009-2010, 2010-2011, 2011-2012, and 2012-2013.  

In addition to transfers to public four-year institutions, SMC transfers to California private and out-of-

state institutions were tracked for 2009-2010, 2010-2011, 2011-2012, and 2012-2013.  

This key indicator was modified in the 2012 Institutional Effectiveness Report to exclude information 

vu'ZTJ³z'yhur'htvun'hss'Jhspmvyuph'jvtt|up{¡'jvsslnlz'pu'{lytz'vm'{v{hs'{yhuzmlyz'ihzlk'vu'a 

recommendation by DPAC. The change was made to report all key indicators consistently as the 
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previous version of Key Indicator 1.5 reported two data points (transfer volume and rank) while other 

key indicators only reported one data point. 

 

 

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

 

1,053 1,009 1,076 1,059 

780 1,054 1,100 854 

1,833 2,063 2,176 1,913 
 
 

On average, SMC transferred approximately 947 and 1,050 students annually to the CSU and UC 

systems, respectively, over the last four academic years observed for an averaged total of 1,997 

students transferring to all California public institutions annually. SMC transferred 1,913 students in 

the performance year (2012-2013) which represents a 4.4% increase over the 2009-2010 year.  

Transfer volume is influenced by numerous external factors such as impacted status and limited 

capacity of transfer institutions, system-wide budget cuts, and change in admission standards at the 

UC/CSU. For example, the CSU system did not accept spring transfers in 2009-2010, which may 

explain the drastic reduction in transfers to CSUs for that year. Recently, the CSU system established a 

Local Admissions Areas 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 CSU-Fullerton, and a Fullerton College student applying to CSU-Fullerton will receive 

priority for admission over an SMC student with similar credentials (GPA, coursework, etc.). CSUs 

Uvy{oypknl3'Kvtpun|l¢'Opssz3'huk'Svz'Hunlslz'hyl'klzpnuh{lk'´svjhs'hktpzzpvuzµ'puz{p{|{pvuz'mvy'ZTJ3'

however, according to the leaders of the 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'ZTJ'z{|klu{z³'hipsp{¡'{v'{yhuzmly'{v'uvu-local designated CSU campuses. 
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Table 1.5a: Transfers to California Privates and Out -of-States  

358 385 311 357 

293 318 306 320 

651 703 617 677 
 

The college transferred an average of 353 students annually to in-state privates and 309 students to 

out-of-state four-year institutions over the last four academic years. In 2012-2013, SMC transferred 

60 more students to in-state privates and out-of-state institutions than in the prior year.  

 

 

The institution-set standard for Key Indicator 1.5 (Transfers to Public Four-Years) was set at 1,800. The 

institution-set standard was calculated by multiplying the average number (2,001) of transfers to 

public four-year institutions over four baseline years established in the 2013 Institutional Effectiveness 

Report (2008-2009, 2009-2010, 2010-2011 and 2011-2012) by 90%. The data for this key 

indicator shows that the college is meeting the institutional standard for satisfactory performance 

(1,800) for the 2014 performance year (1,913). 
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The data for the 2004-2005 and 2005-2006 cohorts were obtained from the 2012 Accountability 

Reporting for Community Colleges (ARCC) report.  

In 2013, the CCCCO changed the methodology for calculating the Student Progress and 

Achievement Rate for the Student Success Scorecard (formerly ARCC report). In order to keep the 

methodology for Key Indicator 1.6 (Progress and Achievement Rate) stable and consistent, the Office 

vm'Puz{p{|{pvuhs'|zlk'kh{h'myvt'iv{o'{ol'jvsslnl³z'Thuhnltlu{'Pumvyth{pvu'Z¡z{ltz'/TPZ0'huk'{ol'

California Comm|up{¡'Jvsslnl'Johujlssvy³z'Vmmpjl'/JJJJV0'Kh{h-on-Demand website to construct 

the 2006-2007 and 2007-2008 cohorts, using the methodology of the 2012 ARCC report. 

Key Indicator 1.6 (Progress and Achievement Rate) describes the percentage of first-time freshmen 

who showed intent to complete and achieved any of the progress and achievement outcomes within 

six years.  

Denominator (Cohort): 

The cohort included first-time freshmen who met all of the following criteria: 

¶ Enrolled in college for the first time after high school in academic years (summer, fall, 

winter, and spring) 2004-2005, 2005-2006, 2006-2007, or 2007-2008; 

¶ Enrolled at SMC as their first college; 

¶ Earned 12 or more credit units within six years with grade of C or pass or better; and, 

¶ Attempted a degree-applicable math (MATH 20 or higher), degree-applicable 

English (ENGL 21B or ENGL 48 or higher), and/or advanced occupational course 

(CTE course with a SAM priority code of B or A) within six years. 
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Numerator (Outcome): 

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

having made progress towards or achieved a completion outcome: 

¶ Transferred to a four-year institution (including public, in-state private, and out-of-state 

institutions); 

¶ Earned an Associate Degree or Chhujlssvy³z'Vmmpjl'hwwyv}lk'Jly{pmpjh{l'vm'

Achievement; 

¶ Hjopl}lk'´[yhuzmly'Kpylj{lkµ'z{h{|z'/lhyulk'h'J'vy'il{{ly'nyhkl'pu'{yhuzmly-level math 

and English); and/or, 

¶ Hjopl}lk'´[yhuzmly'Wylwhylkµ'z{h{|z'/z|jjlzzm|ss¡'jvtwsl{lk'=7'\J6JZ\'{yhuzmlyhisl'

units with a GPA of 2.0 or higher). 

 

 

Table 1.6: Progress and Achievement Rate  

 

4,448 4,837 4,042 5,023 

2,691 2,864 2,474 3,000 

60.5% 59.2% 61.2% 59.7% 
 
 

The average progress and achievement rate for the last four cohort years is 60.2%. The data reveal 

that, on average, approximately six in ten first-time 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 within six years. The rate decreased by 1.5% in the performance year 

(2007-2008 cohort) when compared to the prior year (2006-2007 cohort), however, the rates in the 

progress and achievement metric have remained relatively stable within the last four years (within 2%).  

As with Key Indicator 1.5 (Transfers to Public Four-Year Institutions), the progress and achievement 

rates are influenced by factors such as the economic climate, budget cuts, and changes in admissions 

policies at four-year institutions.  
 

 

The institution-set standard for Key Indicator 1.6 (Progress and Achievement Rate) was set at 57.3%. 

The institution-set standard was calculated by multiplying the average rates (60.3%) over the three 
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baseline years established in the 2013 Institutional Effectiveness Report (2004-2005, 2005-2006, 

and 2006-2007 cohort years) by 95%. The average calculation excluded the 2003-2004 cohort 

year due to the impact of the course reductions on the cohort size for 2003-2004. The data for this 

key indicator shows that the college is meeting the institutional standard for satisfactory performance 

(57.3%) for the 2014 performance year (59.7%). 
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[ol'kh{h'~lyl'vi{hpulk'myvt'{ol'Jhspmvyuph'Jvtt|up{¡'Jvsslnl'Johujlssvy³z'Vmmpjl'/JJJJV0'

Data-on-Demand website. Data-on-Demand relies on California State University Analytic Studies and 

University of California Office of the President database and the National Student Clearinghouse (a 

national consortium that hosts a database containing over 91% of postsecondary enrollments) in order 

to obtain transfer information.  

 

Key Indicator 1.7 (Transfer Rate) describes the percentage of first-time freshmen who show intent to 

transfer and transferred to a four-year institution within six years of initial enrollment: 

Denominator (Cohort): 

The cohort included first-time freshmen who met all of the following criteria: 

¶ Enrolled in college for the first time after high school in academic years 2004-2005, 

2005-2006, 2006-2007, or 2007-2008; 

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

¶ Completed the largest proportion of credit units at SMC (regardless of whether they 

began their postsecondary education at SMC or another CCC; and, 

¶ Attempted transfer-level math and/or English. 

Numerator (Outcome): 

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

¶ Enrolled at a four-year institution (including public, private, and out-of-state institutions) 

within six years of entry in the CCC system. 
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Table 1.7: Transfer Rate  

 

2,956 2,474 3,236 2,673 

1,464 1,284 1,522 1,267 

49.5% 51.9% 47.0% 47.4% 
 

On average, just over half of first-time freshmen who show intent to transfer successfully transferred to 

a four-year institution within six years. When compared to the prior cohort year (2006-2007), the 

transfer rate increased by 0.4% in the performance year (2007-2008 cohort). Overall, the transfer 

rates have remained relatively stable (within 4.5%), peaking in the 2005-2006 year (51.9%). 

The ability for students to transfer is influenced by numerous external factors, such as impacted status 

and limited capacity of transfer institutions, system budget cuts, and changes in admission standards at 

the UC/CSU. For example, the CSU system did not accept spring transfers in 2009-2010. In addition, 

the CSU system established a Local Admissions Areas 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 CSU-Fullerton, and a Fullerton College student applying to 

CSU-Fullerton would receive priority for admission over an SMC student with similar credentials 

(GPA, coursework, etc.). CSUs Northridge, Dominguez Hills, and Los Angeles hyl'klzpnuh{lk'´svjhs'

hktpzzpvuzµ'puz{p{|{pvuz'mvy'ZTJ3'ov~l}ly3'according to the leaders of the SMC Transfer Center, 

these schools are not as desired by SMC students as institutions such as CSU Fullerton, Long Beach, 

San Jose, or San Francisco. This polij¡'ptwhj{z'ZTJ'z{|klu{z³'hipsp{¡'{v'{yhuzmly'{v'uvu-local 

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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47.4% 

 
Transfer rates disaggregated by gender for the most recently reported year indicate that female and 

male students in the cohort transfer at somewhat similar rates. Male students transfer at slightly higher 

rates than female students, but the difference in rates is not large (2.3%).  

Transfer rates disaggregated by ethnicity/race reveal that Black and Hispanic students transfer at 

lower rates (34.2% and 31.0%, respectively) when compared to Asian/Pacific Islander and students in 

the cohort (57.6% and 56.8%, respectively). The disparity of transfer rates among the different 

ethnicity/race groups is nearly 26.6% (highest, Asian: 57.6%; lowest, Hispanic: 31.0%). The gap 

experienced in this key indicator between different student ethnicity/race groups is discussed further in 

Key Indicator 1.19 (Equity Gap · Transfer Rate). [ol'´{v{hsµ'yh{l'pujs|klz'z{|klu{z'~ov'pklu{pmplk'

themselves as Native American/Alaskan Native and students who did not report their ethnicity/race 

group. These students were not reported separately because 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 or older). The difference between the 

lowest performing (Over 29: 28.9%) and highest performing age groups (Under 20: 48.6%) is 

approximately 20%. The data reveal that the ´\ukly'97µ'hnl'nyv|w'hjjv|u{z'mvy'v}ly'?;% of the 

cohort. 
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The institution-set standard for Key Indicator 1.7 (Transfer Rate) was set at 47.0%. The institution-set 

standard was calculated by multiplying the average rates (49.5%) over the three baseline years 

established in the 2013 Institutional Effectiveness Report (2004-2005, 2005-2006, and 2006-2007 

cohorts) by 95%. The average calculation excluded the 2003-2004 cohort year due to the impact of 

the course reductions on the cohort size for 2003-2014. The data for this key indicator shows that the 

college is meeting the institutional standard for satisfactory performance (47.0%) for the 2014 

performance year (47.4%). 

 

 

Given the current and anticipated challenges related to transfer, including statewide budget cuts in 

higher education and reduced capacity at the transferring (or receiving) institutions, the target for Key 

Pukpjh{vy'85>'/[yhuzmly'Yh{l0'pz'{v'thpu{hpu'{ol'wlymvythujl'/~p{opu'8,'vm'{ol'wyl}pv|z'¡lhy³z'

performance). The target was set by the primary sponsors of the key indicator: the Dean of 

Counseling Programs, the Department Chair of Counseling, and the Faculty leaders of the Transfer 

Center. 

The transfer rate in the previous performance year was 47.0%. 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 the prior year performance. The data reveal that the transfer rate meets the target; for 

the performance year, the college had a transfer rate of 47.4%, an increase of 0.4% over the prior 

year performance. 

This indicator is the focus of a follow-up study examining the impact of student behaviors on transfer 

rates. An institutional objective in the 2013-2014 Master Plan for Education is dedicated to 

conducting the study: 

`{,o{zp¢o¡,m,}¢mz¡u¡m¡u£q, ¡¢p¦,q¥myuzuzs,¡tq,q¥¡q~zmx,£m~umnxq ,uy|mo¡uzs,¡tq,O{xxqsq¸ ,
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 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 and 2. The 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 

campus-wide discussions related to transfer and will be posted on the Institutional Effectiveness 

website: www.smc.edu/iedashboard. 

file:///C:/Users/lawler_hannah/Documents/Research%20Related%20Documents/IE%20Report/2014%20IE/www.smc.edu/iedashboard
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[ol'kh{h'~lyl'vi{hpulk'myvt'{ol'jvsslnl³z'Management Information Systems (MIS) database. 

 

Key Indicator 1.8 (Basic Skills Course Success Rate) describes the percentage of successful completion 

in credit basic skills courses. 

Denominator: 

Fall and spring credit basic skills course enrollments in academic years (fall and spring only) 

2009-2010, 2010-2011, 2011-2012, and 2012-2013 with the following earned grades: 

A, B, C, P (pass), D, F, I (incomplete), NP (no pass), DR (drop), or W (withdrawal) 

Numerator (Outcome): 

Fall and spring credit basic skills course enrollments in academic years (fall and spring only) 

2009-2010, 2010-2011, 2011-2012, and 2012-2013 with the following earned grades: 

A, B, C, or P (pass) 

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

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 Degree-applicable courses. The following 

courses were included in the analyses: 

¶ English: ENGL 23, ENGL 21A, ENGL 21B, ENGL 84W, ENGL 84R, ENGL 81A, ENGL 81B, 

ENGL 83A, ENGL 83B, ENGL 20*, and ENGL 85* 

¶ ESL: ESL 11A, ESL 11B, ESL 10, ESL 10G, and ESL 10W 
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¶ Math: MATH 18, MATH 20, MATH 31, MATH 32, MATH 84, MATH 81, and MATH 85** 

*ENGL 20 and ENGL 85 were offered for the first time in 2011-2012 
**MATH 85 was offered for the first time in 2012-2013 
 

 

Table 1.8: Basic Skills Course Success Rate  

22,065 22,186 20,818 19,077 

12,230 12,667 11,842 10,507 

55.4% 57.1% 56.9% 55.1% 
 

The average four-year success rate in basic skills courses is 56.1%. In the performance year (2012-

2013), the course success rate was 55.1%, a decrease of 1.8% over the prior year (2011-2012), but a 

decrease of only 0.3% over the 2009-2010 year. The success rates in basic skills courses have 

remained relatively stable over the last four years. 

The following figure compares the basic skills course success rates by discipline. 

 

Figure 1.8a: Basi c Skills Course Success Rate by Discipline  

 

Course success data by discipline reveal an upward trend in basic skills math courses. In the 

performance year (2012-2013), the success rate in basic skills math courses increased a total of 1.5% 

over the 2009-2010 year, but experienced a decrease of 0.4% over the prior year. Basic skills 
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English course success rates have decreased slightly (by 0.9%) over the last four years, and 

experienced a peak in 2010-2011 (66.9%). 

Basic skills ESL course success rates have decreased by 8.2% over the last four years, from 74.7% in 

2009-2010, to 66.5% in 2012-2013. According to the ESL department, the drop in basic skills ESL 

course success rates is likely due to the departmental efforts to implement common mid-term 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 zero grades on the assignments in which they cheat. Lastly, the department has engaged in 

tlhupunm|s'kphsvn|l'ylnhykpun'hkolylujl'{v'{ol'jv|yzl³z'l wlj{lk'slhyupun'v|{jvtlz'huk'jv|yzl'

objectives to avoid grade inflations. 

Overall, the highest performance in basic skills success is in ESL courses (an average of 71.3% over the 

last four years), followed by English courses (an average of 65.4% over the last four years). Compared 

to the other disciplines, the success rates in basic skills math courses are disproportionately lower (an 

average of 47.1% over the last four years). 

 

 

The institution-set standard for Key Indicator 1.8 (Basic Skills Course Success Rate) was set at 53.0%. 

The institution-set standard was calculated by multiplying the average course success rates (55.8%) 

over the four years established in the 2013 Institutional Effectiveness Report (2008-2009, 2009-

2010, 2010-2011, and 2011-2013) by 95%. The data for this key indicator shows that the college is 

meeting the institutional standard of satisfactory performance (53.0%) for the 2014 performance year 

(55.1%). 
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[ol'kh{h'~lyl'vi{hpulk'myvt'{ol'jvsslnl³z'Thuhnltlu{ Information Systems (MIS) database. 

Key Indicator 1.9 (Basic Skills Course Improvement Rate) describes the percentage of successful basic 

skills students who complete a higher-level course in the same discipline within three academic years 

of completing their initial basic skills course. 

Denominator (Cohort): 

The cohort included students who met all of the following criteria: 

¶ Enrolled in a basic skills course (math, English writing, or integrated ESL) for the first 

time in academic years 2007-2008, 2008-2009, 2009-2010, or 2010-2011; 

Á Initial basic skills course was two or more courses below the transfer course; 

Á Earned a grade of C or better in initial basic skills course; and, 

¶ Was not a special-admit students (high school students concurrently enrolled in a 

community college) at the time 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 basic skills sequence. 

¶ 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 regardless of the number of times they improved 

through the course sequence. Therefore, the overall figures are duplicated counts of students but are 

unduplicated within each discipline.  

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

the past, this indicator relied on data from the Accountability Reporting for Community Colleges 

/HYJJ0'ylwvy{5'Ov~l}ly3'pu'978:3'{ol'Jhspmvyuph'Jvtt|up{¡'Jvsslnlz'Johujlssvy³z'Vmmpjl'/JJJJV0'

eliminated the basic skills improvement indicator as previously defined. Therefore, for 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 college is able to produce 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 required for a degree or transfer, therefore, should not be 

included in the cohort. The following table describes the basic skills courses by levels below transfer 

and discipline. 

Transferable  
Any transferable math 

course, except MATH 88A  
ENGL 1 

ENGL 1 
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 
transfer  

MATH 81 ENGL 81A/81B/85  ESL 10/10G/10W  

 

 

Table 1.9: Basic Skills Course Improvement Rate  

 

4,865 5,036 5,444 5,177 

3,371 3,600 3,891 3,721 

69.3% 71.5% 71.5% 71.9% 
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The four-year average of the basic skills course improvement rate is 71.1%. The basic skills 

improvement rate was 71.9% in the performance year which represents an increase of 0.4% over the 

prior year performance and 2.6% over the 2007-2008 cohort. 

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

 

Figure 1.9a: Basic Skills Course Improvement Rate by Discipline  

 

Basic skills course improvement rates by discipline indicate that approximately eight in ten successful 

basic skills English writing students and seven in ten successful ESL students progress through the 

sequence and successfully complete a higher level course in the same discipline. The course 

improvement rates in English and ESL are higher than the rates in math. However, the basic skills 

course improvement rates in math reveal an upward trend; in the performance year (2010-2011 

cohort), the improvement rate was 58.2%, an increase of 5.9% over the 2007-2008 cohort (52.3%). 

The following figure describes the basic skills course improvement rates by student demographic 

group, including rates by gender, ethnicity/race, and age. 
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71.9% 

 
 

In the performance year, male students (72.8%) performed slightly better on this key indicator when 

compared to female students (71.1%).  
 

The disaggregated data reveal that White (66.6%) and Black students (68.1%) in the cohort improved 

at lower rates when compared to Asian/Pacific Islander (79.4%) and Hispanic (73.0%) students. 

Asian/PI students improved at the highest rates. The disparity in improvement rates among the 

different ethnicity/race groups is nearly 13% (highest, Asian/PI: 79.4%; lowest, White: 66.6%). The total 

rate includes all ethnicity/race groups, including 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 course sequence at the highest rate (74.9%) when compared with 

other age groups. 

 

 

The institution-set standard for Key Indicator 1.9 (Basic Skills Course Improvement Rate) was set at 

66.7%. The institution-set standard was calculated by multiplying the average course improvement 

rates (70.2%) over the four baseline years established in the 2013 Institutional Effectiveness Report 

(2006-2007, 2007-2008, 2008-2009, and 2009-2010) by 95%. The data for this key indicator 
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shows that the college is meeting the institutional standard of satisfactory performance (66.7%) for the 

2014 performance year (71.9%). 

 

 

The target for this key indicator was set at 73%. The target was initially discussed at a meeting of the 

Student Success Committee (formerly the Basic Skills Initiative Committee). The members of the 

committee chose to set a target reflecting an improvement in the metric. The target of 73% was set by 

improving the rate of the two lowest performing ethnicity/race student groups by 5% for the 2009-

2010 cohort. Focusing on improving the rates for the two lowest performing groups was determined 

to be a manageable goal. 

If the 2009-2010 Black student group rate improved by 5%, the new rate would be 68.7%. If the 

2009-2010 White student rate improved by 5% the new rate would be 72.3%. Improving the rate by 

5% for these groups translates into an additional 88 students in the cohort who improved through the 

basic skills sequence (32 additional students in the Black group and 56 additional students in the 

White group). Having an additional 88 students in the cohort improve in the basic skills sequence 

translates into an improvement rate of 73%. Therefore, the target for this key indicator is to improve 

the rate to 73% by the 2015-2016 institutional effectiveness report. 

[ol'kh{h'yl}lhs'{oh{'{ol'jvsslnl³z'wlyformance on this indicator (71.9%) falls slightly below the target 

range (within 1% of the target of 73% or 72% to 74%); however, 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, and several departments, 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 courses, and implementation of the Baltimore model, Summer Jams, and 

First Year Experience programs. For more information, refer to the ́ Z{yh{lnplz'{v'Ptwyv}l'Z{|klu{'

Z|jjlzzµ'zlj{pvu'vm'{ol'ylwvy{5'Iljh|zl'{opz'pukpjh{vy'ylsplz'vu'jvovy{'{yhjrpun'tl{ovkvsvn¡'/{ol'tvz{'

recent cohort data used is for the 2010-2011 cohort), it will take some time for the impact of new 

strategies and programs to be reflected in the data. 

This indicator is the focus of a follow-up study examining the impact of student behaviors on basic skills 

course improvement rates. An institutional objective in the 2013-2014 Master Plan for Education is 

dedicated to conducting the study: 

`{,o{zp¢o¡,m,}¢mz¡u¡m¡u£q, ¡¢p¦,q¥myuzuzs,¡tq,q¥¡q~zmx,£m~umnxq ,uy|mo¡uzs,¡tq,O{xxqsq¸ ,
performance relative to the Institutional Effectiveness Dashboard, including the identification 
of variables that can be controlled by the College, in order 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 

Effectiveness Report and Dashboard, Board of Trustees Goals and Priorities 1, and Program Review 

Recommendations 1 and 2. The 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 

campus-wide discussions related to basic skills and will be posted on the Institutional Effectiveness 

website: www.smc.edu/iedashboard. 
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1.10 

[ol'kh{h'~lyl'vi{hpulk'myvt'{ol'jvsslnl³z'Thuhnltlu{'Pumvyth{pvu'Z¡z{ltz'(MIS) database. 

Key Indicator 1.10 (Basic Skills Transition to Degree Course Rate) describes the percentage of basic 

skills students who enroll in the college-level course for the Associate Degree within three academic 

years.  

Denominator (Cohort): 

The cohort included students who met all of the following criteria: 

¶ Enrolled in a basic skills course for the first time in academic years 2007-2008, 2008-

2009, 2009-2010, or 2010-2011, including one of the following: 

Á ENGL 20, ENGL 21A, ENGL 21B, ENGL 81A, ENGL 81B, ENGL 84W, or 

ENGL 85; 

Á ESL 10, ESL 10G, ESL 10W, ESL 11A, ESL 11B, ESL 21A, or, ESL 21B; 

Á MATH 81, MATH 84, MATH 85, or MATH 31. 

¶ Was not a special-admit student (high school student concurrently enrolled in a 

community college) at the time 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 basic skills sequence. 

¶ Enrolled in an Associate Degree required course in the same discipline (ENGL 1 for 

ESL and English students, and MATH 18, 20, 32, or higher for math students). 
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Mvy'{opz'pukpjh{vy3'´ihzpj'zrpsszµ'~hz'klmpulk'hz'hu'LZS3'Lunspzo3'huk'th{o'jv|yzl'uv{'hwwlicable 

towards the degree or transfer requirement in English or math. Each student was counted once in 

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

within disciplines. 

In the 2012 Institutional Effectiveness Report, this key indicator was modified from B́asic Skills 

Transition to Transfer Rateµ to ́ Basic Skills Transition to Degree Course Rateµ in response to a 

recommendation made by DPAC. The Associate Degree and transfer requirements are different for 

math. Currently, the degree requirement for math is MATH 18 (Intermediate Algebra for Statistics and 

Finite Mathematics), MATH 20 (Intermediate Algebra), MATH 32 (Plane Geometry), or any 

transferable math course while the transfer requirement for math is any transferable math course 

(does not include MATH 18, 20, or 32). A student without a transfer goal would not be expected to 

transition to the transferable math courses. The Associate Degree and transfer requirements for 

English Composition are the same (ENGL 1). The revised indicator accounts for students whose intent 

is to earn an Associate Degree without transferring to a four-year institution. 

 

 

Table 1.10: Basic Skills Transition to Degree Course Rate  

 

9,256 10,025 10,090 9,500 
3,323 3,450 3,681 3,526 
35.9% 34.4% 36.5% 37.1% 

 

The data reveal that, on average, over one in three students who begin their English, ESL, and/or 

math sequence of courses in basic skills progress to and enroll in the degree-required course in the 

same discipline within three years. In the performance year (2010-2011 cohort), the basic skills 

transition to degree course rate was 37.1%, an increase of 0.6% over the prior year (2009-2010 

cohort), and an increase of 1.2% over the 2007-2008 cohort year. 

The data does not take into account the changes in Associate Degree requirement for English 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 ENGL 1. The English requirement changed to ENGL 1 only for 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 would not necessarily have 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  

 

The basic skills transition rates in ESL experienced a steady decline since the 2008-2009 cohort; 

however, the 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 performance year increased by 3.4% over the 2007-2008. The math rate 

experienced a dip in performance in 2008-2009 (26.4%); however, the math rate has steadily 

increased since then to 28.0%. Overall, the transition rates are highest in ESL and lowest in math. 

The following 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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37.1% 

 
 

 

In the performance year, female basic skills (37.6%) and male basic skills (36.6%) students transitioned 

to the degree course at similar rates, however, female students performed at slightly higher rates. 
 

The disaggregated data reveal that Asian/Pacific Islanders students (54.6%) transitioned from basic 

skills to degree courses at higher rates than White (40.2%), Hispanic (33.7%), and Black (21.9%) 

students. Hispanic and Black students have the lowest basic skills transition to degree course rates. 

Ov~l}ly3'~olu'jvtwhylk'~p{o'{ol'wypvy'¡lhy³z'jvovy{'/977@-2010), the rates for Hispanic and Black 

students improved by 1.2% and 2.1%, respectively, in the performance year.  

The disparity of basic skills to degree course transition rates among the different ethnicity/race groups 

is over 33% (highest, Asian/PI: 54.6%; lowest, Black: 21.9%). The gap between the highest and lowest 

performing groups decreased by approximately 4% over the prior year performance. The total rate 

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

unreported ethnicity/race 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 between the ages of 20 and 24 (35.2%). The oldest 

group of students (over 29) transitioned to degree courses at the lowest rate (28.8%).  
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The institution-set standard for Key Indicator 1.10 (Basic Skills Transition to Degree Course Rate) was 

set at 33.5%. The institution-set standard was calculated by multiplying the average rates (35.3%) over 

the four baseline years in the 2013 Institutional Effectiveness Report by 95%. The data for this key 

indicator shows that the college is meeting the institutional standard of satisfactory performance 

(33.5%) for the 2014 performance year (37.1%). 

 

 

The target for this key indicator was set at 39% in the 2013 Institutional Effectiveness Report. The 

target was initially discussed at a meeting of the Student Success Committee (formerly the Basic Skills 

Initiative Committee). The members of the committee chose to set a target reflecting an improvement 

in the metric. The target of 39% was set by improving the rate of the two lowest performing 

ethnicity/race student groups by 5% for the 2009-2010 cohort. Focusing on improving the rates for 

the two lowest performing groups was determined to be a manageable goal. 

If the 2009-2010 cohort Black student group rate improved by 5%, the new rate would be 24.8%. If 

the 2009-2010 cohort Hispanic student rate improved by 5%, the new rate would be 37.5%. 

Improving the rate by 5% for these groups translates into an additional 290 students in the cohort who 

reach the degree-required 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 translates into a basic skills transition to degree course rate of 39%. Therefore, 

the target for this key indicator is to improve the rate to 39% by the 2015-2016 institutional 

effectiveness report. 

[ol'kh{h'yl}lhs'{oh{'{ol'jvsslnl³z'wlymvythujl'on this indicator (37.1%) falls below the target range 

(within 1% of the target of 39% or 38% to 40%). However, the college is making progress towards the 

target (increase of 1.2% over the last four years). 

Through the work of the Basic Skills Initiative, the Basic Skills Initiative/Career Technical Education 

Collaborative Project, and several departments, 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 courses, and implementation of the Baltimore model, Summer Jams, and 

Mpyz{'`lhy'L wlyplujl'wyvnyhtz5'Mvy'tvyl'pumvyth{pvu3'ylmly'{v'{ol'´Z{yh{lnplz'{v'Ptwyv}l'Z{|klu{'

Z|jjlzzµ'zlj{pvu'vm'{ol'ylwvy{5'Iljh|zl'{opz'pukpjh{vy'ylsplz'vu'jvovy{'{yhjrpun'tl{ovkvsvn¡'/{he most 

recent cohort data used is for the 2010-2011 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 indicator is the focus of a follow-up study examining the impact of student behaviors on basic skills 

course transition rates. An institutional objective in the 2013-2014 Master Plan for Education is 

dedicated to conducting the study: 

`{,o{zp¢o¡,m,}¢mz¡u¡m¡u£q, ¡¢p¦,q¥myuzuzs,¡tq,q¥¡q~zmx,£m~umnxq ,uy|mo¡uzs,¡tq,O{xxqsq¸ ,
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 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 and 2. The 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 

campus-wide discussions related to basic skills and will be posted on the Institutional Effectiveness 

website: www.smc.edu/iedashboard. 
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[ol'kh{h'~lyl'vi{hpulk'myvt'{ol'jvsslnl³z'Thuhnltlu{'Pumvyth{pvu'Z¡z{ltz'/TPZ0'kh{hihzl5 

Key Indicator 1.11 (CTE Course 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 spring only) 2009-

2010, 2010-2011, 2011-2012, and 2012-2013 with the following earned grades: 

A, B, C, CR (credit), P (pass), D, F, I (incomplete), NC (no credit), NP (no pass), DR (drop), or W 

(withdrawal) 

Numerator (Outcome): 

Fall and spring credit CTE course enrollments in academic years (fall and spring only) 2009-

2010, 2010-2011, 2011-2012, and 2012-2013 with the following earned grades: 

A, B, C, CR (credit), or P (pass) 

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

A CTE course was identified as any course coded with a SAM priority code of A (apprenticeship; 

SMC does not offer these courses), B (advanced occupational), C (clearly occupational), or D 

(possibly occupational). The SAM priority code is used to indicate the degree to which a course is 

occupational and assists in identifying course sequences in occupational programs. In 2009-2010, a 

large proportion of CTE courses were found to be miscoded. However, the courses were re-coded 

for accuracy in spring 2011. The data for academic years 2008-2009, 2009-2010, and 2010-

2011 reflect the revised SAM codes and the formal changes in ISIS. The changes in {ol'Johujlssvy³z'



 

 
 
 

53   |  2014 UPDATE  INSTITUTIONAL EFFECTIVENESS DATA    ̧  Santa Monica College Office of Institutional Research  
 

Office Management Information Systems (MIS) took effect at the CCCCO in the 2011-2012 

academic year.  

 

Table 1.11: CTE Course Success Rate  

 

40,659 40,481 38,992 37,187 
28,181 28,660 27,827 26,955 
69.3% 70.8% 71.4% 72.5% 

 

The four-year average CTE course success rate is 71%. In the most recent academic year (2012-

2013), the course success rate was 72.5%. The course success rate has steadily increased by 3.2% 

over the last four years. 

 

 

The institution-set standard for Key Indicator 1.11 (CTE Course Success Rate) was set at 66.4%. The 

institution-set standard was calculated by multiplying the average rates (69.9%) over the four baseline 

years in the 2013 Institutional Effectiveness Report by 95%. The data for this key indicator shows that 

the college is meeting the institutional standard of satisfactory performance (66.4%) for the 2014 

performance year (72.5%). 
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The data for the 2004-2005 and 2005-2006 cohorts were obtained from the 2012 Accountability 

Reporting for Community Colleges (ARCC) report.  

In 2013, the CCCCO changed the methodology calculating the Student Progress and Achievement 

Rate for 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 

from both the college³z'Thuhnltlu{'Pumvyth{pvu'Z¡z{ltz'/TPZ0'huk'{ol'Jhspmvyuph'Jvtt|up{¡'

Jvsslnl'Johujlssvy³z'Vmmpjl'/JJJJV0'Kh{h-on-Demand website to construct the 2006-2007 and 

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

 

Key Indicator 1.12 (CTE Completion Rate) describes the percentage of first-time freshmen who were 

Career Technical Education (CTE) students and achieved a completion outcome within six years.  

Denominator (Cohort): 

The cohort included first-time freshmen who met all of the following criteria: 

¶ Enrolled in college for the first time after high school in academic years (summer, fall, 

winter, and spring) 2004-2005, 2005-2006, 2006-2007, or 2007-2008; 

¶ Enrolled at SMC as their first college; 

¶ Earned in 12 or more credit units within six years; and, 

¶ Attempted an advanced occupational course (CTE course with a SAM priority code 

of B or A) within six years. 
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Numerator (Outcome): 

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

having completed a CTE outcome: 

¶ Transferred to a four-year institution (including public, in state private, and out-of-state 

institutions); or, 

¶ Earned an Associate Dlnyll'vy'Johujlssvy³z'Office approved Certificate of 

Achievement. 

 

 

Table 1.12: CTE Completion Rate  

 

1,995 2,063 1,955 2,143 

927 944 897 900 

46.5% 45.8% 45.9% 42.0% 

 

The four-year average CTE completion rate is 45.1%. The data reveal that, on average, 

approximately half of first-time CTE students earn a certificate of achievement, degree, or transfer to 

a four-year institution within six years. Over the last three cohort years, the CTE completion rate has 

steadily decreased.  

The CTE Completion Rate is influenced by factors such as the economy, budgets, and changes in 

admissions policies at the four-year institutions. In addition, the inaccurate coding of some CTE courses 

may affect the criteria determining who is included 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 CTE faculty cleaned and recoded the 

CTE courses in spring 2011 term. The changes in coding did not take effect at the CCCCO until 

spring 2012. 

The key indicator has a notable limitation; it does not take into account students who achieve a 

departmental certificate. Departmental certificates are short-term certificates of achievement that 

{¡wpjhss¡'ylx|pyl'ml~ly'|up{z'mvy'jvtwsl{pvu'{ohu'Johujlssvy³z'Vmmpjl'hwwyv}lk'jly{pmpjh{lz'vm'

achievement. Departmental certificates are currently not reported to the CCCCO, and therefore, are 

not counted toward completion. 

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 award (leavers). The purpose of the 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 benefits. The study found that a large 

majority of leavers (84.4%) reported that they were satisfied with the education received at SMC and 

that their SMC coursework helped them obtain or advance in their current job, improve their job 

performance, and/or improve their overall employability. Approximately 33% of leavers reported they 

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 four-year institution. The findings from this study reveal that some 

CTE students never intend to earn an award 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. 

 

42.0% 

 
 

In the performance year (2007-2008 cohort), female CTE students (45.5%) completed a CTE outcome 

within six years at a higher rate than male CTE students (38.8%).  

 

The disaggregated data reveal that White students in the CTE cohort completed a CTE outcome at 

the highest rate (47.0%), followed by Asian/Pacific Islanders students (42.2%). Black (38.8%) and 
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Hispanic (35.7%) students have the lowest CTE completion rates. The disparity of CTE completion rates 

among the different ethnicity/race groups is over 11% (highest, White: 47.0%; lowest, Hispanic: 35.7%). 

The total 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 achieve higher rates than older students. Students under the age of 20 had the highest 

completion rate in the performance year (44.5%).  

 

 

The institution-set standard for Key Indicator 1.12 (CTE Completion Rate) was set at 43.8%. The 

institution-set standard was calculated by multiplying the average rates (46.1%) over the three 

baseline years established in the 2013 Institutional Effectiveness Report (2004-2005, 2005-2006, 

and 2006-2007 cohort years) by 95%. The average calculation excluded the 2003-2004 cohort 

year due to the impact of the course reductions on the cohort size for 2003-2004. The data for this 

key indicator shows that the college is performing slightly below the institutional standard of 

satisfactory performance (43.8%) for the 2014 performance year (42.0%). 

 

 

The target for Key Indicator 1.12 (CTE Completion Rate) was set at 47% in the 2012 Institutional 

Effectiveness Report. The target was initially discussed at a meeting of the Career Technical Education 

Committee. The members of the committee chose to set a target reflecting an improvement in the 

metric. The target of 47% was set by improving the rate of the two lowest performing ethnicity/race 

student groups by 5% for 2005-2006 cohort year. Focusing on improving the rates for the two lowest 

performing groups is a manageable goal. 

For the 2005-2006 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 student rate improved by 5% the 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 complete a CTE 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}lhs'{oh{'{ol'jvsslnl³z'wlymvythujl'on this indicator (42.0%) falls below the target range 

(within 1% of the target of 47% or 46% to 48%). 
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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 programs have been developed to address 

the needs and success of CTE students, including the development of cohort programs such as ́Promo 

Pathwaysµ and contextualized basic skills courses and modules for CTE students. Because this 

indicator relies on cohort tracking methodology (the most recent cohort data used is for the 2007-

2008 cohort), it will take some time for the impact of new strategies and programs to be reflected in 

the data. 

This indicator is the focus of a follow-up study examining the impact of student behaviors on CTE 

completion rates. An institutional objective in the 2013-2014 Master Plan for Education is dedicated 

to conducting the study: 

`{,o{zp¢o¡,m,}¢mz¡u¡m¡u£q, ¡¢p¦,q¥myuzuzs,¡tq,q¥¡q~zmx,£m~umnxq ,uy|mo¡uzs,¡tq,O{xxqsq¸ ,
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 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 and 2. The 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 with 

informing campus-wide discussions related to CTE completion and will be posted on the Institutional 

Effectiveness website: www.smc.edu/iedashboard. 
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[ol'kh{h'~lyl'vi{hpulk'myvt'{ol'jvsslnl³z'Thuhnltlu{'Information Systems (MIS) database. 

 

Key Indicator 1.13 (Distance Learning Course Success Rate Gap) describes the difference in success 

rates between distance learning courses and non-distance learning courses. 

Denominator: 

Fall and spring credit course enrollments in academic years (fall and spring only) 2009-2010, 

2010-2011, 2011-2012, and 2012-2013 with the following earned grades: 

A, B, C, CR (credit), P (pass), D, F, I (incomplete), NC (no credit), NP (no pass), DR (drop), or W 

(withdrawal) 

Numerator (Outcome): 

Fall and spring credit course enrollments in academic years (fall and spring only) 2009-2010, 

2010-2011, 2011-2012, and 2012-2013 with the following earned grades: 

A, B, C, CR (credit), or P (pass) 

Grades of IP (in progress) 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 face-to-face and online instruction). Non-distance learning courses were identified as courses 

taught exclusively on-ground and face-to-face. The indicator was revised from previous versions of 

institutional effectiveness reports to include only courses offering both distance learning and non-

distance learning class sections in the same term. 

 




