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Strategic Plan
2015-2020




IEPI Metrics 2015-2016
RCC's 2015-2016 1 Year Target
_ —_ GOAL Met? 8
Metric Definition
Percentage of degree, certificate, and / or transfer-seeking students starting first time in 2009-2010
Completion Rate (Scorecard) tracked for six years through 2014-2015 who completed a degree, certificate, or transfer-related
outcomes. See RCC's Fall 2016 Student Equity
Report for disaggregated data
, . . Yes (Goal was
- College-Prepared Student's lowest course attempted in Math and / or English was college level. 64.4% 64.0% 65.0%
. 0
, . . . No (Goal was
- Unprepared for College Student's lowest course attempted in Math and / or English was pre-collegiate level. 35.0% 37.0%) 37.0%
. (]
L L No (Goal was
- Overall Student attempted any level of math and or English in first three years. 40.1% 41.0%) 41.0%
. (]
Percentage of credit students tracked for six years through 2014-2015 who started first time in 2009- |See "Basic Skills" tab for details. At
Remedial Rate (Scorecard) 2010 below transfer level in English, mathematics, and / or ESL and completed a college-level course |best, only 50% of English students and
in the same discipline. 38% of Math stduents entering 1 level
Percentage of credit students tracked for six years through 2014-2015 who started first time in 2009- Yes (Goal was
- Math 2010 below transfer level in English, mathematics, and / or ESL and completed a college-level course 28.6% 28.0%)
in the same discipline. R 29.0%
Percentage of credit students tracked for six years through 2014-2015 who started first time in 2009-
. . . . No (Goal was
- English 2010 below transfer level in English, mathematics, and / or ESL and completed a college-level course 40.7% 41.0%)
in the same discipline. e 42.0%
Percentage of credit students tracked for six years through 2014-2015 who started first time in 2009-
- ESL 2010 below transfer level in English, mathematics, and / or ESLand completed a college-level course Yes (Goal was
in the same discipline. 23.8% 20.0%) 25.0%
. . Percentage of credit students tracked for six years through 2014-2015 who started first time in 2009-
Career Technical Education Rate ] . . Yes (Goal was
2010 below transfer level in English, mathematics, and / or ESLand completed a college-level course 50.6% 52.0%
(Scorecard) . L 50.0%)
in the same discipline.
Successful course completion - " — Yes (Goal was
Percentage of students who earn a grade of "C" or better or "credit" in 2015-2016. 68.7% 69.0%
(Datamart) 68.0%)
Completion of degrees (Datamart) Number of associate degrees completed in 2015-2016. 1,856 Yes 1,188
Completion of certificates (Datamart) Number of Chancellor's Office-approved certificates completed in 2015-2016. 376 No 438
Number of students who transferto a
R . Number of students who transfer to a four-year institution, including CSU, UC, or private university in
4-year institution (National Student 1,551 No 1,711

Clearinghouse)

2015-2016. Transfer Volume Metric (internal metric closely aligned with Scorecard)




““The scientist Is not a person who gives the right
answers, he is one who asks the right questions.”
Claude Levi-Strauss







PROPORTIONALITY INDEX BY GROUP

. African- |Hispanic|American| Pacific African- Hispanic Native American| Pacificlslander | DSPS | Vetera | Foster

Fall 2016 Metrics American Indianor |Islander American ns Youth
(2015-2016 Data) Alaska
Native

SUCCESS INDICATORS Female | Male |Female | Male |Female| Male | Female | Male

Course Success in credit
Completion enrollment ) 0.85|@ 0097|@ o0.98|@ 0.92]C) 0.87[10.83|@ 0.98[ 0.96|@ 0.91|@ 1.13|) 0.81| 0.97|@ 0.95| 1.00[ 0.81
Success in basic skills
enrollment ) 0.81|@ 1.00/@ o0.61|0 0.83|0) 0.89/@0.64|@ 1.05|@ 0.92(@ 0.35/@ 1.11|@ 0.00|@ 1.35}(0 0.82|@D 1.14|@ 0.56
Success in CTE
enrollment 0 0.84[@ o0.98@ 1.13|00 0.82|@ o0.91|@0.75|@ 1.00|@ 0.96|@ 1.05|@ 1.26|) 0.81|J 0.83|@ 1.00(@ 1.03|) 0.82
Success intranserable
enrollment ) 0.87[@ 0.97(@ 1.07|@ o0.91]) o0.89| 10.85|@ 0.97|@ 0.96|@ 1.02|@ 1.18| ) 0.81|@ 0.95|@» 0.98|@ 0.97| ) 0.88
ScoreCard-30-units
Completion @ 0.91|@ 0970 o0.26|@ 0.49|@ o0.98| 10.84|@ 0.96|@ 0.98| 0.00|@ 0.52|F 0.55|@ 0.31|@ 1.07|@ 1.04[@ 0.95
ScoreCard-Persistence [@ 0.95|@ 1.00[@ 023 0.86]@ 0.96|@0.93|@ 1.00/@ 1.01|@ 0.00|@ 0.45|) 0.87| ) 0.82|@ 1.07|@ 0.91|@ 1.10
ESL/Basic Skills |scoreCard-ESL @ 067/@ o091 @ o0.00/@ 2.00(@0.00[@ 0.96|) 0.85 @ 0.00(@ 0.00|@ 1.31|@ 2.51(@ 2.00
Completion ScoreCard-Basic Skills
English & 0.74|@ o950 0.28|@ 0.45|0 o0.84|0.62|@ 0.98|@ 0.92| 0.50|@ 0.00[@ 0.90|@ 0.00| 0.91|@ 1.20[2F 0.47
ScoreCard-Basic Skills
Math & o.68|@ 0930 0.73[@ o0.40|@ o0.76|0.58|@ 0.97| ) 0.87| 0.73|@ 0.73[ 0.52|@ 0.00| 0.75 @ 1.34[F 0.49
Degree and ScoreCard-Completion
Certificate (SPAR) @ 0.92|) o.85(@ o0.40|@ o0.13|@ 1.07|@0.75|) 0.87|) 0.82|) 0.81| 0.00|@ 0.00|@ 0.48]@ 0.90|@ 0.99| 0.47
Completion ScoreCard-CTERate  |[@ 0.97|@ 0.96(@ 1.16[@ 0.69|@ 0.92(@o0.52|@ 1.05|) 0.89|@ 1.48|@ 0.62|(@ 1.11| 0.00|@ 1.12|@ 1.08|@ 0.57
Transfer ScoreCard-Transfer  |@ 0.97|) 0.81/@ o0.56[@ o0.18]@ 1.12|@0.79|) 0.86|@ 0.75|@ 1.12|@ 0.00|@ 0.00|@ 0.67|@ 0.78| ) 0.87|@ 0.56
Key: ) 0.9 andabove
J 0.8-09
@ 0.79 and below




QUESTION PROMPTS

= If there were equity gaps for student success, what
were some of the ideas brought forth to address these

gaps?
 How did these retention and success metrics inform the

discipline and / or department’s Program Review and
Plan (PRaP)

=What was most interesting about the data?

= Was there anything that surprised you when looking at
the data?

=What additional information might you use to frame

conversations about student success
(Assessment Data is a GREAT ANSWER!)



Presenter
Presentation Notes
There is a lot of data in the report – and also in TracDat.  The real goal is to inform conversations 
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STUDENT ACCESS—3 DEFINITIONS

=Total Enrollment (Headcount and FTES)
=Student Equity Access Framework
=Integrated Support Team-Based Approach
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YEAR 2

RIVERSIDE CITY COLLLGE

PROGRAM REVIEW END PLAN PROCESS
CURRENT 4S OF FEBRUARY 107, 2917

assess,
evaluate,
and update
initiatives /
projects.

Disciplines™

March 31, 2017
Disciplines / Unit level
PRaP Update Complete

h

January 10, 2018
Resource Requests included
in 2016/2017 Financial
Planning documents

May 31, 2017
Deans finalize PRaP at the
Division level

A 4

February 1, 2018
Educational Planning
Oversight Council
Approves / Prioritizes

September 15, 2017
VP’s finalize PRaP

v

March 1, 2018
President’s Review

December1, 2017
Joint meeting of
Leadership Councils
complete prioritization of
Initiatives

Discipline
Departments
begin
implementin
g Year 2 of
.. Plan




PRAP CATEGORIES

= Category 1: New programs/ educational initiatives/ or other needs which are in
clear alignment with the college goals outlined in the Strategic Plan and the
direction mapped out in the Educational Master Plan, and for which the divisions
and areas had provided clear plans following the guidelines provided by the joint
councils.

= Category 2: Initiatives that the Joint Councils DO NOT recommend forwarding
because of insufficient information, unclear planning, lack of necessary
collaboration with other areas/ divisions at this time, or not urgent because this is a
need for future years.

= Category 3: Technology and Facilities. Needs/ requests that need to be referred
to Physical, Technology, Human Resources, (and Faculty Development) committees
or addressed through a Budget Allocation Model (BAM).

= Category 4: Institution wide priorities. Items in this category provide necessary
support and infrastructure and were identified as shared needs across areas/
divisions within the institution.

= Category 5: Faculty Hiring Prioritization Recommendation







RESOURCES WORKGROUP

=]E-LC, Program Review Committee, RDAS
= Create guidelines for resource requests

= Create FAQ'’s to help units identify resource requests to
be included in the PRaP and which should be requested
through other processes

= Document those “other” processes




TEAM-BASED INTEGRATED SUPPORT

= What is Team-Based Integrated Support?

= Reorganization of Student Support Services (Counselors, Ed Advisors,
Librarians by pathway), Development of Faculty Advising college-
wide, an Integrated Plan for Tutoring and SI, and a “home” for
coordination and delivery of support services for our students

= Engagement Centers

= Counselor, Librarian, Educational Advisor, Tutors, SI Leaders, Faculty
office hours

= Cultural Proficiency lens
= Data-based decision making







ACTIVITIES

= Counselor to Counselor breakfast March 17th
= Qutreach efforts

= James Ducat and Ernesto Reyes facilitating conversations
with school districts

= CTE Advisory Groups

=4 year college & university partnerships — ADT’s, etc.
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To show this poll
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
How do you feel now about your ability to update your Program Review and Plan?
https://www.polleverywhere.com/free_text_polls/RqpvRD3MFoo8F7u

https://www.liveslides.com/download
https://www.polleverywhere.com/free_text_polls/RqpvRD3MFoo8F7u

TRACDAT SESSIONS

= March 3™ from 12:30 to 2:30 in
Hall of Fame

= March 8% from 11:00 to 1:00 in
BE204

= March 10* from 12:00 to 1:30 in
BE204

= March 15% from 9:00 to 10:30 in
BE204

= March 17t% from 1:00 to 3:00 in
BE204

Additionally, information can be found at these links below:
RCC'’s TracDat Help Page:
TracDat and Assessment Trainings and Meetings:

= March 215t from 3:00 to 4:30 in
DL206

= March 23 from 10:00 to 12:00
in DL206

= March 27t from 10:00 to 12:00
in BE204

= March 30t from 12:35 to 2:00 in
BE204



http://rcc.edu/about/outcomesassessment/Pages/tracdat.aspx
http://rcc.edu/about/outcomesassessment/Pages/event.aspx
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