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KPI System Background

Consists of nine general categories, each of which
contain several sub-categories, amounting to over
/0 components (one sub-category given).

Overall Institution Grade
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~onsists of nine general categories, each of which
ontain several sub-categories, amounting to over
'0 components (one sub-category given).

Overall Institution Grade

College
Affrordabilit

Expenditures
in instruction
etc. (A and B)
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Student Participation
and Achievement
Grade: A

Headcount and FTE
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Percent who Graduated
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Success Rate
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Academic Preparation
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Transfer Preparation
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LCCC Graduates who Matriculated to a 4 year Institution
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Proportion of Students who Matriculated to a Four-Year and Subsequently earned
Bachelor Degrees within four Years of that Matriculation
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Workforce Development
Grade=C

Enroliment and FTE of Workforce Credit Programs
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Proption of Area Population

Community
Development
Grade=B
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Proption of Area Population
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Instructional Productivity
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Fiscal Stewardship
Grade=A

Changas to Fiscal Stewardship Calculation

+ In prior years, Expenses per FTE were used fo calculate the Key
Ferformanca Indcatars for Fiscal Stewardship, a measure which skewed
The previous o yrears' results Wovaerds lower grade.

- This year, the Expenses per FTE were calculated excuding the Plant
Fund and Depreciation expenses (unlike revious years).

+ These includke expenses from the plant and deprecistion, IFEDS
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enrellment. and thus we changed the KFI calculation.

- This gives & more sccuraie piciure of relevant expenses per FTE.
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Changes to Fiscal Stewardship Calculation

- In prior years, Expenses per FTE were used to calculate the Key
Performance Indicators for Fiscal Stewardship, a measure which skewed
the previous two years’ results towards lower grade.

- This year, the Expenses per FTE were calculated excluding the Plant
Fund and Depreciation expenses (unlike previous years).

- These include expenses from the plant and depreciation. IPEDS
determined that these particular expenses do not directly support
enrollment, and thus we changed the KPI calculation.

- This gives a more accurate picture of relevant expenses per FTE.
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Donations in Dollars

College Affordabillity
Grade=A
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Takeaways from 2018-19 Report

- Persistence is increasing.

- 150% graduation rates are improving.

- LCCC'’s high school equivalency outcomes continue to improve.
- Improvement in math and English placement.

- More degrees, higher matriculation to four-year institutions, improving
after matriculation success.

- LCCC continues to increase in community engagement.

- LCCC continues to increase training programs and training program
participation.

- Degree earning efficiency has increased, particularly in earned credits.




Recommendations

- Continue to examine enroliment and find ways to capture different student profiles.
Programs like “Rediscover LCCC” promise to tap into unexplored populations.

- Examine the recruiting and participation practices of the High-School Equivalency
Program to increase enroliment consistently and to maintain the strong outcomes of
the program. Why do students choose to or not to enroll?

- Use the Pathways initiative to better aligh and prepare transfer students for their post-
LCCC college matriculation to help them complete once there.

Analyze Life Enrichment courses to determine declining participation rates.

- Continue to work with Pathways to decrease the number of unnecessary credits
students take.

- Capture workforce outcomes.

- Refresh this KPI system to reflect Pathways and other LCCC initiatives and changes. ..




articularly 1n earned credits.
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Objectives of the KPI Advisory Committee

This current KPI system is in need of its own evaluation. Therefore, an advisory committee has been
established to evaluate and improve the system. These are the objectives of the advisory committee:

1) Evaluate the current KPI system to determine what is valuable to keep and what should be altered or
removed from the system (drain the bathwater, keep the baby).

2) Determine what should be added to the KPI system that is not currently there.
3) Finalize all indicators and their values. (What matters the most?)

4) Create ways to drill into each metric to inform institutional improvement.

5) Create the new adjusted KPI system by July 1.

6) Generate the first report from the refreshed system by mid July, 2020 or sooner.




The Concept

The goal of the new KPI system is to incorporate both program indicators and
function assessment to give a grand overview of the institution's performance
and to determine the cycle in which the indicator is nested (see next slide).

Then, the goal is to provide a way to drill-down into finite areas to provide folks in
those programs or functions with actionable information to inform data decisions.

The final main goal is to incorporate mixed methods research to provide a variety
of iInformation to programs and functions.

A Lens of Data-Driven Evaluation
Consider All Thrae Typas of Matries to More Easily Evaluata Impact




A Lens of Data-Driven Evaluation

Consider All Three Types of Metrics to More Easily Evaluate Impact

Ultimate Metrics of Success

Average Time
and Cost to
Degree

Student Performance
GPA or Academic Standing
« Avg grade, DFW rates

+ Midterm to final grade
changes

Appt. Activity

« Total appts., appt. per
student

+ No-show or cancellation
rates

« Summary reports filed

Student Progress

Retention,
Persistence, and
Graduation
Rates

Achievement Summer
Gap for Key Melt

Populations

Short to Medium- Term Metrics

Credits attempted, earned,

and completion %

Major changes

Interventions

Students contacted

Scheduled and
completed appts

Completed actions

Increased use of
support services

Enrollment

« Application yield

Case Management

Progress Report response
rates

Alerts issued

Cases opened and closed

Registration, re-enrollments

Earlier registration, holds cleared

Fast Cycle, Process Metrics

Other

« Applications to
graduate

Staff or student time
savings and
satisfaction

Student Adoption

Mobile app adoption and
utilization

Completed to-dos

Appts scheduled by
students



The advisory commities will guide IR towards metrics that
measure specific Indicators within each program, including
course-level and student level measures.

These metrics will then be aggregated to difterent
categories, including a general measure of LOCC a whole.

The sysiern will allow programs to drill down and act ghen
the analyses.

Program analysts will inclede the Pathways indicators that
were shared earlier. As well as student leaming assessment.
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The advisory committee will guide IR towards metrics that
measure specific indicators within each program, including
course-level and student level measures.

These metrics will then be aggregated to different
categories, including a general measure of LCCC a whole.

The system will allow programs to drill down and act given
the analyses.

Program analysis will include the Pathways indicators that
were shared earlier. As well as student learning assessment.




Qu a I i ta ti ve gains an understanding of underlying reasons,

opinions, and motivations
- Evaluates words instead of numbers

A Ssessm en t: - Finds key patterns in language (written and/

or orally)

- Meta-synthesis of Surveys:

- All course evaluations and graduate exit surveys from
2015-present will be evaluated in Atlas.ti (a qualitative
software program) to provide LCCC with a meta-
understanding of student feedback

- Program Review:
- Course evaluations from students will be evaluated in
Atlas.ti by program at LCCC
+ Reports will be delivered to program directors and faculty
with positive attributes of instruction as well as potential
areas of improvement

- Function Assessment:
- Surveys will be designed and administered per function
area
- All surveys will be evaluated in Atlas.ti to provide
additional understanding of how to improve function areas
at LCCC
- Reports will be delivered to function directors
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A Hypothetical way to Track Pathways

Enter Pathway (fast cycle, process level)

\ 4 A 4 A 4

A 4

Phase

Did the student stay in the pathway (fast (process), short and |

medium level)?

Phase

Phase 3

Phase 4

\ 4 \ 4 \ 4

A 4

Did the student choose and stick to a discrete degree (Short to Medium Term)?

4

Credential? (Ultimate Metric)

4

. 4

Transfer or Career?

&

Credits first
semester

Credits first
year

Pass college
math and
English?




Credits first

' semester

Credits first

e iR LLE G e o W B e |

year

(Short to Medium Term)? — Pass college <
math and

English?

Diverse and
emerging
populations?

Discrete

Program




The advisory committes will guide IR towards metrics that
meastre speciic indicators within each pragram, including
course-level and student lmel measures,

Thesa metics will then be apgregated to different
salegaries, including a general measure of LCCC a whole,

The system will allow programs to drill down and act given
the analyses.

Frogram analysis will include the Palihways indicators thal
were shared earlier. As well as student learning assessmant.
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Functions assessment

LCCC is continuing the process of analyzing our functions.

There are about 88 functions
Each function will establish indicators,

From those indicators they will establish benchmarks
and goals,

From the indicators they will establish measures,
Many functions will have unique indicators, but many

iIndicators will be common across all or groups of
functions. This Is where we may be able to combine!



Next Steps for KPI Advisory

Determine what to keep
Determine what to add

Determine how to measure

Determine how to report




Thank youI




