Noncredit Progress Indicators Pilot Final Report
Executive Summary of Progress Indicator Pilot Study 
In order to determine the pros and cons of documenting and officially reporting success in noncredit coursework, a two year pilot study was conducted to examine the use of progress indicators and grades in noncredit. Three semesters of data from over 11 diverse institutions, provided a great foundation of experience and knowledge that has led the noncredit taskforce to support a Title 5 change in order to report noncredit success. This change was further supported in a survey of over 200 California noncredit practitioners. 

Currently the Chancellor’s Office converts all noncredit grading as UG (ungraded) even though 80% of the surveyed noncredit institutions have traditionally assessed and recorded student progress. UG is considered an unacceptable indicator by the majority of noncredit practitioners. Title 5 neither requires nor prohibits grading or use of progress indicators for noncredit.
Among taskforce members – 
1. There was 100% agreement that progress indicators should be used, and 
    Title 5 should be changed to indicate specific noncredit progress indicators.
2. Survey results show clear and strong support for these progress indicators: 
     P, SP, and NP and their definitions. 
Among over 200 noncredit faculty surveyed – 
1. 72.5% said they would support an ASCCC resolution to implement the use of progress indicators
2. 18.8% they would support it if certain caveats were included as stated below 
3. This represents 91.3% of those surveyed favoring the resolution.

A variety of progress indicators were explored but ultimately the taskforce in collaboration with the Chancellor’s Office settled on the use of grades (A, B, C, D, F, P and NP) as currently defined in Title 5 with the addition of SP = Satisfactory Progress towards completion of course
The recommendations after three semesters of collecting data include:
1. Fast track changes to Title 5 to allow MIS submission of the noncredit progress indicators of A, B, C, D, F, P and NP with the addition of SP as a new indicator. Where SP is Satisfactory Progress towards the completion of a course and A, B, C, D, F, P, and NP are as currently defined by Title 5.  (These indicators have always been used for High School programs and some CTE courses for federal reporting.)

2. Include noncredit representation in all committees responsible for development of accountability metrics.  Future accountability measures should include:  
a. Correct reporting for noncredit  CDCP certificate completion in MIS
b. Appropriate definitions of cohorts
c. Appropriate demographics 
d. Appropriate definitions of success
e. Inclusion of noncredit students, who previously took or are concurrently enrolled in credit coursework, in noncredit cohort
f. Appropriate definitions of persistence for noncredit
g. Noncredit course success rate as a measure success is defined as students earning P, SP, A, B, C.
3. Train IT personnel, faculty, administrators and researchers in assigning, submitting and analyzing data relative to their responsibilities
4. Implement progress indicator or grade submission in all noncredit areas: ESL, Citizenship, High School Diploma, Adult Basic Education, Adult Secondary Education , CTE, DSPS, OAP, Parenting,  Health and Safety, and Home Economics. (See Title 5 §58160 and CEC §84757  for these specific defined areas at the end of this appendix)
5. Direct local institutional MIS and SIS systems to accommodate noncredit data
6. Develop mechanisms to provide local faculty access to submit progress indicators or grades for noncredit coursework


Implementing a Title 5 change for noncredit reporting of student success
Under the Basic Skills Initiative the Academic Senate for California Community Colleges (ASCCC) became uniquely aware of the important role that noncredit education plays in areas assigned by CEC § 84757 and Title 5, § 55002(c) such as Basic Skills, older adult education, citizenship, parenting, CTE, ESL, etc. The noncredit paradigm, which includes varied platforms for teaching and learning are uniquely powerful in reaching diverse students and many struggling to improve their socioeconomic situations. With the growing emphasis on student success and accountability, it became apparent that noncredit was harmed by emphasis on these measures because noncredit had no official documentation of their success at the state level. Several resolutions were passed directing the ASCCC to study the use of grades and progress indicators in noncredit. Particularly Improving Noncredit Accountability Reporting through Progress Indicators   - Spring 2010-13.04
Resolved, That the Academic Senate for California Community Colleges develop a voluntary pilot using interim noncredit indicators with a goal of beginning in Summer 2010 and continuing into 2010-2011 academic year, with results to be used as research information for the taskforce and others; and

Resolved, That the Academic Senate for California Community Colleges pursue necessary changes in Title 5 and Board of Governors’ policies with a goal of implementation of official noncredit progress indicators beginning in Fall 2011.
http://www.asccc.org/resolutions/improving-noncredit-accountability-reporting-through-progress-indicators
The pilot research revealed that over 80% of noncredit institutions assessed and determined progress prior to the pilot, but there was no ability to document and report within most institutional Management Information Systems (MIS) or as part of the California Community College System (CCC). Many Noncredit programs report grades and/or progress for federal funding. However, when this same data is sent to the California Community College Chancellor’s Office (CCCCO), it is changed to UG or ungraded thus translating to a success rate of zero. This pilot project was the outcome of numerous resolutions including; S10 13.04 Improving Noncredit Accountability through Progress Indicators; F09 09.01 Appropriate Noncredit Accountability Measures; and S08 13.01 Noncredit Accountability Measures. This pilot, led by the ASCCC taskforce and funded through the California Community Colleges Success Network (3CSN), offered an opportunity to examine the use of progress indicators including advantages, issues and barriers to implementing real and appropriate accountability for noncredit programs.
The recommendations after three semesters of collecting data include:
1. Expedite changes to Title 5 to allow MIS submission of the noncredit progress indicators of A, B,C,D,F, P and NP with the addition of SP as a new indicator. Where SP is Satisfactory Progress towards the completion of a course and A, B, C, D, F, P, and NP are as currently defined by Title 5.  (These indicators have always been used for High School programs and some CTE courses for federal reporting.)
2. Include noncredit representation in all committees responsible for development of accountability metrics.  Future accountability measures should include: 
a. Correct reporting for noncredit  CDCP certificate completion in MIS
b. Appropriate definitions of cohorts
c. Appropriate demographics 
d. Appropriate definitions of success
e. Inclusion of noncredit students, who previously took or are concurrently enrolled in credit coursework, in noncredit cohort
f. Appropriate definitions of persistence for noncredit
g. Noncredit course success rate as a measure success is defined as students earning P, SP, A, B, C.
3. Train IT personnel, faculty, administrators and researchers in assigning, submitting and analyzing data relative to their responsibilities
4. Implement progress indicator or grade submission in all noncredit areas: ESL, Citizenship, High School Diploma, Adult Basic Education, Adult Secondary Education , CTE, DSPS, OAP, Parenting,  Health and Safety, and Home Economics. (See Title 5 §58160 and CEC §84757  for these specific defined areas at the end of this appendix)
5. Direct local institutional MIS and SIS systems to accommodate noncredit data
6. Develop mechanisms to provide local faculty access to submit progress indicators or grades for noncredit coursework
History, Background and Sample Data
This research project was created to explore the advantages and disadvantages of using progress indicators or grades to report noncredit success and accountability by creating a risk free pilot for any willing institution.
Noncredit Pilot Project Goals
· Establish clear communication between institution MIS reporting and noncredit programs
· Collect a pilot set of accountability data based on noncredit indicators
· Evaluate the ability of noncredit programs to work with these indicators
· Evaluate the effectiveness of these indicators for use as accountability requirements 
Noncredit Pilot Project Guidelines
· Implement noncredit progress indicators starting fall, 2010
· Gather data from participating programs and submit it though MIS
· Analyze the data and make the recommendation as to the feasibility of a standard progress indicator system for noncredit across the state 
Potential Noncredit Pilot Progress Indicators
· Grades A – F
· “P”: Passing, i.e. at least satisfactory completion of course
· “NP”: No Pass, i.e. less than satisfactory completion of course
· “SP”: Satisfactory Progress, i.e. satisfactory progress towards completion of course 
Title 5 does not require that noncredit be ungraded. There are no directives that prevent Noncredit from reporting student success using grades or progress indicators, but practitioners were concerned that progress indicators for accountability would be for a good reason, enhance teaching and learning, and not squeeze noncredit into a credit format. As a result the noncredit community organized as a task force under the ASCCC, funded by two small 3CSN grants, to provide a risk free pilot using progress indicators and to analyze the data in order to determine if this facilitated a vehicle to better tell the noncredit story. For two years the taskforce has encouraged a variety of noncredit institutions to train faculty to use progress indicators (P=Pass, SP= satisfactory progress, and NP= No Pass) in order to document student progress and success through the course work. 
Noncredit is delivered in a variety of formats. Much of noncredit education is open entry- open exit. This means that students come to class hour-by-hour and progress at their own speed. This also means a student can join noncredit when they need it (e.g. in the middle of a semester) rather than waiting until the next term when a class is offered. For this reason, SP is a necessary indicator of student progress where a student begins later but progress appropriately or where a student is limited in the time they can attend. Other noncredit programs have “managed enrollment” indicating very specific time periods for class levels, but these programs have also found the SP a useful and accurate measure of student success.
What we learned from the pilot 
Data collected from a 3 semester pilot provided essential information and a basis for a recommendation regarding a statewide change in noncredit accountability and success reporting. During this 3 semester pilot, increasing numbers of institutions joined, ultimately implementing progress indicator reporting in 12 diverse institutions (some large and some smaller components of credit colleges). Several of the large noncredit providers were able to implement progress indicators (SCE, North Orange, Mt SAC, CCSF, SAC and Rancho Santiago College), several of the moderately sized noncredit institutions (Mira Costa, Santa Rosa, East LA and LA Valley) as well as some of the smaller noncredit components of predominantly credit institutions (Modesto and Pasadena) that were able to record progress using indicators. During this time some institutions submitted data to the CCCCO where it was removed from the official dataset and held anonymously for the pilot project The institutional data was then changed to UG (ungraded) the current operating practice for official reports.
Locally noncredit institutions struggled with a variety of challenges to complete the process:
· Many institutions maintain noncredit data (hours of attendance for allocation) separate from credit data either on shadow systems or systems that do not directly submit data to the local MIS system
· Historically mixing data from credit and noncredit was a problem because the noncredit data appeared as ZERO without documented progress indicators
· Some local research departments refused to allow noncredit submissions
· Over 90% of the noncredit faculty are adjunct so this represented a change to historical practice and required explicit and well-organized training to help faculty understanding and norming the meaning of P, SP and NP.
· Many noncredit institutions did not have an accessible means for submitting the progress indicators for faculty members. In some cases the success data was collected on SCANTRONS or submitted by area administrators. Other colleges were able to use the electronic submission of attendance data as a means for submitting progress indicators.
There were challenges at the state level;
· The CCCCO MIS system altered the threshold for data errors at the same time this pilot began. This meant that sometimes submission of data was affected by credit errors. 
· Sometimes the noncredit data (although removed from the official submission information in Sacramento) was rejected for reasons that were not well-understood.
· In nearly every case the institutions with research support had the most success in submitting data while some institutions could not gain the cooperation of their research office.
· Retrieval and provision of the data to the pilot taskforce was not always timely by the CCCCO for a variety of reasons. Ultimately individual college data submitted directly to the taskforce was most useful.

Even with the challenges a survey of over 190 respondents showed that the vast majority (over 80%) favor the implementation of noncredit progress indicators and found using them in the pilot beneficial. When asked if faculty would support an ASCCC resolution to implement progress indicators over 73% indicated they would and another large group indicated they would support the resolution if certain areas (such as older adults, parenting and DSPS) were able to continue with the pilot to better define and understand how they relate to these disciplines.




What we learned from the data
After 3 semesters of examining data several important things were learned that were impossible to know without the data – documented progress and success in noncredit courses.
1. The system currently in place and based on positive attendance hours, does not show the true story behind noncredit students’ academic success. All grading data from noncredit institutions, once submitted to the Chancellor’s Office is automatically converted into “ungraded” designation. As a result, noncredit is in a dire need to show how students within its system progress and complete their programs. Noncredit Progress Indicators Project was designed to develop a grading scheme more accurately reflective of student progress and course completion.
2. The success of the piloted progress indicators project depended on an accurate assignment of three grading designations: NP– no passing, SP – satisfactory progress, and P – pass to students from agencies participating in the project. The resulting data showed that noncredit can benefit from an accountability structure truly representative of its students’ progress and their academic attainment. 
3. One of the most significant findings of the project was revealed during the final analysis of the data received from those participating in the project. This analysis seems to indicate that students attending less time are more likely to receive the “N” grade whereas students attending more hours are more likely to progress (SP) or pass the course (P). The data shows that the open-entry/open-exit system is a very effective and efficient structure. Students who are not progressing generate much smaller numbers of positive attendance hours, while successful students generate the majority of hours. This translates into a greater investment of resources into success and very little cost involved in those that do not succeed
4. Preliminary analysis based on data from one institution using progress indicators to measure success revealed that fifty percent of the attendance hours lead to a pass and another 30-40% lead to successful progress for a total of 80-90% of all attendance hours producing successful outcomes.
5. We can now provide data to show how many hours commonly result in student success for various topics. For instance, faculty can inform students that to pass this level of ESL the average student requires a specific amount of time (which they have determined for each level and course).
· For instance at Santa Ana College (SAC) they were able to determine that in order to pass the High School courses the students who achieved a P spent at least 36 hours in the course; student receiving satisfactory progress had a media of 16 hours and those that received NPs had a median of 6 hours.
· In addition, SAC was able to determine the median hours necessary for students to pass each level of ESL (e.g. between 75 and 129 hours) and that people who received NP spent only about 15 hours or less in class.
· Both Mira Costa and SAC were able to compare success rates in day and night courses and at off-site and on campus sections.
· Mt SAC was able to compare success in ESL skills-based courses with ESL integrated courses. They were also able to examine data on dual enrollment class (credit non-credit) in order to track the increase in transfer from noncredit to credit coursework.

6. Success data has enabled noncredit institutions to do program review based upon student success, not just enrollment, and this provides for better decision making. It also refocuses decision making on learning rather than attendance.

7. Currently the data shows the same or better rates of success in fewer hours for some noncredit formats compared to semester-length credit courses. Examples included some levels of ESL, some areas of computer/business applications WORD, EXCEL or PowerPoint and some math coursework. Consider that high school level noncredit math classes require about 20 hours for success (Pass) compared to a 3 unit typical credit course.

8. Overall statewide success data in data mart varies but is usually about 67% overall. The Noncredit data showed comparable or higher overall success in Noncredit coursework.

Faculty participating in the pilot shared the following benefits of implementing progress indicators in their courses through a survey sent out after the first semester and at the end of the pilot. Increased satisfaction was evident as well as a widening understanding of the process amongst faculty and institutions. Comments stated that use of progress indicators:
· Improved student self-assessment
· Improved teaching
· Improved judgment of when students should progress to next class
· Contributed to better teaching techniques through faculty discussion, training and explicit sharing of definitions of success
· Increased student motivation and understanding of success
· Allowed practitioners to better described noncredit accountability

Noncredit students are typically nontraditional and their patterns of attendance are inconsistent and part of the mission of noncredit institutions is to adapt to this reality. Traditionally instructors are used to seeing information about students based on individual students. Noncredit is open entry/open exit with the ability to provide emersion in a particular subject during the semester and continue studies across semesters based on student need and goals and without risk. This has proved especially successful in meeting the needs of the noncredit student population which is largely made up of part-time working adults from economically and educationally disadvantaged backgrounds, allowing students to pursue their dreams of a college education, increasing economic prosperity and stability, and a better life for their family for generations to come. 

Following the project surveys among those participating in the pilot project faculty underscored the importance of documenting instructor assessment in noncredit. Over 90% of the surveyed faculty responded positively to the proposed NP, SP, and P method of determining student success in noncredit courses. Taskforce members were also surveyed and there was a complete agreement among them that the progress indicators need to be used and Title 5 should be changed accordingly. Preliminary findings from the projects are expected to inform the discussion about defining student success both for accountability and curricular improvement.
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There are some pros and cons to this implementation as seen in the table below.
	Pros
	Cons

	Progress indicators (grades) present an accurate picture of noncredit success. 
	Impact to MIS programming and Institutional Research departments is a significant impact on resources, both locally and at the state level.

	Increased accountability measures require us to assess and document evidence of student success. 
	Noncredit education is funded at a lower rate and accountability reporting will require additional resources.

	Reporting student success in noncredit creates accountability that is accurate and based on noncredit practitioner input. Accountability focused on student learning is a more accurate and meaningful assessment as opposed to accountability based on attendance.
	Most programs are staffed by adjunct faculty and it will be a challenge to train noncredit adjunct faculty.

	Of the programs who have participated in the study, union issues have not materialized. Thus far they have posed no problems since faculty have contractually always had to assess student progress in order to teach.
	For institutions who did not participate, some fear that union issues may arise.  This is a local issue.

	Assessment of progress indicators ensures evaluation consistency and allows faculty to reach consensus and reflect on assessment criteria.
	Professional development and time for faculty discussions (almost all of whom are adjunct in noncredit programs) is essential.  

	Performance indictor reporting will result in accurate data for the ARCC reporting and improve current issues with CDCP and other noncredit reporting that has problems.
	Data is open to misinterpretation by a variety of external organizations.

	Student success and progress data can be used to improve curriculum and evaluate program success.
	Data analysis results may reveal program weaknesses.  

	P and SP encourage noncredit students to matriculate into a variety of higher education programs.
	NP may discourage some students from pursuing their goals.  NP students may lack additional academic and student support (counseling) to overcome 

	Assessment allows another means for documenting student pathways to credit programs or other avenues of measuring success.
	Again, money and time: requires analysis and interpretation.

	CB 21 coding has already aligned many noncredit and credit outcomes.
	This will require training of faculty which is difficult based upon the high percentage of adjunct faculty.

	Progress indicators define success on agreed indicators/outcomes and multiple measures (including CASAS or other outcomes measures). Norming assessment criteria encourages programs to standardize criteria for promotion tying assessment criteria to outcomes.
	Not all institutions have access to CASAS and other funding mechanisms to support implementation. Implementation of defined measure puts noncredit characteristics of open entry and progress toward outcomes (as opposed to seat-time). Inconsistent interpretation of the data can lead to negative repercussions.

	Provides comparable data among noncredit institutions & evidence of success in noncredit format as compared to credit.
	There is difficulty in understanding the consequences and implementation in some noncredit classes like Older adults, DSPS, and parenting. Further study is necessary.

	Exemplifies current educational research which indicates that students need to tangibly understand and monitor their progress
	Without a statewide mandate, some institutions may not fund the implementation of reporting.




Current Title 5 and Education Code Sections relating to Noncredit

CEC § 84757 Categories of Noncredit Courses Eligible for State Funding 
[bookmark: _Toc191970325]Recent revisions (2008) have been made to the Title 5 regulations that implement this area of Education Code.  The current regulation reads:
§ 58160. Noncredit Course Funding
(a) In order to be eligible to be claimed for state apportionment, a noncredit course must be approved pursuant to sections 55002 and 55150 and fall into one of the following statutory categories:
   (1) elementary and secondary basic skills courses and other courses such as remedial academic courses in reading, mathematics, and language arts;
   (2) courses in English as a second language, including vocational English as a second Language; 
   (3) short-term vocational courses and programs with high employment potential;
   (4) workforce preparation courses in the basic skills of speaking, listening, reading, writing, mathematics, decision making, problem solving skills, and other courses required for preparation to participate in job-specific technical training
   (5) courses in citizenship for immigrants;
   (6) parenting, including parent cooperative preschools, courses in child growth and development and parent-child relationships;
   (7) courses and programs for persons with substantial disabilities;
   (8) courses and programs for older adults;
   (9) courses and programs in home economics; and
   (10) courses in health and safety education.

Noncredit Courses and Programs

The Title 5 Regulations for noncredit course classification and standards in Section 55002 (c ) and the approval of noncredit courses and programs in Sections 55150 to 55155 were submitted to the Board of Governors on July 9, 2007, filed with the Secretary of State on July 17, 2007 and became effective on August 16, 2007.  These regulations provide the basis for the California Community Colleges to claim apportionment for noncredit courses and programs. This document is designed to provide guidance to the colleges on regulatory requirements for obtaining approval for noncredit courses and programs.  

Several sections regarding noncredit programs and courses are addressed in these guidelines:
§ 55002(c) - Standards and Criteria for Courses
§ 55150 - Approval of Noncredit Courses and Programs
§ 55152 - Short-Term Vocational Programs 
§ 55155 - Noncredit Certificates
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