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Summary 
With the approval of the new Student Centered Funding Formula, the Legislature created a 

requirement that all colleges create goals aligned with the state “Vision for Success.” This effort 
is an initial step toward the development of comprehensive plans that demonstrate that local 
budgets are being used toward improving the outcomes identified in the Vision. The following 
plan represents the district-wide process for local goal-setting and community engagement in 

compliance with the law and for use in the required certification.  
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BACKGROUND 

AB 1809 represents the trailer bill language to the state budget established for the 2018-2019 fiscal 
year. The bill established the new Student-Centered Funding Formula and creates additional 
requirements, including the need for each college to set local goals in alignment with the “Vision for 
Success.” The Chancellor’s Office has provided guidance and a timeline for completion of these efforts 
(Appendices A-C). The guidance indicates that colleges must meet two deadlines: 

Certification of goal setting process – December 15, 2018 (Submitted by college (CEO) 

Submission of Board approved goals – May 31, 2019 (Board, CEO, and Academic Senate President) 

The goal setting process is geared toward engaging the entire campus in a dialog on student success and 
the establishment of ambitious goals. Specifically, the process requires establishing goals that are 

1) Are aligned with the system-wide goals in the Vision for Success,  
2) Are measurable numerically, and  
3) Specify the timeline for improvement.  

The required areas of alignment are: 

Completion Indicators: 
• Completed associate degrees 
• Completed CCCCO-approved certificates 

Transfer Indicators: 
• Completed Associate Degrees for Transfer (ADT) 
• Transfers to UC/CSU 

Unit Accumulation indicator: 
• Average units earned per completed associate degree 

 
Workforce Indicators: 

• Median annual earnings of exiting students 
• Number of exiting students earning a living wage 
• Percent of exiting CTE students who report being employed in their field of 

study 
 
Equity Indicators: 

• All of the above indicators disaggregated for those student groups identified as 

disproportionately impacted in the annual Equity Plan. 

 

The Chancellor’s Office further recommends a structured process with the ability for students, staff 
and faculty to participate. In addition, there should be ongoing engagement with the Board 
throughout the entire process. There is a deep connection to the new funding formula. All measures 
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align directly or indirectly to metrics that are funded. There is a secondary process that will be 
developed for next year that will make us demonstrate how funding is being used to achieve the Vision. 

DSP ALIGNMENT  

During the development of the District Strategic Plan, the values of inclusivity, creativity, vision and 
accountability were used as guiding principles. Through the planning process, college and community 
constituents were engaged in the development of goals, objectives and measurable targets. The 
resulting DSP is in complete alignment with the state Vision, including congruent targets. The following 
is a summary of this alignment. 

State Vision DSP Congruent Target 
Over five years, increase by at 
least 20 percent the number of 
CCC students annually who 
acquire associates degrees, 
credentials, certificates, or 
specific skill sets that prepare 
them for an in-demand job.  

Goal 3 Objective 2: We will 
increase completion of degrees 
and certificates.  
 

A 20% increase in the number 
of students who received a 
degree or certificate  

A 20% increase in the number 
of students who received a 
degree  

A 20% increase in the number 
of students who received a 
certificate  

Over five years, increase by 35 
percent the number of CCC 
students system-wide 
transferring annually to a UC or 
CSU.  

Goal 3: Objective 3: We will 
increase the number of 
students transferring to four-
year institutions.  
 

A 35% increase in the number 
students who transfer to a 
California Public, 4-year 
institution (UC or CSU)  

A 35% increase in the number 
students who transfer to a 4-
year institution 

Over five years, decrease the 
average number of units 
accumulated by CCC students 
earning associate’s degrees, 
from approximately 87 total 
units (the most recent system-
wide average) to 79 total 
units— the average among the 
quintile of colleges showing the 
strongest performance on this 
measure.  

Goal 3: Objective 1: We will 
decrease time to completion by 
enhancing academic and 
student support programs.  
 

The average number of units 
accumulated by students 
earning an associate’s degree to 
decrease to 79 units 
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State Vision DSP Congruent Target 
Over five years, increase the 
percent of exiting CTE students 
who report being employed in 
their field of study, from the 
most recent statewide average 
of 60 percent to an improved 
rate of 69 percent— the 
average among the quintile of 
colleges showing the strongest 
performance on this measure 
and ensure the median earning 
gains of the exiting students are 
at least twice the statewide 
consumer price index.  

Goal 3: Objective 4: We will 
increase career and job 
placement rates in the field of 
study by enhancing business 
and industry partnerships, 
internships, and employment 
opportunities.  

Increase the percentage of 
students who report being 
employed in their field of study 
to 69% 

Reduce equity gaps across all of 
the above measures through 
faster improvements among 
traditionally underrepresented 
student groups, with the goal of 
cutting achievement gaps by 40 
percent within 5 years and fully 
closing those achievement gaps 
for good within 10 years.  

Goal 3: Objective 6: We will 
increase equity in the 
attainment of student 
milestones.  
 

A 40% decrease in achievement 
gap (by Gender, Age, and 
Ethnicity) for the percentage of 
new students who are enrolled 
in their first 3 consecutive terms  

A 40% decrease in achievement 
gap (by Gender, Age, and 
Ethnicity) for the percentage of 
new students completing 30 
Units in 3 Years  

A 40% decrease in achievement 
gap (by Gender, Age, and 
Ethnicity) for the percentage of 
new students who earned a 
degree, certificate, or transfer 
within six years 

 

Given this alignment, the college goal setting can utilize the DSP as a starting point for the local goal 
setting process. Throughout the development process, it was made clear that while the District would 
have concrete targets for improvement, the college specific targets may differ based on their local 
context. The current process will allow the colleges to establish these local goals within the state 
framework, but with consideration of the local achievement, priorities, and other constructs. An 
additional consideration for the colleges will be timing. While the DSP runs through 2023, the state 
guidance asks for targets concluding in 2022. This could lead to differences in some targets. 
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GOAL SETTING PROCESS 

November 

The month of November will focus on informing and building consensus for the goal setting process. The 
following activities will occur. 

Month District Function College Function 
November Present overview of Process to 

IESS to begin Board 
engagement process. 
Review LaunchBoard data and 
provide template reports for 
colleges to use for initial 
engagement that align with 
DSP. 

Review general goals setting 
plan template with college 
constituents.  
Establish detailed timeline for 
review and approval through 
the shared governance 
structures. 
Plan local engagement 
activities. 

 

December 

The month of December will focus on final approval of local goals setting plans and submission to the 
Chancellor’s Office. 

Month District Function College Function 
December Continue to work with 

Chancellor’s Office data as 
available and provide college-
level data to each college. 
Present an item on the Board 
Agenda notifying the Board that 
the goal setting plans were 
submitted. 

College finalizes local plan and 
timeline 
CEO submits plan certification 
to the Chancellor’s Office. 

 

January 

Given the winter break, the month of January will focus on continued data collection and preparation 
for spring engagement. The District will work collaboratively with the colleges to complete this work.  

 

February-March 

Each college has unique governance structures and processes for engaging their campus communities. 
During the initial months of the Spring semester, the colleges will use their local processes to discuss 
and establish the local goals and submit them using a common template (Appendix D). 
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Month District Function College Function 
February-March Support colleges and attend any 

presentations, forums or 
committees as requested. 
 

Begin goal setting engagement 
process based on the college 
plan. 
Attain Academic Senate and 
Shared Governance approvals 
for submission to Board 

 

April - May 

The colleges will complete goal setting by the end of the first week of April. The college template will be 
submitted to the District and the draft goals will be presented for review to the IESS Committee on 
April 17th. The final goals will be presented as a Chancellor’s Item for approval by the Board at the May 
1st meeting. Following approvals, EPIE will coordinate the collection of required materials for submission 
to the state by the college CEO.
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November 5, 2018 AA 18-59 | Via Email 
 

TO: Chief Executive Officers 
Chief Instructional Officers 
Chief Student Services Officers 
Chief Business Officers 
Academic Senate Presidents 
Research and Planning 
Directors 

 
FROM: Laura L. Hope 

Executive Vice Chancellor, Educational Services and 

Support RE: Local Goal-Setting Guidance 

 

BACKGROUND 
In July 2017, the California Community Colleges (CCC) Chancellor’s Office released 
Vision for Success: Strengthening the California Community Colleges to Meet 
California’s Needs. Citing the economic and educational needs of California, this 
document established a vision for improvement, including clear goals and a set of 
commitments needed to reach those goals. 

The Vision for Success deliberately included just a handful of concrete student 
outcome goals in order to establish a clear message about what matters most, and a 
clear and simple focus for the system as a whole. The ultimate aim of the CCCs is to 
help students complete their educational goals—whether a degree, certificate, 
transfer, or good job. The Vision for Success goals reflect this ultimate mission, as well as 
the need to serve the State of California efficiently and equitably. 

 
 

Chancellor’s Office, Academic Affairs 

1102 Q Street, Sacramento, California 95811 | Sixth Floor | 916.445.8752 
www.CaliforniaCommunityColleges.cccco.edu 

http://www.californiacommunitycolleges.cccco.edu/
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The goals of the Vision for Success are summarized as follows: 

GOAL 1: Completion 
Systemwide, increase by at least 20 percent the number of CCC students annually 
who acquire associate degrees, credentials, certificates, or specific job skill sets that 
prepare them for in-demand jobs by 2021-22. 

GOAL 2: Transfer 
Systemwide, increase by 35 percent the number of CCC students transferring annually 
to a UC or CSU by 2021-22. 

GOAL 3: Unit Accumulation 
Systemwide, decrease the number of units accumulated by CCC students 
earning associate degrees, from an average of approximately 87 total units to an 
average of 79 total units by 2021-22. 

GOAL 4: Workforce 
Systemwide, increase the percent of exiting CTE students who report being employed 
in their field of study, from the most recent statewide average of 69% to 76% by 2021-
22. 

GOAL 5: Equity 
Systemwide, reduce equity gaps across all of the above measures through faster 
improvements among traditionally underrepresented student groups, with the goal of 
cutting achievement gaps by 40 percent by 2021-22 and fully closing those 
achievement gaps for good by 2026-27. 

In July 2018, the Governor and the Legislature established a new funding formula for the 
CCCs [AB 1809, Chapter 33, Statutes of 2018]. That legislation also sought to more 
strongly link financial planning with broader educational planning. Specifically, it 
established that districts must take certain actions, including the adoption of 
college- level performance goals that: 

1) Are aligned with the systemwide goals in the Vision for Success, 
2) Are measurable numerically, and 
3) Specify the timeline for improvement. 

http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201720180AB1809
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Additionally, the law specified that local community college boards of trustees must: 

1) Adopt the goals at a board meeting, 
2) Include in that meeting’s agenda an explanation of how the goals are 

consistent and aligned with the systemwide goals, and 
3) Provide the written agenda item and summary of action to the Chancellor’s 

Office. 

Finally, the law requires that each local board: 

1) Align its comprehensive plan to its local goals and 
2) Align its budget with the comprehensive plan. 

The remainder of this document explains what districts should do to meet the 
requirements of the new law and provides guidance on how to take advantage of 
this unique opportunity to review data, establish or reaffirm college priorities, and set 
ambitious goals for the future. Consistent with the Vision goals, local goals must be 
aggressive and aspirational if we are to meet the State’s needs. 

 

PROCESS AND TIMELINE 
There are two firm deadlines associated with the local goal-setting process: 

• By December 15, 2018: Colleges must certify to the Chancellor’s Office that a 

process is underway to set measurable, aligned goals. This will be a simple 

certification process that can be done online. 

• By May 31, 2019: District boards must adopt goals and submit them to the 

Chancellor’s Office. This will be done using the online Local Goals Reporting 

Form that will be available by the end of 2018 and must be signed by the Board 

President, Chief Executive Officer, and Academic Senate President. 

In order to meet the May 31 deadline, the Chancellor’s Office suggests the following 
approach and timeline: 
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Review of Baseline Data 
Recommended Timing: November-December, 2018 

Every year, districts should review the most recent data on their colleges’ performance. 
From this year forward, districts should specifically use the new Student Success Metrics 
(formerly known as the Simplified Metrics) available on the Launchboard for this 
activity. The first version of this dashboard will be available by late October 2018 and 
will only include high-level data. By February 15, 2019, the dashboard will have the 
complete set of metrics and all the drill-downs for equity purposes. Compared to the 
Student Success 
Scorecard, the Student Success Metrics provide a narrower set of indicators specifically 
designed to be aligned with the systemwide goals in the Vision for Success. In 
preparation for setting local goals, districts should especially focus on the following 
indicators: 

Completion Indicators: 
• Completed associate degrees 
• Completed CCCCO-approved certificates 

Transfer Indicators: 
• Completed Associate Degrees for Transfer (ADT) 
• Transfers to UC/CSU 

Unit Accumulation indicator: 
• Average units earned per completed associate degree 

Workforce Indicators: 
• Median annual earnings of exiting students 
• Number of exiting students earning a living wage 
• Percent of exiting CTE students who report being employed in their field of 

study 
 

Equity Indicators: 
• All of the above indicators disaggregated for those student groups identified as 

disproportionately impacted in your annual Equity Plan and available in the 

Student Success Metrics on the Launchboard 
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Certify to Chancellor’s Office that a Goal-Setting Process is Underway 
Required by December 15, 2018 

College Chief Executive Officers (CEOs) will certify that a goal-setting process is 
underway or completed at their college using a simple template that the 
Chancellor’s Office will provide in November 2018 through a survey instrument. 
College CEOs will communicate to the Board President that this certification has 
occurred. 

Review of Existing Plans and Priorities 
Recommended timing: January, 2019 

Districts do not need to start this process with a blank slate. Virtually all colleges will 
have an existing strategic plan or educational master plan. These plans may also exist 
at the district level. Working together, district and college leaders should look to these 
plans to identify current improvement priorities as a starting point for developing local 
goals that comply with the requirements of the new law. 

If existing plans already include numeric goals to improve degree/certificate 
attainment, transfer attainment, job placement, or wage gains, then district and 
college leaders should use those as a starting point, but they should review them in 
light of the most current data and the systemwide Vision for Success goals to evaluate 
if more ambitious goals are appropriate and necessary. 

If existing plans have improvement goals but they are not stated in numeric terms 
and/or do not specify a timeline for achieving the goals, district and college leaders 
should use the local goal-setting process to develop those features and incorporate 
them into their strategic plans or educational master plans moving forward. 

Setting Goals 
Recommended Timing: February-April, 2019 

The Chancellor’s Office strongly encourages colleges to use the process of setting 
local goals as an opportunity for community dialogue about the priorities and 
performance of the college. Community forums, student focus groups, and the 
college’s standard consultative practices are all sources of input for determining what 
the college aims to accomplish over the coming three years. Many colleges already 
have established processes and forums for identifying goals for the Institutional 
Effectiveness Partnership 



Local Goal-Setting Guidance 

November 5, 2018 

 

Page 11 of 24  

Appendix A 

 

Initiative or other initiatives. These can be re-purposed for the work of local goal 
setting as well. 

As districts and colleges begin work on setting goals, the following discussion questions 
can be used to elicit feedback from a variety of stakeholders: 

1) All CCCs are different. How is this one unique? 

2) Strengths: Is this college strongest at helping students complete AA degrees 
and certificates? Transferring to a 4-year college? Reaching a workforce 
goal? In which of these areas can we build on our previous successes over 
the next three years? What is an ambitious target for excelling beyond our 
current performance by the year 2021-22? 

3) Areas for improvement: Where could we be doing a better job in helping 
students reach their end goals? What is an ambitious but achievable 
target for improvement in these areas by the year 2021-22? 

4) Our students on average take ___ units to complete a degree or transfer. 
Why is this? What is the impact on students and our college? How much can 
we 

improve in this area by the year 2021-22? 
 

5) __ percent of our CTE graduates find a job in their field of study. Is this a 
success story that we can build on or an area that needs improvement? 
How much could we improve by the year 2021-22? 

6) Which of our student groups are most in need of support and assistance to 
reach their degree, transfer, or workforce goals? Where should we 
particularly focus our efforts to help them? What is an ambitious but 
achievable target for doing so by the year 2021-22? 

Following their activities to gather input, college officials will need to work together with 
their district leadership to set a handful of specific, measurable goals for the following 
set of indicators: 
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Completion Indicators: 

• Completed associate degrees AND 
• Completed CCCCO-approved certificates 

Transfer Indicators: 
• Completed ADT degrees OR 
• Transfers to UC/CSU 

Unit Accumulation Indicator: 
• Average units earned per completed associate degree 

Workforce Indicators: 
• Median annual earnings of exiting students OR 
• Number of exiting students earning a living wage OR 
• Percent of exiting CTE students who report being employed in their field 

of study 

Equity Indicators: 
• Each selected indicator from the above list, disaggregated for those 

student groups identified as disproportionately impacted in your annual 
Equity Plan and available in the Student Success Metrics on the 
Launchboard 

Choosing from the above set of indicators, as specified, will ensure that districts and 
colleges are in compliance with the law. Of course, districts and colleges may choose 
to set more goals than the minimum required (e.g. choosing more than one workforce 
indicator listed above, or adding additional indicators from the Student Success 
Metrics, or adding other metrics that are important in the local context of the 
college). Districts may choose to report these additional metrics to the Chancellor’s 
Office or to simply incorporate their additional goals into local plans and 
communications. However, since they are not required, additional goals and metrics 
will not be included in the system’s reports on local goals. Ideally, a district’s final set of 
goals will be narrow and targeted enough to help focus the entire college community 
on a plan of action. 

Adopting Goals and Role of Local Boards 
Although colleges will lead the process of setting local goals, local boards of trustees 
will formally adopt each college’s goals. To ensure that the goals being set are 
appropriate and in line with district needs and priorities, trustees should be seriously 
engaged in the entire goal-setting process. Local board members may attend 
community forums and student groups as well as participate in standard consultative 
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practices with stakeholder groups on campuses. It is the role of the board to balance 
the interests of many groups and approve goals that are best for students and the 
community at large. For this reason, boards should ensure that student voice is 
included in a meaningful way in the goal- setting process. Boards should also strive to 
approve goals that are equal in ambition to those established for the entire system in 
the Vision for Success. If there is a change in board leadership during this process, it is 
the CEO’s responsibility to engage the new leadership in the goal-setting process. 

Once goals are finalized in collaboration with district and college leadership, boards 
must include them in a written board meeting agenda and formally adopt them at a 
public meeting (as required by law). The written agenda item should include an 
explanation of how the goals are consistent and aligned with the systemwide goals 
articulated in the Vision for Success. By using the Local Goals Reporting Form that the 
Chancellor’s Office will provide in December and the timeline outlined here, boards 
can be assured that the colleges are in compliance with this requirement. 

Reporting Local Goals 
Required by May 31, 2019 

The Chancellor’s Office will provide a Local Goals Reporting Form—a fillable, online 
template to assist districts in reporting their goals in compliance with state requirements. 
This template will ask districts to express their goals using specified indicators from the 
Student Success Metrics on the Launchboard. For the purpose of uniformity, all goals 
should be reported with an endpoint of 2021-22. 

When reporting their goals to the Chancellor’s Office, boards should also submit the 
written agenda item regarding local goal setting and a summary of the board’s 
action on the item (as required by law). 
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ASSISTANCE FOR DISTRICTS AND COLLEGES 
In addition to the process certification form and this accompanying guidance, the 
Chancellor’s Office will develop the following resources by November, 2018 in order 
to assist districts in setting local goals: 

• A one-stop shop on the Vision Resource Center that compiles all 
resources related to local goal setting, 

• The Student Success Metrics data on the Launchboard for reviewing 
baseline data for the specific indicators that will be used in the goal-
setting process, 

• A Frequently Asked Questions document, 

• An infographic and PowerPoint for explaining the goal-setting 
process to various audiences, 

• An example of the Local Goals Reporting Form so colleges can start their 
work (a fillable, online version of this Form will be available in December). 

 
PLAN AND BUDGET ALIGNMENT 
The law establishing the funding formula and local goal-setting process also requires 
that each district ultimately align its “comprehensive plan” with its adopted local 
goals and align its budget with the “comprehensive plan.” 

By May 31, 2019, all CCCs will have established local goals in alignment with the 
systemwide goals established in the Vision for Success. Districts should consider 
incorporating their newly adopted local goals into their educational master plans, 
strategic plans, and other districtwide planning documents. The process of aligning 
the local goals to plans should be visible to the public and should also align with the 
district’s budget allocation process. 

Throughout 2019, the Chancellor’s Office will be working to revise and combine reporting 
requirements for Guided Pathways, Student Equity, and other major reports to assist 
districts in fully complying with the requirement to align their comprehensive plans with 
local goals. The Chancellor’s Office will also provide guidance around aligning 
budgets with comprehensive plans. Colleges will not be expected to submit their 
comprehensive plans and aligned budgets until May 31, 2020. 
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TIMELINE 2018 
November: Release of guidance 

Goal Process Certification sent to CEOs via survey instrument 

Aggregate Student Success Metrics data available on the 
Launchboard for reviewing baseline data for the specific indicators 
that will be used in the goal-setting process 

Following materials available on the Vision Resource Center: 

 Guidance 

 Link to the Student Success Metrics (formerly known as 
the Simplified Metrics) data on the Launchboard 

 A Frequently Asked Questions document 

 An infographic and PowerPoint for explaining the goal-
setting process to various audiences 

 An example of the Local Goals Reporting Form so colleges can 
start their work 

December: Online, fillable Local Goals Reporting Form available on Vision 
Resource Center 

December 15: Deadline for CEOs to submit Goal Process Certification to Chancellor’s 
Office 

 

2019 
February 15: The Launchboard will have the complete set of Student Success Metrics 

and all the drill-downs for equity purposes 

May 31: Deadline for districts and colleges to submit the completed Local 
Goals Reporting Form to the Chancellor’s Office 

Summer: Chancellor’s Office releases streamlined reporting requirements 
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CONCLUSION 
The Chancellor’s Office encourages all colleges to treat the new local goal-setting 
requirement as much more than a compliance exercise. It is an opportunity to bring 
together college personnel, district leaders, students, and communities to ensure that 
every college has a clear, shared vision for student success. Once established, this 
shared vision can provide a foundation for planning, prioritizing, and making decisions, 
improvements, and adjustments along the way. Beyond these internal benefits, the 
local goal-setting process is an opportunity for the CCC system to show California that 
it is committed to their mission of helping all students reach their educational goals. 
Working together as a system, we can meet our ambitious systemwide goals for 
improvement. 

 
 
 

cc: Sandy Fried, Foundation for California Community Colleges 
Stacy Fisher, Foundation for California Community Colleges 
Kevin Wutke, Foundation for California Community 
Colleges 
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Local Goal Setting FAQs 

 
Are colleges and districts required to follow this process? 

Yes. In July 2018, the Governor and the Legislature established a new funding formula for 
the California Community Colleges [AB 1809, Chapter 33, Statutes of 2018]. In that 
Statute, colleges/districts are required to establish the following: 

1. Local goals that are aligned with the system-wide goals in the Vision for Success 

2. Local goals that are numerically measurable 
3. Local goals that specify the timeline for improvement 

 
The Chancellor’s Office is requiring that the CEOs certify that plans for an inclusive process 
to establish these goals are in place by December 15, 2018. This certification will be 
completed through a survey instrument that will automatically submit to the Chancellor’s 
Office. By May 31, 2019, the Chancellor’s Office is requiring the completion of the 
submission of these goals that also includes the signatures of the Board President, CEO, 
and Academic Senate President. 

The Chancellor’s Office expects each college will have a unique process that incorporates 
the goals of the college community as well as the community the college serves. Since the 
local community is the group to which the college is ultimately accountable, it is important 
to include their voices in the process, as well as the internal stakeholders and leaders, 
including faculty, classified professionals, and students. Many colleges have utilized similar 
processes when establishing the Institutional Effectiveness Partnership Initiative (IEPI) goals in 
the past. 

 

Are the local goals local to the colleges or to the districts? 
Each college should develop a distinct set of goals; however, the district may want to 
coordinate the efforts in a multi-college district to assure that goals map back to district 
plans. Further, district boards will be reviewing and approving college-specific goals for 
those within their service area. 

http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billNavClient.xhtml?bill_id=201720180AB1809
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Should the goals be aspirational or pragmatic in terms of the 
colleges’ capacity to reach them? 

Like the Vision for Success, colleges should set ambitious goals and agendas to propel 
student achievement forward. These goals should guide the colleges for the next five years. 
If the goals are achieved more quickly, they can always be recalibrated. Setting ambitious 
goals is a way of confirming to the college community and the community it serves that 
earnest efforts are underway to improve performance. 

 

Do colleges need to do anything else beyond submitting to the 
Chancellor’s Office? 

Yes, the law requires that colleges adopt these goals at a public board meeting and also 
include an agenda with an explanation about the ways that the goals are consistent and 
aligned with the system-wide Vision for Success. The evidence of these activities will be 
required to be reported to the Chancellor’s Office by May 31, 2019. 

How will boards submit their required reporting in December and May? 

The Chancellor’s Office will provide an online template for boards to complete and a 
mechanism for online submission. Details on this will be communicated as those tools 
become available. 

 

Are there specific baseline and goal years? 

Like the Vision for Success, the colleges will be setting 5-year goals. The baseline 
year is 2016-17 with an ending year of 2021-22. 

 

What does the “comprehensive plan” stated in the law mean in terms of 
this process? 

The comprehensive plan definition is currently underway, and the Chancellor’s Office is 
working to integrate and revise various reporting requirements, like the Equity Plan and 
Guided Pathways, into a single simplified submission that aligns with the local goals 
adopted through this process. That work will continue this year, and so reporting will 
continue as usual until modifications to those processes have been codified. Colleges will 
not be expected to submit their comprehensive plans and aligned budgets until May 31, 
2020. 
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Is this reporting related to any funding? 

The reporting of goals is required per AB 1809, Chapter 33, Statutes of 2018. It supports 
alignment of goals and budgets with the new Student-Centered Funding Formula and 
helps direct college efforts toward activities that will improve their funding allocation under 
the new formula. 

 

What consequences are planned for colleges who do not achieve their 
stated goals? 

The law does not associate failure to meet goals with consequences. However, colleges will 
be required to publicly report goals and plans as well as progress on these goals. The 
colleges are accountable to their communities for progress on goals, which is why the 
inclusion of community voices to set these goals is essential. 

 
Where can I learn more about the Vision for Success goals? 

The full Vision for Success report is available online at https://vision.foundationccc.org. 

 

Who should colleges and districts reach out to with further questions or 
support needs? 

There is a discussion topic on the Vision Resource Center for questions and feedback. This 
topic is in the Vision for Success community. Discussions within this topic will be moderated 
by subject matter experts. 

 

Why are boards being asked to certify that the process is underway? 

Alignment of goals throughout the system is crucial to our collective success. There are 
many reforms in place that align with and support the Vision for Success goals, and colleges 
should be setting corresponding goals to leverage all of their efforts. Because this work is so 
crucial to the success of the system, the reporting in December is an effort to ensure that all 
colleges are moving in that direction. The reporting will also help the Chancellor’s Office 
identify areas to provide needed support related to process. 

 

https://vision.foundationccc.org/
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Appendix B 

What support is available to college leaders who are advancing this 
process locally? 

The Vision Resource Center includes a community with collateral resources for local 
distribution, webinars and conference presentations on the funding formula will include 
support for this topic, and an FAQ in the Vision Resource Center community should 
address questions. Other support will be developed as needed based on feedback from 
the colleges. 
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Appendix D 

 

 

State Vision DSP  DSP Target College Baseline* 
(2016-2017) 

College Target 
(2021-2022) 

Explanation** 

Over five years, increase 
by at least 20 percent the 
number of CCC students 
annually who acquire 
associates degrees, 
credentials, certificates, 
or specific skill sets that 
prepare them for an in-
demand job.  

Goal 3 Objective 2: We 
will increase completion 
of degrees and 
certificates.  
 

A 20% increase in the 
number of students 
who received a degree 
or certificate  

A 20% increase in the 
number of students 
who received a degree  

A 20% increase in the 
number of students 
who received a 
certificate  

   

Over five years, increase 
by 35 percent the number 
of CCC students system-
wide transferring annually 
to a UC or CSU.  

Goal 3: Objective 3: We 
will increase the number 
of students transferring 
to four-year institutions.  
 

A 35% increase in the 
number students who 
transfer to a California 
Public, 4-year 
institution (UC or CSU)  

A 35% increase in the 
number students who 
transfer to a 4-year 
institution 

   

Over five years, decrease 
the average number of 
units accumulated by CCC 
students earning 
associate’s degrees, from 
approximately 87 total 
units (the most recent 
system-wide average) to 
79 total units— the 

Goal 3: Objective 1: We 
will decrease time to 
completion by 
enhancing academic and 
student support 
programs.  
 

The average number of 
units accumulated by 
students earning an 
associate’s degree to 
decrease to 79 units 
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State Vision DSP  DSP Target College Baseline* 
(2016-2017) 

College Target 
(2021-2022) 

Explanation** 

average among the 
quintile of colleges 
showing the strongest 
performance on this 
measure.  
Over five years, increase 
the percent of exiting CTE 
students who report 
being employed in their 
field of study, from the 
most recent statewide 
average of 60 percent to 
an improved rate of 69 
percent— the average 
among the quintile of 
colleges showing the 
strongest performance on 
this measure and ensure 
the median earning gains 
of the exiting students are 
at least twice the 
statewide consumer price 
index.  

Goal 3: Objective 4: We 
will increase career and 
job placement rates in 
the field of study by 
enhancing business and 
industry partnerships, 
internships, and 
employment 
opportunities.  

Increase the percentage 
of students who report 
being employed in their 
field of study to 69% 

   

Reduce equity gaps across 
all of the above measures 
through faster 
improvements among 
traditionally 
underrepresented student 
groups, with the goal of 
cutting achievement gaps 
by 40 percent within 5 
years and fully closing 

Goal 3: Objective 6: We 
will increase equity in 
the attainment of 
student milestones.  
 

A 40% decrease in 
achievement gap (by 
Gender, Age, and 
Ethnicity) for the 
percentage of new 
students who are 
enrolled in their first 3 
consecutive terms  

A 40% decrease in 
achievement gap (by 

   



 

Page 24 of 24  

Appendix D 

State Vision DSP  DSP Target College Baseline* 
(2016-2017) 

College Target 
(2021-2022) 

Explanation** 

those achievement gaps 
for good within 10 years.  

Gender, Age, and 
Ethnicity) for the 
percentage of new 
students completing 30 
Units in 3 Years  

A 40% decrease in 
achievement gap (by 
Gender, Age, and 
Ethnicity) for the 
percentage of new 
students who earned a 
degree, certificate, or 
transfer within six years 

 

 

* Baseline data will be pulled from LaunchBoard to ensure data consistency with the state 

** The CCCO indicates that the Board agenda will provide an explanation about the ways that the goals are consistent and aligned with the system-
wide Vision for Success. If college goals differ from the state target, please provide an explanation. 

  



 
 

Updated 9/21/2018               1 
 

 
 
 
 

 Adult Ed/ESL 
Short-Term 

Career 
Education 

Degree/ 
Transfer 

Undecided/ 
Other All Students 

   
Successful 
Enrollment 

Applicants 
who enrolled 

Applicants 
who enrolled 

Applicants 
who enrolled 

Applicants 
who enrolled 

Applicants 
who enrolled 

 
Learning 
Progress 

Math or English 
skills gain   Math or English 

skills gain 
Math or English 

skills gain 

 Course success 
rate  Course success 

rate 
Course success 

rate 

  
Completed 

transfer math 
and English 

Completed 
transfer math 

and English 

Completed 
transfer math 

and English 

 
Momentum 

 
Completed an 
adult ed or ESL 

level 
  

Completed an 
adult ed or ESL 

level 

Completed an 
adult ed or ESL 

level 

 
Noncredit 
workforce 
skills gain 

 
Noncredit 
workforce 
skills gain 

Noncredit 
workforce 
skills gain 

 Completed 9+ 
CTE units 

 Completed 9+ 
CTE units 

Completed 9+ 
CTE units 

  Fall to spring 
retention 

Fall to spring 
retention 

Fall to spring 
retention 

  
Unit threshold 

in first term 
Unit threshold 

in first term 
Unit threshold 

in first term 

  Unit threshold 
in first year 

Unit threshold 
in first year 

Unit threshold 
in first year 



 
 

2 
 

 
Adult Ed/ESL 

Short-Term 
Career 

Education 

Degree/ 
Transfer 

Undecided/ 
Other All Students 

 
Success 

 
Noncredit to 

credit   Noncredit to 
credit 

Noncredit to 
credit 

  
Average # of 

units for 
degree earners 

Average # of 
units for 

degree earners 

Average # of 
units for 

degree earners 

Earned a 
community 

college award 
or 

apprenticeship 
journey status 

Earned a 
community 

college award 
or 

apprenticeship 
journey status 

Earned a 
community 

college award 
or 

apprenticeship 
journey status 

Earned a 
community 

college award 
or 

apprenticeship 
journey status 

Earned a 
community 

college award 
or 

apprenticeship 
journey status 

  Transferred to 
a 4-year 

Transferred to 
a 4-year 

Transferred to 
a 4-year 

 
Employment Entered 

employment   
Entered 

employment 
Entered 

employment 

 
Job closely 

related to field 
of study 

Job closely 
related to field 

of study 

Job closely 
related to field 

of study 

Job closely 
related to field 

of study 

 
Earnings 

Median annual 
earnings 

Median annual 
earnings 

Median annual 
earnings 

Median annual 
earnings 

Median annual 
earnings 

Median change 
in earnings 

Median change 
in earnings  

Median change 
in earnings 

Median change 
in earnings 

 Living 
wage 

Living 
Wage 

Living 
wage 

Living 
wage 

 



Alignment of Student Success Metrics, Vision for Success, 
and Student Centered Funding Formula 

 

 Student Success Metrics Vision for Success 

Student 
Centered 
Funding 
Formula 

Successful 
Enrollment 

Students who enrolled in a 
course within a year of 

applying 
  

Learning 
Progress Students with an adult 

education or ESL skills gain   

Course success rate   

Students who completed 
transfer-level English and 
math within one year of 

enrolling in a district 

 
Same definition as 

Student Success 
Metrics 

Momentum 
Students who completed an 

adult education level   

Students with a noncredit 
workforce milestone   

Students who completed 9+ 
CTE units  

Same definition as 
Student Success 

Metrics 
Students who successfully 
completed unit thresholds 

in the fall  
  

Students who successfully 
completed unit thresholds 

in the academic year 
  

Students retained from fall 
to spring    



Alignment of Student Success Metrics, Vision for Success, 
and Student Centered Funding Formula 

 
Success Students who transitioned 

from noncredit to credit   

Unduplicated count of 
students who earned each of 

the following award types:  
 

• a noncredit certificate 
over 48 contact hours 

• a Chancellor’s Office 
approved credit 
certificate 

• associate degree 
• associate degree for 

transfer 
• CCC bachelor’s degree 
• apprenticeship journey 

status 
 
(in the second release of the 
dashboard, an additional 
view will show the Vision 
Goal definition as well) 

Unduplicated count 
of students who 

earned one of the 
following awards: 

       
• a Chancellor’s 

Office approved 
credit certificate 

• associate degree 
• associate degree 

for transfer 

Number of the 
following awards 

issued: 
 

• approved 
credit 
certificates 
over 18 units 
(will be 
reduced to 16 
units) 

• associate 
degrees 

• associate 
degrees for 
transfer  

• CCC bachelor’s 
degree 

 
(duplicated count) 
 

Students who transferred to 
a four-year institution 

Students who 
transferred to UC or 

CSU 

Same definition as 
the Student 

Success Metrics 
Average number of units 

accumulated by associate 
degree earners 

Sam definition as 
Student Success 

Metrics 
 

Employment Students who were 
unemployed who became 

employed 
  

Career education students 
who reported that their job 

is closely or very closely 
related to their field of study 

who did not transfer 

Same definition as 
the Student Success 

Metrics 
 

Earnings Median annual earnings for 
non-transfer exiting 

students, in the first year 
after exit 

  



Alignment of Student Success Metrics, Vision for Success, 
and Student Centered Funding Formula 

 

 

Median change in earnings 
for non-transfer exiting 

students 
  

Students who exited but did 
not transfer who attained 
the living wage for a single 
adult in the county where 

the college’s district office is 
located 

 
Same definition as 

the Student 
Success Metrics 
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2018-2023 District Strategic Plan Alignment 
 

  
  
 

Goal Objective Proposed Measure Target Data Source 
Goal 1:  
We will increase 
college going for the 
Los Angeles region 
through enhanced 
outreach to 
community and 
educational partners 
and expanded access 
to educational 
programs that meet 
community and 
student needs. 

 
 

Objective 1: We will expand educational 
opportunities to local high school 
students by increasing the number of 
courses offered through dual 
enrollment. 

Measure 1.1.1: Number of sections 
offered through dual enrollment 

Need internal data.  
TARGET: 25% increase. The 
proposed methodology is to 
determine a 25% increase 
from the number of 
sections available in 2016 
for dual enrolled students. 

SIS/PeopleSoft 

Measure 1.1.2: Number of students who 
are dual enrolled  
[Student Centered Funding Formula, SCFF] 

2017: ≈ 11,000 students or 
8.6% of high schoolers 
TARGET: 13,750 students. 
The goal was determined by 
calculating a 25% increase 
(2,750) from number of 
students in 2016 who are 
dual enrolled (11,000 + 
2,750 = 13,750). 

SIS/PeopleSoft 

Objective 2: We will fully implement the 
LA College Promise and will seek to 
expand the promise to additional school 
districts and municipalities in the service 
area. 
 
 

Measure 1.2.1: Number of new LA College 
Promise students 
 
 

2017: ≈ 4,000 students 
TARGET: 6,000 students 
The goal was determined by 
calculating a 50% increase 
(2,000) from 2017 student 
counts (4,000 + 2,000 = 
6,000).  

SIS/PeopleSoft 

Measure 1.2.2: Percentage of LAUSD 
schools served by LA College Promise 
program 

2017: ≈ 70% or (191/271 
eligible schools) 
TARGET: 90% of LAUSD 
Schools (Secondary & 
Charter Schools) 

SIS/PeopleSoft 
& List of 
Eligible Schools 
on LACP 
website 
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Goal Objective Proposed Measure Target Data Source 
Objective 3: We, in partnership with Los 
Angeles Regional Adult Education 
Consortium, will increase educational 
opportunities to nontraditional students 
through the expansion of noncredit 
adult education courses focused on skills 
improvement and vocational training. 
 

Measure 1.3.1: Number of noncredit adult 
education sections 
 
 

2012: 539, 2013: 519, 2014: 
518, 2015: 552, 2016: 602 
TARGET: 753 sections. The 
goal was determined by 
calculating a 25% increase 
(150.5) from 2016 section 
counts and rounding to the 
nearest whole number (602 
+ 150.5 = 752.5 = 753).  

DataMart 

Measure 1.3.2: Number of students 
enrolled in noncredit adult education 
courses 
 
Possible New Definition or Measure: 
Successful Enrollment in Adult Ed/ESL 
(students who enrolled in a course within 
a year of applying) [Student Success 
Metric, SSM] 

2012: 9,668; 2013: 9,698; 
2014: 9,441; 2015: 11,405; 
2016: 11,556 
TARGET: 14,445 students. 
The goal was determined by 
calculating a 25% increase 
(2,889) from 2016 student 
counts (11,556 + 2,889 = 
14,445). 

DataMart 

Possible New Measure: Proportion of 
Adult Ed/ESL students who had one or 
more skills gains (advancing one or more 
CB21 levels within a year) [SSM] 

  

Possible New Measure: Proportion of 
Adult Ed/ESL students who completed one 
or more Adult Education levels 
(transitioning from Adult Basic Education 
or ESL to Adult Secondary Education 
within a year) [SSM] 

  

Possible New Measure: Proportion of 
Adult Ed/ESL students who transitioned to 
postsecondary or earned an award [SSM] 
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Goal Objective Proposed Measure Target Data Source 

Objective 4: We will improve outreach 
strategies for new and returning 
students through effective marketing 
and branding that increases the 
recognition of LACCD colleges and 
programs as premier in the community. 

 

 

Measure 1.4.1: Number of first-time 
students 

2014: 19,311; 2015: 19,008; 
2016: 18,134 
TARGET: 22,668 first-time 
students. The goal was 
determined by calculating a 
25% increase (4,533.5) from 
2016 student counts and 
rounding (18,134 + 4,533.5 = 
22,667.5 = 22,668) 

From Term File 

Measure 1.4.2: Number of returning 
students 

Need internal data.  
TARGET: # returning 
students. The goal will be 
determined by calculating a 
25% increase from 2016 
student counts. 

 

Possible New Measure: Number of AB540 
Students [SCFF] 

  

Measure 1.4.3: Percentage of students 
whose decision to enroll was impacted by 
newspaper, radio, or television 
advertisements 

2017: 16.1% endorsed very 
much or quite a bit 
TARGET: 25% of students 
endorsing very much or 
quite a bit. The goal was 
determined by consensus. 
 
 

Student Survey 
(Q1A) 

Measure 1.4.4: Percentage of students 
whose decision to enroll was impacted by 
social media 

2017: 19.3% endorsed very 
much and quite a bit 
TARGET: 25% of students 
endorsing very much or 
quite a bit. The goal was 
determined by consensus. 

Student Survey 
(Q1H) 
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Goal Objective Proposed Measure Target Data Source 
Goal 2:  
We will develop a 
premier learning 
environment that 
places students as 
the first priority in 
the institution and 
effectively 
supports students 
in attaining 
educational goals. 

Objective 1: We will have an excellent 
campus climate by improving student 
services, providing a safe learning 
environment, and by establishing a 
higher standard for customer service. 
 
 
 

Measure 2.1.1: Percentage of student 
services with high satisfaction ratings (80% 
of students stating that they are 
somewhat or very satisfied).  
(Student services include: Admissions and 
Records, Assessment and Placement 
Services, Associated Student 
Organization/Union, Athletics, Bookstore, 
Business and Fiscal Office, CalWORKs, 
Career and Employment Center, Child Care 
Center, College Sheriff, Disabled Student 
Programs and Services, EOPS or CARE, 
Financial Aid Office, Food Services, Foster 
Youth, General College Counseling 
Services, Health Center, Instructional or 
Computer Labs, International Student 
Program and Services, Library, On-campus 
Orientation, Online Orientation, PUENTE, 
Transfer Center, Tutoring Services, Umoja, 
and Veterans Office)  

Survey Options: Very 
Satisfied, Somewhat 
Satisfied, Not Satisfied, Not 
Applicable 
2014: average of 59% were 
somewhat to very satisfied 
with services 
2017: average of 60% were 
somewhat to very satisfied 
with services 
TARGET: 90% of student 
services having high 
satisfaction ratings. The 
goal was determined by 
consensus.  

Student Survey 
(Q13A-T) 
(Q19A-Q) 

Measure 2.1.2: To what extent do you 
agree with the statement, I feel safe and 
secure at this college? 

Survey Options: Strongly 
Agree, Agree, Disagree, 
Strongly Disagree, N/A 
2014: 10.1% disagree or 
strongly disagree 
2017: 7.2% disagree or 
strongly disagree 
TARGET: 3.6% of students 
stating they disagree or 
strongly disagree. The goal 
was determined by reducing 
2017 ratings by half, 50%. 

Student Survey 
(Q22A) 
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Goal Objective Proposed Measure Target Data Source 

Objective 2: We will create an 
environment that is respectful to the 
needs of diverse populations and that 
embraces the diversity of opinions 
found in a global society. 

 

Measure 2.2.1: At this college, how 
often do you engage with students 
who differ from you in terms of their 
religious beliefs, political opinions, or 
ethnic background? 

Survey Options: Often, 
Sometimes, Seldom, Never 
2014: 41.5% said often or 
sometimes (3.2) 
2017: 78.6% said often or 
sometimes (3.2) 
TARGET: 3.5 survey rating. 
The goal was determined by 
consensus. 

Student Survey 
(Q21A) (Q19F)  
(Q25F) 

Measure 2.2.2: My experience at this 
college, in and out of class, has 
improved my ability to understand 
people of other racial, cultural, or 
religious backgrounds? 

Survey Options: Very 
much, Quite a Bit, Some, 
Very Little 
2014: 75% said very much or 
quite a bit (3.2) 
2017: 77.3% said very 
much or quite a bit (3.3) 
TARGET: 3.5 survey rating. 
The goal was determined by 
consensus. 

Student Survey 
(Q25J) (Q22N) 
(28O) 

Objective 3: We will increase fulltime 
enrollment for students through the 
development of flexible programs 
focused on working students and 
students with barriers to attending 
traditionally scheduled programs. 

 

Measure 2.3.1: Percentage of students 
enrolled full time  
 

2012: 35,082 & 23.2%, 
2013: 36,161 & 23.5%, 
2014: 36,719 & 24.2%, 
2015: 36,385 & 23.5%, 
2016: 34,311 & 22.4% 
TARGET: 26% of students 
enrolled full time. The goal 
was determined by adding 
the value of 2 standard 
deviations (4 σ = 2.6%) to the 
average or mean perfor-
mance of the last 5 years (µ = 
23.4%) and rounding up to 
the nearest whole number 

DataMart 
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Goal Objective Proposed Measure Target Data Source 
(23.4% + 2.6% = 26%). 

Measure 2.3.2: Number of course 
enrollments 
 
Possible New Definition or Measure: 
Successful Enrollment in Adult Ed/ESL, CTE, 
Degree/Transfer, and Undecided student 
journeys (students who enrolled in a course 
within a year of applying) [SSM] 

2011: 887,407, 2012: 
749,753, 2013: 749,919, 
2014: 801,331, 2015: 
817,681 
TARGET: Exceed statewide 
performance in number of 
course enrollments. The 
goal was determined by 
consensus.  

CalPass/Strong 
Workforce 
Program 
Metrics 

Objective 4: We will review and refine 
curriculum and programs to ensure that 
they are responsive to student needs 
and meeting the economic, industry, 
and societal needs of the region. 

Measure 2.4.1: Number of programs 
with zero completions 

TARGET: 0 programs. The 
goal was determined by 
consensus, and will not 
include completions for the 
first four years a program is 
offered. 

SIS/PeopleSoft 

Objective 5: We will provide facilities 
and technologies to effectively serve 
and connect with the modern 
student and enhance regular and 
effective communication. 

Measure 2.5.1: To what extend do you 
agree with the statement, this college’s 
Wi-Fi is reliable? 

Survey Options: Strongly 
Agree, Agree, Disagree, 
Strongly Disagree 
2014: 71.1% agree or 
strongly agree (2.9) 
2017: 63.1% agree or 
strongly agree (2.8) 
TARGET: 3.5 survey rating. 
The goal was determined by 
consensus. 
 

Student Survey 
(Q27E) (Q24G) 
(Q30G) 
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Goal Objective Proposed Measure Target Data Source 
Measure 2.5.2: In general, to what extend 
do you agree with the statement, my 
instructors adequately use available 
technology in and out of the classroom? 

Survey Options: Strongly 
Agree, Agree, Disagree, 
Strongly Disagree 
2014: 88.6% agree or 
strongly agree (3.3) 
2017: 88.1% agree or 
strongly agree (3.4) 
TARGET: 3.5 survey rating. 
The goal was determined by 
consensus. 
 

Student Survey 
(Q23I) (Q20I) 
(Q26I) 

Measure 2.5.3: How often do you use 
[canvas], email, social media, or text 
messaging to communicate with an 
instructor? 

Survey Options: Often, 
Sometimes, Seldom, 
Never, Not Applicable 
2014: 64.6% said often or 
sometimes (2.9) 
2017: 75% said often or 
sometimes (3.2) 
TARGET: 3.5 survey rating. 
The goal was determined by 
consensus. 
 

Student Survey 
(Q26E) (Q23G) 
(Q29F) 

Measure 2.5.4: How often do you use 
[canvas], email, social media, text 
messaging, or this college’s website to 
keep informed about college events? 

Survey Options: Often, 
Sometimes, Seldom, 
Never, Not Applicable 
2017: 67.5% said often 
or sometimes (3.1) 
TARGET: 3.5 survey rating. 
The goal was determined by 
consensus. 
 

Student Survey 
(Q23H) (Q23G) 
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Goal Objective Proposed Measure Target Data Source 
Objective 6: We will increase access to 
higher education by assisting students in 
gaining access to financial aid and 
ensuring that all students, whether in-
person or online, receive orientation, 
multiple measures assessment, and 
educational planning. 

Measure 2.6.1: Percentage of eligible 
students receiving Pell Grant 
 
Possible New Definition or Measure: 
Number of Pell Grant recipients [SCFF] 

2011: 71%, 2012: 71%, 
2013: 71%, 2014: 70%, 
2015: 66% 
TARGET: 74%. The goal was 
determined by adding the 
value of 2 standard 
deviations (2 σ = 4.3%) to 
the average or mean 
performance of the last 5 
years (µ = 69.8%) and 
rounding to the nearest 
whole number (69.8% + 
4.3% = 74.1% = 74%). 

DataMart 

Possible New Measure: Number and 
percentage of California Promise Grant 
Recipients [SCFF] 

  

Measure 2.6.2: Percentage of new 
students completing an English 
assessment before or in the first term or 
being placed using a multiple measure 

2011: 72%, 2012: 75%, 
2013: 73%, 2014: 78%, 
2015: 78% 
TARGET: 81%. The goal was 
determined by adding the 
value of 2 standard 
deviations (2 σ = 5.5%) to 
the average or mean 
performance of the last 5 
years (µ = 75.2%) and 
rounding to the nearest 
whole number (75.2% + 
5.5% = 80.7% = 81%). 

 

Measure 2.6.3: Percentage of new 
students completing a math assessment 
before or in the first term or being placed 
using a multiple measure 

2011: 72%, 2012: 75%, 
2013: 73%, 2014: 78%, 
2015: 78% 
TARGET: 84%. The goal was 
determined by adding the 
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Goal Objective Proposed Measure Target Data Source 
value of 2 standard 
deviations (2 σ = 7.1%) to the 
average or mean 
performance of the last 5 
years (µ = 76.8%) and 
rounding to the nearest 
whole number (76.8% + 7.1% 
= 83.9% = 84%). 

Measure 2.6.4: Percentage of new 
students completing orientation 

2014: 58%, 2015: 72% 
TARGET: 95%. The goal was 
determined by consensus. 

 

Measure 2.6.5: Percentage of new 
students creating an academic plan 

2014: 66%, 2015: 77% 
TARGET: 95%. The goal was 
determined by consensus. 

 

Objective 7: We will increase student 
persistence and successful course 
completion through effective practices 
in the classroom and through student 
services. 

 

Measure 2.7.1: Persistence rate, Fall to 
Spring 
 
Possible New Definition or Measure:  
Consider Fall to Spring Retention for 
Degree/Transfer student journeys and all 
students [SSM] 

2011: 86%, 2012-13: 87%,  
2014: 88%, 2015: 89% 
TARGET: 90%. The goal was 
determined by adding the 
value of 2 standard 
deviations (2 σ = 2.3%) to 
the average or mean 
performance of the last 5 
years (µ = 87.4%) and 
rounding up to the nearest 
whole number (87.4% + 
2.3% = 89.7% = 90%). 

SIS/PeopleSoft 

Possible New Measures:  Unit Threshold 
first term and first year for Degree/ 
Transfer student journeys and all students 
[SSM] 

  

Measure 2.7.2: Persistence rate, Fall to 
Fall 

2011: 74%  
2012-2015: 75% 
TARGET: 76%. The goal was 
determined by adding the 

SIS/PeopleSoft 
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Goal Objective Proposed Measure Target Data Source 
value of 2 standard 
deviations (2 σ = .9%) to the 
average or mean 
performance of the last 5 
years (µ = 74.8%) and 
rounding up to the nearest 
whole number (74.8% + .9% 
= 75.7% = 76%). 

Measure 2.7.3: Persistence rate, three 
consecutive terms 
Scorecard Metric – Persistence: 
Percentage of degree, certificate and/or 
transfer-seeking students starting first 
time in 2010-11 tracked for six years 
through 2015-16 who enrolled in the first 
three consecutive terms. 

Scorecard, Overall (State):    
2006: 62% (70%), 2007: 64% 
(71%), 2008: 66% (72%), 
2009: 72% (73%), 2010: 76% 
(76%). 
TARGET: Exceed statewide 
performance in persistence. 

Scorecard 

Measure 2.7.4: Percentage of new, first-
time students successfully completing at 
least one English and math class in their 
first year 
 
 

2011: 17%, 2012: 17%, 
2013: 19%, 2014: 24%, 
2015: 26% 
TARGET: 29%. The goal was 
determined by adding the 
value of 2 standard 
deviations (2 σ = 8.3%) to 
the average or mean 
performance of the last 5 
years (µ = 20.6%) and 
rounding up to the nearest 
whole number (20.6% + 
8.3% = 28.9% = 29%). 
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Goal Objective Proposed Measure Target Data Source 
Measure 2.7.5: Successful course 
completion rates  
 
Possible New Definition: May consider 
changing this measure to course success 
rate for all students [SSM] 

2011: 63.8%, 2012: 67.5%, 
2013: 65.9%, 2014: 65.7%, 
2015: 65.8% 
TARGET: Exceed statewide 
performance in in successful 
course completion rates. 

IEPI 

Goal 3:  
We will increase 
student completion to 
exceed the statewide 
performance 
measures and 
increase attainment 
of milestones 
indicative of academic 
success. 

 

Objective 1: We will decrease time to 
completion by enhancing academic and 
student support programs. 

 

Measure 3.1.1: Average number of units 
accumulated by students earning an 
associate’s degree 
 
Possible New Definition: May consider 
changing this measure to average number 
of units for degree earners for Degree/ 
Transfer student journeys and all students 
[SSM] 
[Vision for Success] 

2016/17: 86 units 
TARGET: 79 units. The goal 
was set by CCCO, Objective 
3 which calls for a decrease 
in the average number of 
units accumulated by CCC 
students earning associate’s 
degrees, from 
approximately 87 to 79 total 
units. 

IRDS data (data 
excluded: units 
completed in 
concurrent HS 
status, Public 
Service 
Academy, & 
units repeated 
for higher grade.  
Students 
receiving 
multiple AAs of 
the same type 
were counted 
once. 

Measure 3.1.2: Median time to complete 
a degree 

2011: 4.5, 2012-2015: 4.4  
TARGET: 4 years. The goal 
was determined by 
calculating an approximate 
10% decrease from previous 
years. 

SIS/PeopleSoft 

Measure 3.1.3: Median time to complete a 
certificate 

2013-2015: 3.7 
TARGET: 3 years. The goal 
was determined by 
calculating an approximate 
20% decrease from previous 
years. 

SIS/PeopleSoft 
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Goal Objective Proposed Measure Target Data Source 
Measure 3.1.4: Graduation rates of full-
time, first-time degree/certificate seeking 
undergraduates with 150% of normal time 
to completion 

2011: 17%, 2012: 15%, 
2013: 18%, 2014: 21%, 
2015: 23% 
TARGET: 26%. The goal was 
determined by adding the 
value of 2 standard 
deviations (2 σ = 6.4%) to 
the average or mean 
performance of the last 5 
years (µ = 18.8%) and 
rounding up to the nearest 
whole number (18.8% + 
6.4% = 25.2% = 26%). 

IPEDS 

Objective 2: We will increase completion 
of degrees and certificates. 

 

Measure 3.2.1: Completion rates 
Scorecard Metric – Completion: 
Percentage of degree, certificate and/or 
transfer-seeking students starting first 
time in 2010-11 tracked for six years 
through 2015-16 who completed a degree, 
certificate or transfer-related outcomes. 
Possible New Definition: Number of 
students who either transitioned to 
postsecondary coursework or earned a 
non-credit certificate, Chancellor’s Office 
approved certificate, associate degree, or 
associate degree for transfer (all students) 
[SSM] 

Scorecard completion 
(overall): cohort 2006-2007: 
42%, 2008: 41%, 2009: 40%, 
2010: 43%.  
TARGET: 50%. The goal was 
set by the District Board, 
which asked for a 10% 
increase in completion rates 
in the 2015-16 academic 
year.  

Scorecard 

Measure 3.2.2: Number of students who 
got a degree or certificate 

2011: 8,372, 2012: 9,449, 
2013: 10,200, 2014: 11,055, 
2015: 12,957 
TARGET: 15,549 students / 
20% increase. (12,957*.20) 
+ 12,957 = 15,548.4 = 
15,549. The goal was set by 

CalPass/Strong 
Workforce 
Program 
Metrics 
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Goal Objective Proposed Measure Target Data Source 
CCCO, Objective 1 which 
calls for an increase of 20% 
in the number of CCC 
students annually who 
acquire associates degrees, 
credentials, certificates, or 
specific skill sets. 

Measure 3.2.3: Number of students who 
received a degree 
 
Possible New Definition or Measure:  
May consider splitting up this measure 
into two: “Number of students who 
received an Associate Degree” and 
“Number of students who received an 
Associate for Transfer Degree” for all 
students [SSM] 
[Vision for Success] 
 

2015/16: 7,015;           
2016/17: 8,046  
TARGET: 9,655 students/ 
20% increase. (8,046*.20) + 
8,046 = 9,655.2 = 9,655. The 
goal was set by CCCO, 
Objective 1 which calls for an 
increase of 20% in the 
number of CCC students 
annually who acquire 
associates degrees, 
credentials, certificates, or 
specific skill sets. 

Degree File 

Measure 3.2.4: Number students who 
received a certificate 
 
Possible New Definition or Measure:  
Number of  students who received a 
Chancellor’s Office Approved Credit 
Certificate for all students [SSM] 
[Vision for Success] 

2015/16: 7,061;           
2016/17: 7,565  
TARGET: 9,078 students/ 
20% increase. (7,565*.20) + 
7,565 = 9,078.  The goal was 
set by CCCO, Objective 1 
which calls for an increase of 
20% in the number of CCC 
students annually who 
acquire associates degrees, 
credentials, certificates, or 
specific skill sets. 

Degree File  
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Goal Objective Proposed Measure Target Data Source 

 Possible New Measure:  Number of 
awards conferred (Approved Credit 
Certificates over 16 units, Associate 
Degrees, Associate Degrees for Transfer, 
CCC Bachelor’s Degrees) [SCFF] 

  

Objective 3: We will increase the 
number of students transferring to four-
year institutions. 

 

Measure 3.3.1: Number of students who 
transfer to California Public, 4-year 
institutions (UC or CSU) 
[Vision for Success] 

2011: 4,628; 2012: 3,847; 
2013: 4,855; 2014: 5,699; 
2015: 5,395 

TARGET: 7,283 students / 
35% increase. (5,395*.35) + 
5,395 = 7,283.3 = 7,283. The 
goal was set by CCCO, 
Objective 2 which calls for 
an increase of 35% in the 
number of CCC students 
transferring annually to a 
UC or CSU. 

 

 

EPIE, 
Institutional 
Performance & 
Accountability 
page 

Measure 3.3.2: Number of students who 
transfer to a 4-year institution 
Strong Workforce Program Metric - 
Number of students who transferred: 
Unique individuals who transferred to a 
four-year institution 
 
Possible New Definition: Number of 
students who transfer to a 4-year 
institution for all students [SSM] [SCFF] 
 
 

2010: 8,309, 2011: 7,523, 
2012: 7,693, 2013: 8,975, 
2014: 7,445 
TARGET: 10,050 students / 
35% increase. (7,445*.35) + 
7,445 = 10,050.75 = 10,050. 
The goal was set using the 
CCCO, Objective 2 as a guide. 

CalPass/Strong 
Workforce 
Program 
Metrics 
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Goal Objective Proposed Measure Target Data Source 

Objective 4: We will increase career and 
job placement rates in the field of study 
by enhancing business and industry 
partnerships, internships, and 
employment opportunities. 

 

 

Measure 3.4.1: Percentage of students 
completing more than eight units in CTE 
courses in 6 years 
Career Technical Education: Percentage of 
students completing more than eight units 
in courses classified as career technical 
education (or apprenticeship ) in a single 
discipline for the first time in 2010-11 
tracked for six years through 2015-16 who 
completed a degree, certificate, appren-
ticeship or transfer-related outcomes. 
 
Possible New Definition: Number of 
students who completed 9+ CTE units for 
CTE student journey and all students [SSM] 
[SCFF] 

LACCD Scorecard (State): 
2006: 48% (51%), 2007: 47% 
(51%), 2008: 47% (50%), 
2009: 49% (52%), 2010: 52% 
(54%). 
TARGET: Exceed statewide 
performance in percentage 
of students completing 
more than eight units in CTE 
courses.  

Scorecard 

Measure 3.4.2: Number of Skills 
Certificates awarded 

2012: 1,575; 2013: 1,533; 
2014: 1,884; 2015: 2,744; 
2016: 3,520 
TARGET: 3,972 skills 
certificates. The goal was 
determined by adding the 
value of 2 standard 
deviations (2 σ = 1,720.6) to 
the average or mean 
performance of the last 5 
years (µ = 2,251.2) and 
rounding to the nearest 
whole number (2,251.2 + 
1,720.6 = 3,971.8 = 3,972). 

EPIE, Degrees 
and Certificates 
Awarded 
Document 
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Goal Objective Proposed Measure Target Data Source 
Measure 3.4.3: Median percentage change 
in wages for students who completed 
higher level CTE coursework (Skills Builder) 
Skills Builder: The median percentage 
change in wages for students who 
completed higher level CTE coursework in 
2013-2014 and left the system without 
receiving any type of traditional outcome 
such as transfer to a four year college or 
completion of a degree or certificate. 
 
Possible New Definition: Median change in 
earnings for CTE student journeys and all 
students [SSM] 

LACCD Scorecard (State): 
2010/11: 6.7% (10%), 
2011/12: 8.2% (11%), 
2012/13: 8.0% (13.4), 
2013/14: 18.5% (22.6%) 
TARGET: Exceed statewide 
performance in the median 
percentage change in wages. 

Scorecard  

Measure 3.4.4: Percentage of students 
who report being employed in their field 
of study 

Job closely related to field of study: The 
proportion of students who reported 
that their current job is close or very 
close to their field of study (based on 
responses in the CTE Outcomes Survey)  

Possible New Definition: Number of 
students obtained a job closely related to 
field of study for all students [SSM] 

[Vision for Success] 

LACCD data are incomplete 
(State) - 2011: (67%); 2012: 
(71%); 2013: (68%); 2014: 
(69%); 2015: (69%) 
TARGET: 76%. The goal was 
set by CCCO, Objective 4 
which calls for an increase 
in the percent of exiting CTE 
students who report being 
employed in their field of 
study, from 60% to 69%. 
(This target was updated by 
the state in September 2018 
from 69% to 76%) 

CalPass/Strong 
Workforce 
Program 
Metrics 
 
Career & 
Technical 
Education 
Outcomes Survey 
Reports 
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Goal Objective Proposed Measure Target Data Source 
Measure 3.4.5: Proportion of exiting 
students who attained a living wage  
Attained a living wage: Proportion of 
exiting completing and skills-builder 
students who attained the living wage for 
a single individual in the college’s Doing 
What Matters region (based on a match 
to the state unemployment insurance 
wage file and Insight Center for 
Community Economic Development data) 
Possible New Definition: Proportion of 
students who attained a living wage for 
all students who exited college and did 
not transfer to a four-year institution 
[SSM] [SCFF] 
 
 

LACCD (State) - 2010: 41% 
(49%), 2011: 39% (48%), 
2012: 40% (47%), 2013: 39% 
(46%), 2014: 41% (48%) 
TARGET: Exceed statewide 
performance in proportion 
of exiting students who 
attain a living wage. 

CalPass/Strong 
Workforce 
Program 
Metrics 

Possible New Measure: Median earnings 
among all students who did not transfer 
to a four-year institution [SSM] 
 
 

  

Possible New Measure: Proportion of 
student who secured employment after 
exiting college [SSM] 
 
 

  

Possible New Measure: Proportion of 
CTE students who completed a noncredit 
workforce preparation or CTE course 
within a year [SSM] 
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Goal Objective Proposed Measure Target Data Source 

Objective 5: We will increase the 
percentage students completing 
transfer-level English and mathematics 
among those who begin at courses 
below transfer-level. 

Possible New Objective: We will 
increase the percentage students 
completing transfer-level English and 
mathematics within their first year 

Transfer Level Achievement: The 
percent of first-time students in 2014-15 
who complete 6 units and attempt any 
Math or English in their first year who 
complete a transfer-level course in Math 
or English in their first year. 

Measure 3.5.1: Percentage of students 
completing transfer-level English, among 
those who begin at courses below 
transfer-level 
 

First Year, Cohort (State) 
2010: 18% (30%), 2011: 17% 
(31%), 2012: 17% (33%), 2013  
22% (36%), 2014: 26% (38%) 
TARGET: Exceed statewide 
performance in Transfer 
level achievement in English.  

Scorecard 

Measure 3.5.2: Percentage of students 
completing transfer-level mathematics, 
among those who begin at courses below 
transfer-level 

First Year, Cohort (State) 
2010: 8% (15%), 2011: 8% 
(14%), 2012: 8% (15%), 2013: 
8% (16%), 2014: 8% (17%) 
TARGET: Exceed statewide 
performance in Transfer 
level achievement in Math. 

Scorecard 

Possible New Measure: May consider 
changing this measure to completed 
transfer-level math and English for 
Degree/ Transfer student journeys and all 
students [SSM] [SCFF]  

  

Objective 6: We will increase equity in 
the attainment of student milestones. 

 

Achievement gap will be calculated 
using the Percentage Point Gap Method 
outlined by CCCCO. 

 

Measure 3.6.1: Persistence--Percentage of 
new students who are enrolled in their 
first 3 consecutive terms (measured 
overall and by Gender, Age, and Ethnicity) 
Persistence: Percentage of degree, 
certificate and/or transfer-seeking 
students starting first time in 2010-11 
tracked for six years through 2015-16 who 
enrolled in the first three consecutive 
terms. 

LACCD Scorecard, Overall 
(State): 2006: 42% (49%), 
2007: 42% (49%), 2008: 41% 
(48%), 2009: 40% (47%), 
2010: 43% (48%). 
TARGET: 40% decrease in 
achievement gaps. The goal 
was set by CCCO, Objective 
5 which calls for a cutting of 
achievement gaps by 40% in 
5 years. 

Scorecard 
 

Measure 3.6.2: 30 units--Percentage of 
New Student Cohort Completing 30 Units 
in 3 Years (measured overall and by 

LACCD Scorecard, Overall 
(State): 2006: 63% (66%), 
2007: 64% (67%), 2008: 63% 

Scorecard 
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Goal Objective Proposed Measure Target Data Source 
Gender, Age, and Ethnicity) 
30 Units: Percentage of degree, certificate 
and/or transfer-seeking students starting 
first time in 2010-11 tracked for six years 
through 2015-16 who achieved at least 30 
units. 

(67%), 2009: 66% (68%), 
2010: 68% (69%). 
TARGET: 40% decrease in 
achievement gaps. The goal 
was set by CCCO, Objective 5 
which calls for a cutting of 
achievement gaps by 40% in 
5 years.  

 
 

Measure 3.6.3: Completion--Percentage 
of new students who earned a degree, 
certificate, or transfer within six years 
(measured overall &by Gender, Age, 
Ethnicity) 
Completion: Percentage of degree, 
certificate and/or transfer-seeking 
students starting first time in 2010-11 
tracked for six years through 2015-16 who 
completed a degree, certificate or 
transfer-related outcomes. 

LACCD Scorecard, Overall 
(State): 2006: 42% (49%), 
2007: 42% (49%), 2008: 41% 
(48%), 2009: 40% (47%), 
2010: 43% (48%). 
TARGET: 40% decrease in 
achievement gaps. The goal 
was set by CCCO, Objective 
5 which calls for a cutting of 
achievement gaps by 40% in 
5 years. 

Scorecard 
 

Possible New Measure:  Number of 
students who either transitioned to 
postsecondary coursework or earned a 
non-credit certificate, Chancellor’s Office 
approved certificate, associate degree, or 
associate degree for transfer. [SSM] 
 
Possible New Measure:  Fall to Spring 
Retention for all students [SSM] 
 
Possible New Measure:  Unit Threshold 
first term and first year for all students 
[SSM] 
 
 

Data disaggregation 
available by: gender, race, 
ethnicity, age group, 
financial support, first-
generation status, foster 
youth status, disables 
status, veteran status, and 
LGBT status. 
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Goal Objective Proposed Measure Target Data Source 
Goal 4:  
We will improve 
organizational 
effectiveness at the 
ESC and among the 
colleges through 
streamlined 
processes, minimized 
duplication of efforts, 
and enhanced 
communication and 
training. 

Objective 1: We will invest in 
professional development opportunities 
for faculty, staff, and administrators to 
enhance work performance, broaden 
skills for leadership and career 
advancement, leverage academic 
programs, and allow for effective and 
clear career pathways for all employees. 

 Measure 4.1.1: Number of events that 
provide professional development 
opportunities for faculty, staff, and 
administrators 

TARGET: 250 events, 
annually.  The goal was 
determined by consensus.  

Need to create a 
method to 
capture the 
number of 
professional 
development 
events. 

Objective 2: We will improve recruiting, 
hiring, orientation and evaluation 
processes, and improve the customer 
service provided to all employees. 

Measure 4.2.1: Percentage of 
evaluations completed per contract 
 
 

Currently: approximately 
72% are complete.  
TARGET: 100% of 
evaluations. The goal was 
determined by consensus. 

 

Measure 4.2.2: Satisfaction with on-
boarding process 

TARGET: 80% satisfaction 
rate with on-boarding 
process. The goal was 
determined by consensus. 

Need to create a 
survey to capture 
satisfaction rates. 

Objective 3: We will improve processes 
to increase responsiveness to and within 
colleges, limit barriers, and accelerate 
completion of required business 
processes and tasks. 

(ESC Departments: Chancellor’s Office, 
ADA Compliance Administration, 
Business Services, Diversity Programs 
and Services, Information Technology, 
Board of Trustees, Attendance 
Accounting, Curriculum Support, Dolores 
Huerta Institute, Institutional 
Effectiveness, Student Success, 
Workforce Development, Accounts 
Payable, Budget and Management 

Measure 4.3.1: Percentage of 
departments with high satisfaction ratings 
of responding to requests in a timely 
manner (80% of people stating that agree 
or strongly agree). 

Survey Options: Strongly 
Disagree, Disagree, Neutral, 
Agree, Strongly Agree 
2015/16: average of 69.8% 
agreed or strongly agreed 
with the statement 
TARGET: 90% of 
departments having high 
satisfaction ratings. The goal 
was determined by 
consensus. 

ESC Services 
Survey 



 

Page 21 of 25  

Goal Objective Proposed Measure Target Data Source 
Analysis, Central Financial Aid, General 
Accounting, Internal Audit, Payroll, Bond 
Programs, Facilities, Real Estate 
Program, Employee Relations, 
Employment Services, Operations, Risk 
Management, Total Wellness Program, 
General Counsel, Personnel Commission) 

Measure 4.3.2: Percentage of 
departments with high overall satisfaction 
ratings (80% of people stating that agree 
or strongly agree). 

Survey Options: Strongly 
Disagree, Disagree, Neutral, 
Agree, Strongly Agree 
2015/16: average of 66.6% 
strongly agreed or agreed 
with the statement 
TARGET: 90% of 
departments having high 
satisfaction ratings.  The 
goal was determined by 
consensus. 

ESC Services 
Survey 

Objective 4:  We will use state-of-the-
art technology to improve 
communication, including the 
development of an effective website 
that assists students, employees, and 
the community in interacting with the 
District. 

 

Measure 4.4.1: To what extent do you 
agree with the statement, I can easily 
find the information I need on the 
college website? 

Survey Options: Strongly 
Agree, Agree, Disagree, 
Strongly Disagree 
2017: 81.1% agree or 
strongly agree  
TARGET: 3.5 survey rating. 
The goal was determined by 
consensus. 

Student Survey 
(Q24D) (Q30D) 

Measure 4.4.2: To what extent do you 
agree with the statement, information 
on the college website is current and 
accurate? 

Survey Options: Strongly 
Agree, Agree, Disagree, 
Strongly Disagree 
2017: 84% agree or  
strongly agree  
TARGET: 3.5 survey rating. 
The goal was determined by 
consensus. 

Student Survey 
(Q24E) (Q30E) 

Objective 5: We will revise all District 
policies and procedures to implement 
the Community College League of 
California model policy. 

Measure 4.5.1: Percent of policies 
reviewed and approved in the current 
cycle using the new model 

TARGET: 100%. The goal 
was determined by 
consensus. 
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Goal Objective Proposed Measure Target Data Source 
Goal 5: We will 
improve fiscal 
integrity through 
enhanced resource 
development, 
institutional 
advancement, and 
effective use of 
existing resources. 

Objective 1: We will enhance 
communication, support, and 
collaboration associated with grant 
development processes for curricular and 
student support programs. 

Measure 5.1.1: Number and amount of 
grants awarded          
 
 

Need internal data.  
TARGET: 10% increase. The 
goal was determined by 
consensus. 

? 

Objective 2: We will develop community 
and business partnerships to assist the 
District in achieving its mission and 
enhance student success by providing 
additional support to students and 
appropriate referrals to external 
resources for non-academic needs. 

Measure 5.2.1: Number and types of 
community partnerships  
 
 

Need internal data.  
TARGET: 10% increase. 
The goal was 
determined by 
consensus. 

Need to create 
a method to 
collect this 
information. 

Objective 3: We will enhance the 
District and College foundations and 
improve alumni relations leading to the 
development of endowments from 
which additional resources for students 
and academic and support programs can 
be drawn.   

Measure 5.3.1: Amount of funds raised 
by Foundations 

Need internal data.  
TARGET: 10% increase. The 
goal was determined by 
consensus. 

Foundation 
Need to create a 
method to 
collect this 
information. 

Possible Measure 5.3.2: Number and 
amount of scholarships dispersed by 
the Foundations 
 

Need internal data.  
TARGET: 10% increase. The 
goal was determined by 
consensus. 

Foundation 
Need to create a 
method to 
collect this 
information. 

Objective 4: We will effectively use 
District and College resources and 
implement position control to support 
the ongoing improvements of academic 
and student support programs. 

 

Measure 5.4.1: Total FTES 2011: 103,529; 2012: 
97,858; 2013: 101,383; 
2014: 104,568; 2015: 
107,601 
TARGET: 110,266. The goal 
was determined by adding 
the value of 2 standard 
deviations (2 σ = 7,277.5) to 
the average or mean 
performance of the last five 
years (µ = 102,987.8) and 

Attendance & 
Accountability 
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Goal Objective Proposed Measure Target Data Source 
rounding up to the nearest 
whole number (102,987.8 + 
7,277.5 = 110,265.3 = 
110,266). 

Measure 5.4.2: Expenditures per FTES 2011: $4,036, 2012: $4,148, 
2013: $4,305, 2014: $4,371, 
2015: $4,624, 2016: $4,869 
TARGET: $4,869. The goal 
was determined by 
consensus to maintain the 
same expenditures per FTES 
as observed in 2016.  

Expenditure 
Analysis from 
the Budget 
Office 

Measure 5.4.3: WSCH/FTEF 2012: 609, 2013: 573, 2014: 
556, 2015: 536, 2016: 518 
TARGET: 540. The goal was 
determined by consensus. 

Databook-
Accountability 

Measure 5.4.4: Average class size 2011: 41.0; 2012: 39.9; 
2013: 37.7; 2014: 36.5; 
2015: 35.2 
TARGET: 36. The goal was 
determined by consensus. 

Databook-
Accountability 

Measure 5.4.5: Fund balance 2011-12: 14.5%, 2012-
13: 13.1%, 2013-14: 
13.6%, 2014-15: 13.4%, 
2015-16: 20.9% 
TARGET: Maintain the Fund 
Balance determined by the 
Board of Trustees. The goal 
was determined by 
consensus. 

Final Budget 
Document 
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Goal Objective Proposed Measure Target Data Source 

Objective 5: We will improve the 
resource allocation processes to be 
integrated with District strategic plan. 

Measure 5.5.1: District-level decision 
making is effective in relation to 
budget development and resource 
allocation 
 

Survey Options: Agree, 
Disagree 
2014-16: 39.4% agree 
TARGET: >50% agree. The 
goal was determined by 
consensus.  

LACCD District-
Level Governance 
and Decision 
Making Survey 

Objective 6: We will effectively plan and 
use resources to build and maintain 
District and College facilities and 
infrastructure in support of the academic 
and student support programs. 

Measure 5.6.1: To what extent do you 
agree with the statement, buildings are 
clean and well maintained? 

Survey Options: Strongly 
Agree, Agree, Disagree, 
Strongly Disagree, N/A 
2014: 75.5% agree or 
strongly agree (3.0) 
2017: 73.9% agree or 
strongly agree (3.1) 
TARGET: 3.5 survey rating. 
The goal was determined by 
consensus. 

Student Survey 
(Q21B) (Q17B) 
(Q22B) 

Measure 5.6.2: To what extent do you 
agree with the statement, learning 
facilities (equipment, classrooms, and 
labs) are adequate and up-to-date? 

Survey Options: Strongly 
Agree, Agree, Disagree, 
Strongly Disagree, N/A 
2014: 69.9% agree or 
strongly agree (3.1) 
2017: 76.1% agree or 
strongly agree (3.1) 
TARGET: 3.5 survey rating. 
The goal was determined by 
consensus. 

Student Survey 
(Q21M) 
(Q17M) 
(Q22M) 

Measure 5.6.3: Facilities Condition Index 
(FCI)  (the ratio of repair cost/replacement 
cost used to indicate the condition of the 
building) 

2010: 37.88%; 2013: 
27.37%; 2016: 24.35% 
TARGET: 20% FCI. The goal 
was determined in 
consultation with the 
Facilities Department. 

Fusion Data 
(Facilities) 
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Goal Objective Proposed Measure Target Data Source 
Measure 5.6.4: Capitalization Load Ratio 
(CAP Load) (the ratio of Net Operating 
Income to property asset value) 

Lecture-2012: 197%; 2013: 
188%; 2014: 187%; 2015: 
185%. Laboratory-2012: 
160%; 2013: 158%; 2014: 
160%; 2015: 163% 
TARGET: 150% CAP Load for 
Lecture and Laboratory 
Spaces. The goal was 
determined by consensus. 

Fusion Data 
(Facilities) 

Objective 7: We will develop and 
implement districtwide standards in 
information technology, facilities, and 
human resources that apply to all 
colleges. 

Possible Measure 5.7.1: The 
development of districtwide standards  

TARGET: Yes. The goal 
was determined by 
consensus. 

IEPI Website 
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