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Executive Summary
Los Angeles Pierce College (LAPC) is committed to providing students with Access and Preparation for Success,
Teaching and Learning for Success, and Institutional Efficiency. Thanks to the dedicated efforts of our faculty and
staff, as well as vital support from the District, Pierce College performed better than the LACCD average on 83%
of the institutional effectiveness metrics. Out of the 18 measures, Pierce College performed at or above the
District-wide average on 15 of them. Two of the three measures in which Pierce College’s performance is below
the District-wide average are based on students’ self-reported perceptions on a survey. The final below-average
measure is related to new students completing the mathematics placement exam prior to or during their first
semester in college.
Access and Preparation for Success
Recent system-wide changes have introduced additional funding targeted to ensure that colleges guide 100
percent of new students through the matriculation process. To meet this challenge and maximize the use of
Student Success and Support Program (SSSP) funds, Pierce College is hiring tenure-track counselors and scaling
up matriculation initiatives such as the annual Go Days orientation program. Our Go Days initiative received
Honorable Mention in the Exemplary Program Awards from the Academic Senate for California Community
Colleges (ASCCC).
Teaching and Learning for Success
Developmental education remains a challenge nationwide at all community colleges. To meet this challenge,
Pierce College is scaling up appropriate accelerated developmental pathways, including: 1) The First Year
Experience; 2) Enhanced Noncredit/Adult Education developmental education courses; 3) specialized
mathematics interventions, such as Statway, Algebra Success at Pierce (ASAP), and Pre-algebra Immersion (PI);
and, 4) Summer Bridge for English..
We continue to make investments in classroom technology, and have won two consecutive Title V Grants focused
on improving access through Distance Education. The College is working to further improve access to technology
and is finalizing the Technology Master Plan to guide those efforts.
The availability of Student Equity funds enables Pierce College to pilot student success and engagement
initiatives over the next several years, including: in-class tutoring, peer mentor programs, and professional
development for faculty on active learning techniques.
Institutional Efficiency
Due to workload reductions in 2011-2012, efficiency was high in both average class size and cost per FTES.
However, data from fall 2013 show that an increase in offerings has led to a decline in average class size. This is a
concern, which the College is taking steps to address. The College continues to analyze enrollment trends and
respond with improved scheduling to address student need. With the new Student Information System (SIS),
Pierce College will improve scheduling to meet predicted student demand—particularly to encourage more
students to attend full-time. An increase in the percent of full-time students will allow Pierce to meet FTES targets
while decreasing headcount and the associated variable costs for each headcount (e.g. creating student ID’s,
Parking spaces, etc.). This would allow Pierce to reduce Cost/FTES.
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I. Alignment of College and District Strategic Plans
Since 2011, the College has operated with the Educational Master Plan as the overarching document driving the College’s planning and decision making process.
However, after reviewing the planning process in 2013, the College determined that the Educational Master Plan was too narrowly focused on educational
programs and did not adequately account for operational services provided by the administrative services division of the College. As a result, the College wrote a
new Strategic Master Plan and adopted it as the overarching document to integrate the four divisions of the College. The concept of the new Strategic Master Plan
provides the College with an inclusive and comprehensive plan, allowing for Academic Affairs, Student Services, Administrative Services, and the President’s
office to align each their operational plans with the Strategic Master Plan. The new Strategic Master Plan is based on four goals with the acronym CAPS:
Engaging the Completion Agenda, Demonstrating Accountability, Cultivating Partnerships and Ensuring Student Success.
District Strategic Plan Goal

College Strategic Master Plan Goal

Goal 1: Access and Preparation for Success – Improve equitable access; help
students attain important early educational momentum points.

Goal A.2: Increase number of entering students who complete the matriculation
process during the first semester
Goal A.4: Ensure equitable access to education
Goal D.1: Address the basic skills needs of underprepared students in
developmental and introductory courses
Goal D.6: Increase student awareness and use of student support services and
programs
Goal A.1: Increase student completion of degrees, certificates, and college
transfer requirements
Goal A.3: Increase the long-term persistence rate of students
Goal D.4: Support faculty and staff by maximizing the effective use of
technology, enabling academic innovation in instructional delivery
Goal D.5: Provide a learner-centered environment that promotes active learning
and student engagement
Goal D.7: Increase student participation in Associated Student Organization
(ASO) activities and shared-governance committees
Goal D.8: Enhance opportunities for student involvement in cocurricular and
extracurricular activities that will enrich campus life

Goal 2: Teaching and Learning for Success – Strengthen effective teaching
and learning by providing a learner-centered educational environment;
help students attain their goals of certificate and degree completion,
transfer, and job training and career placement; increase equity in the
achievement of these outcomes.
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Goal 3: Organizational Effectiveness – Improve organizational effectiveness
through data-informed planning and decision-making, process
assessment, and professional development.

Goal B.1: Improve financial reporting process for more accurate budgetary
forecasting, allowing for fiscal stability
Goal B.2: Improve operational efficiencies and processes along with internal cash
controls
Goal B.3: Improve campus-wide health, safety, and security through enhanced
risk-management practices
Goal B.4: Improve facilities oversight of both bond-related and college statefunded alterations and improvements
Goal B.5: Increase self-audit to ensure compliance with program requirements
Goal B.6: Develop and implement professional development programs for faculty
and staff
Goal B.7: Continue to meet FTES base and attempt to grow the College’s student
FTES enrollment to 2006 levels and then 5% per year
Goal D.2: Enhance customer service interfaces considering timely responses and
quality of experience
Goal D.3: Maintain a robust and reliable information technology infrastructure
with current computing equipment for the entire College population

Goal 4: Resources and Collaboration – Increase and diversify sources of
revenue in order to achieve and maintain fiscal stability and to support
District initiatives. Enhance and maintain mutually beneficial external
partnerships with business, labor, and industry and other community
and civic organizations in the greater Los Angeles area.

Goal C.1: Develop and enhance revenues generated through grants,
entrepreneurial ventures, and community partnerships
Goal C.2: Expand productive sustainable community alliances
Goal C.3: Foster partnerships with business and industry

II. Goal #1- Comparison of College to District
Goal #1- Access and Preparation for Success

2011

2012

2013

2013
District

3 year
change
College

3 year
change
District

Objective 1. Ensure equitable access to education
1.2 Percentage of eligible students receiving Pell Grant

82%

82%

80%

71%

-3%

0%

Objective 2. Increase the percentage of new students who complete the
matriculation process
2.1 Percentage of new students completing English assessment in the first term or before

74%

76%

73%

73%

-1%

1%

2.1 Percentage of new students completing Math assessment in the first term or before

75%

75%

73%

75%

-2%

1%
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Objective 3. Increase the percentage of new students successfully completing at
least one English and Math class in their first year and persisting to
subsequent terms.
3.1 Percentage of new students successfully completing at least one English and Math
class in their first year

23%

22%

23%

19%

0%

2%

3.2 Persistence - Fall to Spring

88%

90%

89%

87%

0%

1%

3.2 Persistence - Fall to Fall

78%

79%

79%

75%

1%

1%

Goal #1- College Analysis and Response
District Measure
Measure 1.1.2:
Percentage of
eligible students
receiving Pell Grants
Measure 1.2.1:
Percentage of new
students completing
English assessment
and Math assessment
in the first term or
before
Measure 1.3.1:
Percentage of new
students successfully
completing at least
one English and
Math class in their
first year
Measure 1.3.2:
Persistence –
Fall-to-Spring &
Fall-to-Fall

Strength
or
Weakness
Strength

College Response

Plans for Improvement

LAPC is above the LACCD average (79.9%
vs 71.0%)

Expected Improvement(s)

Continue to perform outreach in the high
schools and in our classrooms. Send emails to
students about Financial Aid. Continue to run
Financial Aid Awareness Month activities.
The new SSSP legislation requires all new
students to be assessed in English and Math.

Increase eligible students
receiving financial aid by
2% annually (Goal A.4)

Strength
for
English,
Weakness
for Math

LAPC is slightly above the LACCD average
(72.9% vs 72.7%) for English
LAPC is below the LACCD average (72.6%
vs 75.2%) for Math

Strength

LAPC is above the LACCD average (23.5%
vs 19.3%)

Continue to scale up accelerated
developmental pathways in English and Math.

Increase by 2% annually
students completing at least
one English and one math
class in the first year with
the existing hourly allocation
(Goal D.1)

Strength
for FA-SP
and
Strength
for FA-FA

LAPC is above the LACCD average (88.6%
vs 87.3%) for Fall-to-Spring Persistence
LAPC is above the LACCD average (79.0%
vs 75.1%) for Fall-to-Fall Persistence

Align and integrate SSSP and Equity efforts
to increase student persistence.

Increase persistence by 2%
annually (Goal A.3)
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100% of eligible new
students complete the
matriculation process
(orientation, assessment,
educational plan) by
2017/2018. (Goal A.2)

III. Goal #2- Comparison of College to District
Goal #2- Teaching and Learning for Success

2011

2012

2013

2013
District

3 year
change
College

3 year
change
District

Objective 1. Provide a learner-centered learning environment*
1.1 Measure of active learning/project learning

61%

63%

NA

NA

1.1 Measure of student engagement in and out of class

24%

20%

NA

NA

1.1 Measure of self-efficacy/self-directed learning

64%

67%

NA

NA

1.3 Measure of how technology is being used to improve student learning and
engagement
Objective 2. Improve student outcomes**

73%

71%

NA

NA

2.1 Percentage of new student cohort completing 30 units in 3 years

66%

68%

70%

62%

4%

4%

2.1 Percentage of new student cohort completing 60 units in 3 years

34%

34%

35%

29%

1%

2%

2.2 Percentage of new student cohort successfully completing English 101 and Math
125 (or above) in 3 years

32%

35%

36%

26%

4%

3%

2.2 Percentage of new student cohort successfully completing English 101 and Math
125 (or above) in 6 years

40%

44%

42%

33%

3%

2%

2.3 Completion rate (i.e., certificate, degree or transfer) in 3 years

22%

21%

17%

13%

-4%

-2%

2.3 Completion rate (i.e., certificate, degree or transfer) in 6 years

46%

46%

41%

33%

-5%

-3%

*Objective 1 metrics are from the student survey which is administered every two years. For example, results from the 2012 student survey will appear in 2013 because they are the most recent data.
**Year for Objective 2 metrics denotes the final year of the measurement period for each cohort. For example, 2013 is final year for the three year measurement period beginning in 2010.

Goal #2- College Analysis and Response
District Measure
Measure 2.1.1:
Active /project
learning

Strength or
Weakness
Weakness

College Response

Plans for Improvement

LAPC is below the LACCD average (60.9%
vs 63.1%). Please note, data has not
changed from the 2013 College Planning
and Effectiveness Report. New survey data
will be available from the District by
Summer 2015.
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Increase professional development activities for
faculty on active learning.

Expected
Improvement(s)
Develop and implement
professional
development programs
for faculty and staff
(Goal B.6)

Measure 2.1.1:
Student engagement
in and out of class

Strength

Measure 2.1.1:
Self-efficacy/selfdirected learning

Weakness

Measure 2.1.3:
Technology is being
used to improve
student learning and
engagement

Strength

Measure 2.2.1
Percentage of new
student cohort
completing 30 units
and completing 60
units in 3 years
Measure 2.2.2
Percentage of new
student cohort
successfully
completing English
101 and Math 125
(or above) in 3 years
and in 6 years

Strength
for 30 units
and
Strength
for 60 units
Strength
for 3 years
and
Strength
for 6 years

LAPC is above the LACCD average (24.2%
vs 19.7%). Please note, data has not
changed from the 2013 College Planning
and Effectiveness Report. New survey data
will be available from the District by
Summer 2015.
LAPC is below the LACCD average (63.5%
vs 66.8%). Please note, data has not
changed from the 2013 College Planning
and Effectiveness Report. New survey data
will be available from the District by
Summer 2015.

Increase student engagement activities offered on
campus, and better promote campus events. Hire a
student engagement coordinator.

Implement a
comprehensive student
life program (Goal D.8)

Increase student awareness and use of student
support services and programs that help students
improve self-efficacy and self-directed learning,
such as increasing completion of comprehensive
student educational plans for new and continuing
students.

LAPC is above the LACCD average (72.9%
vs 71.1%). Please note, data has not
changed from the 2013 College Planning
and Effectiveness Report. New survey data
will be available from the District by
Summer 2015.
LAPC is above the LACCD average (69.7%
vs 62.2%) for 30 Units
LAPC is above the LACCD average (35.1%
vs 29.5%) for 60 Units

Improve technology campus wide, as identified in
the Technology Master Plan.

100% of eligible new
students complete the
matriculation process
(orientation,
assessment, educational
plan) by 2017/2018.
(Goal A.2)
Complete 100% of the
objectives identified in
the Technology Plan by
2017/2018 (Goal D.3)

Scale up student success initiatives funded through
new sources of revenue such as Equity Funding.

Increase by 2%
annually students who
complete 30 and 60
units in three years
(Goal A.3)

LAPC is above the LACCD average (35.5%
vs 26.4%) for 3 years
LAPC is above the LACCD average (42.3%
vs 32.5%) for 6 years

Continue to scale up accelerated developmental
pathways, including developmental education
curriculum through non-credit adult education.

Increase by 2%
annually students who
complete English 101
and Math 125 within
three and six years
(Goal A.3)
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Measure 2.2.3
Completion rate
(i.e., certificate,
degree, or transfer)
in 3 years and in 6
years

Strength
for 3 years
and
Strength
for 6 years

LAPC is above the LACCD average (17.5%
vs 13.0%) for 3 years
LAPC is above the LACCD average (40.9%
vs 32.6%) for 6 years

In the reporting years, transfer was limited at the
CSUs and UCs due to the great recession. One way
to address transfer limitations is the adoption of the
Associate Degree-Transfer (AD-T). In 2012-2013,
two AD-Ts were approved and the College
awarded 43. In 2013-2014, 89 were awarded.
Currently, we have 12 state approved AD-Ts with
two additional degrees in the approval process.
These specific measures will continue to improve
our completion rates over the coming years.

Ensure 25 AD-Ts are
available to students by
2017/2018 (Plan for
Enrollment
Management Goal 7)

IV. Institutional Efficiency- Comparison of College to District
Institutional Efficiency

2011

Average Class Size in Credit Classes
Cost/FTES (annual)

2012

2013

2013
District

3 year
change
College

3 year
change
District

41.2

41.8

38.9

37.7

-5%

-8%

$4,103

$3,946

$4,086

$4,314

0%

7%

Institutional Efficiency- College Analysis and Response
District Measure
Average class size
in credit classes

Strength or
Weakness
Strength

College Response

Plans for Improvement

LAPC is above the LACCD average (38.9
vs 37.7)
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Maximize scheduling of high demand, high
enrollment courses.

Expected
Improvement(s)
Maintain average class
size of 39 each semester
(Plan for Enrollment
Management Goal 6)

Cost/FTES
(annual)

Strength

LAPC is more efficient than the LACCD
average ($4,086 vs $4,314)

Schedule courses to meet predicted student
demand—particularly to encourage more students
to attend full-time. An increase in the percent of
full-time students will allow Pierce to meet FTES
targets while decreasing headcount and the
associated variable costs for each headcount (e.g.
creating student ID’s, parking spaces, etc.). This
would allow Pierce to reduce Cost/FTES.
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Ensure 95% of predicted
seats demanded are
offered by
2017/2018. Seats
demanded should be
limited to courses
needed for completion
as identified in each
Student
Educational Plan (Plan
for Enrollment
Management Goal 7)

