
























































































































































STANDARD IV 
LEADERSHIP AND GOVERNANCE 

Standard IV.A: Decision Making Roles and Processes 

General Observations 
The College has engaged the College community in developing inclusive methodology to 
improve the decision-making and processes. The shared governance committees have developed 
logical structure and clear purpose statements in order to support the decision-making process. 
The College has identified integrated planning as a goal of it Quality Focus Essay in order to 
systemize its planning process. The College has delineated authority and the respected 
responsibility for faculty, staff and administrative employees of the college. Evidence indicates 
that the President has the authority to run the College. 

The District supports effective institutional governance through well-established practices which 
ensure administrators and faculty exercise a substantial voice in institutional policies, planning, 
and budget. The shared governance process is the primary mechanism by which all campus 
constituents participate in decision-making. Faculty have primary responsibility for curriculum 
and student learning programs and services, but administrators are appropriately involved in the 
curriculum process. In some instances, classified staff are not included in the membership of 
District wide institutional governance committees regarding institutional planning and policies. 

The LACCD has a seven-member Board that presides over nine colleges serving more than 
225,000 students. The LACCD Board of Trustees establishes policies that are consistent with its 
mission statement and exercises oversight of the college's educational programs by means of its 
Board Rules and Administrative Regulations (Board Rules, Chapter 1, Article 2). 

The chancellor of the District executes policies and procedures and presides over the daily 
operations of the colleges. The college presidents report to the chancellor of the District. 

Findings and Evidence 
The College has developed documentation, structures, and processes to incorporate input from 
the faculty, staff, students, administrators, and the represented constituencies in the decision 
making processes. The evidence points to effective collection of data, formally documenting the 
improvements, communication of decisions and training, and closing the loop regarding the 
assessment of effect of solutions upon implementation (IV .A.1 ). 
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The District has a culture that encourages participation by all constituencies, described by the 
chancellor as "The Power of NINE!" in reference to the District's nine colleges. Constituent 
participation includes the District- and college-level Academic Senate, the six collective 
bargaining units, the Associated Students, a seven-member Board of Trustees, and 
District/college management. These constituent bodies have the opportunity to provide input into 
decision-making as outlined in the District Governance and Functions Handbook. The 
governance functional map outlines the lines of authority and delineates the colleges and District 
roles. The District Governance and Functions Handbook describes the overall governance and 
decision-making structures for the colleges and the District (IV.A). 

The College has developed processes to incorporate the input from the constituency groups into 
the College Council recommendations to the President. The composition of each constituency 
group, its authority, and involvement in the shared governance process is entailed in the College 
Handbook. Subcommittees of the College Council have developed models, rubrics, and 
assessment instruments in order to evaluate projects, requests for resources, viability of 
programs, and communicating respective recommendations to the President and the College. 
Respective shared governance and college council committees have clearly identified the scope 
of their authority, responsibility, and involvement in the institutional governance (IV.A.2, 
IV.A.3, IV.A.4). 

Faculty and administrators have ample opportunity for providing input on institutional policies, 
planning, and budget through participation on college-level governance committees, District 
wide executive administrative councils, and District-level governance committees. At all the 
colleges, administrators serve on governance committees based on their areas of expertise. The 
LACCD and AFT (American Federation of Teachers) Agreement 2014-2017 (Agreement) 
emphasizes the importance of faculty representation from the union and senate on participatory 
governance committees. The LACCD and AFT Agreement specifies which committees require 
faculty representation and those for which it is recommended. The Agreement requires faculty 
membership for both Budget and Strategic Planning Committees. (IV.A.3.) 

Faculty and administrators follow well-defined structures in making recommendations about 
curriculum and student learning programs and services. All nine of the LACCD colleges 
reference in their self evaluations the primacy of faculty in making recommendations about 
curriculum and student learning programs and services. Administrative regulation E-65 lays out 
in great detail a step-by-step process for curriculum development and approval. This process 
recognizes the primacy of faculty members in making curriculum recommendations while also 
ensuring administrative input in the curriculum process. (IV.A.4.) 

The LACCD Board of Trustees recognizes the Academic Senate as a representative of faculty in 
discharge of the related authority and responsibility provided through the shared governance 
process. Reporting to the College Council, the College has established several relevant shared 
governance committees for inclusion of relative perspectives in the governance of the College 
(IV.A.5). 
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There are well-defined processes for communication before internal administrative and external 
Board decisions are made that impact faculty, staff, and students. Recommendations from 
governance and contractually mandated committees are solicited before decisions are made. 

The roles of administrators and faculty in the development of District policy are delineated in 
Board Rule XVII, Article I-Academic Senate and Board of Trustees Shared Governance Policy 
and Article II-Students and Board of Trustees Shared Governance Policy and in Chancellor's 
Directive No. 70. LACCD does not have a classified senate. The AFT Staff Guild, Local 1521A, 
represents the full-time and part-time classified clerical/technical administrative staff. The 
Supervisory Employees' Union, S.E.I.U. Local 721, represents regular full-time and regular part­
time classified employees of the District who are assigned to classifications in the Supervisory 
Unit. 

"Role of the Unions," in the District Governance and Functions Handbook, describes District­
level consultation between the administration and representatives of the six bargaining units. 
Consultation occurs through: 

1. direct consultation during regular meetings between union representatives and the 
chancellor and/or the college presidents; 

2. regular monthly grievance meetings between union representatives, the chancellor, the 
chancellor's designees and/or the college presidents; 

3. participation in relevant District and college governance and decision-making 
committees, including the District Budget Committee, the Joint Labor/Management 
Benefits Committee, and the college governance councils; and 

4. direct representation from the Resource Table during monthly Board meetings. 

In some cases, it appears that classified staff do not have appropriate representation on District­
level institutional governance committees regarding institutional planning, policies, and other 
key considerations. For example, the Student Success Initiative Committee (SSIC) states that the 
"overarching purpose of the Student Success Initiative is to create an effective District wide 
network of faculty, administrators and staff dedicated to improving student success." However, 
the committee's membership does not include representatives from the classified staff. Likewise, 
the committee membership of the District Planning Committee does not include representation 
from the classified staff. (IV.A.5) 

The College administration and Academic Senate have developed a Shared Governance 
Handbook that is routinely updated. Evidence indicated that training is conducted for the 
constituency groups, which are also video recorded and archived for delayed review. The 
College President and Leadership team seem to interact with the employees and the student body 
via town hall meetings, static communication, and campus newsletter (Weekly Mission). 
However, evidence for assessing the effectiveness of the communication and the communication 
methodologies was not presented. The SGOC evaluates its process through a qualitative 
evaluation approach (IV.A.7.1-2) and communicates the results to the college constituency for 
review and as foundational data for improving processes (IV.A.6; IV.A.7). 
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Conclusion 

The interviews conducted with the faculty, staff, and administrators confirmed the material the 
College had submitted as evidence in its self-evaluation document. Adhering to the ethos of the 
shared governance, the College has developed standards and processes in meeting its student 
success mission. 

LACCD has clearly defined the roles and responsibilities of not only the colleges and the 
District, but also the Board members, the chancellor, and the college presidents. The District has 
completed and revised its governance structures and procedures which demonstrate a 
commitment to continuous improvement. The District meets this standard. 

The College and District meet this standard. 

Recommendations 

District Recommendation 9 (Improvement): In order to increase effectiveness, the team 
recommends that the District review the membership of institutional governance committees to 
ensure all employee groups, particularly classified staff, have formal input on institutional plans, 
policies, and other key considerations as appropriate. (IV.A.5) 
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Standard IV.B: Chief Executive Officer 

General Observations 
The President joined the College five years ago at the onset of the resource reduction period in 
California Community College system. He has stabilized the institution through selecting 
permanent administrators, updating and implementing programs, completing construction 
projects, and representing the college in the community. The College has successfully applied 
for grants that improve the teaching and learning conditions for the faculty and students. 

Findings and Evidencie 
Reporting to the LACCD Chancellor, the college president is the chief executive officer and 
exercises final authority on instructional programs, budget, program development personnel 
hires, facilities development, and other aspects of the college's operations. In accordance to the 
shared governance process, the President has established committees and procedures to 
incorporate the advice and recommendations of the constituency groups in the governance of the 
College. Evidence indicates a great deal of interaction between the president and the student 
body, the faculty, staff and administrators. Weekly communication briefs and monthly hour­
long town hall meetings that are recorded for delayed review facilitate exchange of information 
(IV.B.1 ). 

The College is administered through three divisions of academic, administrative, and student 
services affairs, each staffed by a respective vice president and respective directors, faculty, 
managers, and staff. A 2014 survey indicates that the majority of faculty and staff believe the 
college is staffed accordingly relevant to its size. The President provides regular feedback to his 
direct reports to encourage and improve performance. Scope of authority and the related 
responsibilities have been delineated. The District distributes resources to the colleges within the 
system based on a prescribed Resource Allocation Formula, and the Colleges are responsible for 
developing and maintaining budgets to deliver education and training to the students within their 
service area (IV.B.2). 

The President leads the efforts of shared governance groups in developing a collegial process 
based on mutual respect and inclusion of all constituents' viewpoints. The College has 
developed and assesses performance standards for student achievement. Methodical and data­
driven processes that are supported by the college's Institutional Effectiveness department 
incorporates external and internal influences on decisions. The College contracted the services 
of a consulting firm to help with the development of a planning process. The multi-year 
educational master plan is reviewed annually through a strategic master plan process in order to 
gage the progress of projects. An integrated model relates planning to resource allocation for 
assignment of funds to human resources, goods, and services (IV.B.3). 

The President is involved in the accreditation efforts of the college as the leading member of the 
Accreditation Steering Committee (ASC). ASC, which meets on a weekly basis, included 
members of the college constituencies as support, and a number of key faculty, staff and 
administrators who actively participated in data collection and analysis and the composing of the 
Institutional Self Evaluation Report (ISER). The President held town hall meetings to apprise 
the college community of the accreditation self-evaluation progress. The President facilitated 
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updating of administrative procedures and campus processes based on information gleaned from 
dialogue and data analysis in the ASC meetings (IV.B.4). 

The President serves as a conduit between the LACCD and Mission College for the exchange of 
information, reports, and representation. He seeks Budget and Planning Committee's input 
regarding the college's budgets and relates the information at the District Budget Committee in 
order to secure resources. He meets quarterly with the District CFO and the College's Vice 
President of Administrative Services in order to monitor the College's revenues and 
expenditures. He ensures the effective control of budgets and expenditures by leading the staff 
efforts in responding to audit findings (IV.B.5). 

The President represents the College in a number of community and regional consortia, 
committees, boards, and forums in order to facilitate the exchange of information regarding the 
College's services and inquiring about the needs of the communities. He is effectively involved 
in the College's Foundation activities and the related service organizations in the community 
(IV.B.6). 

Conclusion 

The evidence indicates that the President has developed a high degree of trust among the faculty, 
staff, students, and administrators. The ease of communication and collaboration was readily 
observed by the team members. The President has been selected for the Man of the Year award 
by the Rotary organization for his and the College's involvement in the community. 

The College meets this Standard. 

Recommendations 

None 
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Standard IV.C: Governing Board 

General Observations 

The Board of Trustees (Board) of the Los Angeles Community College District provides 
effective leadership for its complex system. The seven-member Board of Trustees has worked 
with the chancellor to develop clear lines of authority at the college and District levels. 

Findings and Evidenc1e 

The roles and responsibilities of the Board and LACCD administrative leadership are codified in 
the Board Rules. The District administration implements those rules through creation of 
Chancellor's Directives and Administrative Regulations. In addition, the Board has four standing 
committees: Institutional Effectiveness and Student Success; Budget and Finance; Legislative 
and Public Affairs; and Facilities Master Planning and Oversight. Membership is limited to 
Board members only, has a specific charge, and is designed to ensure the Board exercises 
authority and responsibility to assure the colleges and District run effectively. Chaired by the 
vice president of the Board and made up of all Board members, the Committee of the Whole 
reviews District wide standards and performance for efficiency and quality. The governing 
authority rests with the entire Board, not with individual members. (IV.C.1-2) 

The Board Rule (BR) found in Chapter X: Human Resources, Article III, Selection Policies 
#10308 clearly delineates the process for the hiring of the college CEOs; no such Board Rule 
exists for the hiring of the chancellor. However, the Board used a clearly defined process in the 
hiring of the most recent chancellor which has yet to be codified. HR E-210: Performance 
Evaluation, College President/Senior Academic Executive clearly delineates the process for the 
evaluation of college presidents. Chancellor's Directive (CD) 122 provides for an evaluation 
process for the chancellor and the college presidents and is outlined in the executive contracts. 
The process provided for in CD 122, however, is not evidence of a Board policy. (IV.C.3) 

The Board holds regularly scheduled meetings that allow for public comment on general and 
specific agenda items. The Board holds meetings at the colleges as well as at the Education 
Service Center (ESC), where the chancellor and District's administrative offices are housed. At 
the Board meetings, there are opportunities for public comment in general or on specific agenda 
items. The Board uses the Legislative and Public Affairs Committee to engage discussion about 
issues related to the public interest. (IV.C.4) 

Board policies are codified in Board Rules and are available on the District website. The Board 
Rules establish the Board's role in establishing policy with the acknowledgement that it has the 
ultimate responsibility for educational quality, legal matters, and financial integrity. The Board 
also has standing committees designed to ensure they are abreast of matters pertaining to its 
responsibility for financial integrity and stewardship of the District. (IV.C.5) 

The Board consists of seven members elected at-large for terms of four years. Elections are held 
every two years, alternating with three members being chosen in one election and four members 
at the other. The president and vice president of the Board of Trustees are elected by the Board 
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for a one-year term at the annual organizational and regular meeting in July, and a nonvoting 
student trustee is elected annually by students for a one-year term beginning June 1. The student 
trustee has an advisory vote on actions other than personnel-related and collective bargaining 
items. (IV.C.6) 

Board Rule 2301 gives the Board general authority to establish rules and regulations that are 
consistent with law. This Board Rule also authorizes the Board to delegate rulemaking authority 
to LACCD officers (such as the chancellor), employees, or committees. Under Board Rule 2902, 
the Board expressly authorizes the chancellor to adopt and implement Administrative 
Regulations. BR 2418.12, adopted by the Board in February 2007, directs the chancellor to 
perform periodic reviews of the Board Rules, Administrative Regulations, and procedural guides. 
Administrative Regulation C-12, also adopted in February 2007, establishes that reviews and 
revisions will be conducted by staff on a triennial basis and the process to be used. While there 
was evidence that revisions to Board Rules were forwarded to the Board for approval, there was 
no evidence that the triennial reviews were communicated to the Board when no revisions were 
made. No evidence was found that there is any assessment or review by the Board of the policies 
for their effectiveness in fulfilling the District mission. (IV.C. 7) 

As evidenced in its Board Rules, Chapter I, Article II, entitled the "Mission of the Los Angeles 
Community College District," the Board exercises oversight of the District's educational 
programs and has established an Institutional Effectiveness and Student Success (IESS) 
Committee to monitor the quality, integrity, and improvement of student learning programs and 
services. Through the Institutional Effectiveness and Student Success Committee (IESS), the 
Board of Trustees is kept regularly informed on key indicators of student learning and 
achievement. Additionally, Board agendas and minutes provide evidence ofregular review of 
the colleges' academic quality and institutional plans. Cyclic approval of Educational and 
Strategic Master Plans;. review of District wide completion data covering a six-year period with a 
focus on improving student success data and academic quality; and an annual review and 
analysis of the state's Student Success Scorecard, which reports major indicators of student 
achievement, is documented. (IV.C.8) 

Board Rule 2105 requires a formal orientation for new trustees. The last orientation occurred in 
June 2015 and included an overview of the functions and responsibilities of District Office 
divisions, conflict of interest policy, and the Brown Act. (IV.C.9) 

The annual process for regular self evaluations of the Board is delineated in BR 2301.10. The 
Board of Trustees has conducted its annual self evaluation during a public session in which they 
reviewed data results from the preceding year and established new annual goals. (IV.C.10) 

The Board is in compliance with establishing a policy on Board member code of ethics and 
conflict of interest with Board Rule 14000, Chapter XIV, and the implementation of these 
standards is captured in the 2013 Actionable Improvement Plan (March 19, 2013). This plan 
outlines specific actions that Board members should take to reinforce these standards and to 
demonstrate its support as a collective entity by adoption of its Code of Ethical Conduct. 
(IV.C.11) 
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The Board sets policy with the delegation of responsibility to the chancellor and presidents for 
the execution of policies and procedures as well as day-to-day operational control of the District. 
Additionally, Board policy outlines the role of a trustee and identifies that "Authority is given to 
the Chancellor as the Trustees' sole employee" with a pledge to "work with the Chancellor in 
gathering any information from staff directly that is not contained in the public record." The 
chancellor's job description as well as BR 2902 authorizes the chancellor to adopt and 
implement administrative regulations and delegation of authority to the chancellor and presidents 
to administer the institutions. The functional map outlines the lines of authority and 
responsibilities. (IV.C.12) 

The Board is extremely knowledgeable and fully engaged in all aspects of accreditation. The 
Board has been deliberate in its acquisition and application of knowledge on accreditation. 
Board members are aware of the importance of their role in the accreditation process. All Board 
members participate in ACCJC's online training program on the topic. Meeting minutes 
document the formation of a Board ad hoc committee on accreditation in 2013 with the stated 
purpose of supporting all colleges participating in any aspect of the accreditation process. The 
Board has dedicated funds to support efforts and review any reports prior to submission to the 
Commission by any of the nine colleges. (IV.C.13) 

Conclusion 

The District meets Standard IV.C., except IV.C.3 and IV.C.7. 

District Recommendations for Improvement and Compliance 

District Recommendation 10 (Compliance): In order to meet the Standard, the team 
recommends that the Board adopt policies that clearly define the process for the selection and 
evaluation of the chancellor. (IV.C.3) 

District Recommend~lltion 11 (Compliance): In order to meet the Standard, the team 
recommends that the Board establish a formal process for approving the review of policies in 
which no revisions are made and to regularly assess the effectiveness of all policies in fulfilling 
the District mission. (IV.C.7) 
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Standard IV.D: Multi-College Districts 

General Observations 

The Los Angeles Community College District (LACCD) is a complex, multi-college system 
comprised of a District Office, which houses the chancellor, senior administrators and District 
classified professional staff, as well as nine comprehensive community colleges that provide 
services in 40 cities and communities and cover an area of more than 882 square miles in the 
greater Los Angeles basin. 

In total, the District has 46 District wide councils, committees, and consultative bodies in which 
District and college administrative staff, faculty, classified staff, and students regularly 
participate. All governance councils and committees maintain agendas and meeting 
summaries/minutes on the District website. 

In previous years, operations of the District Office, now referred to as the Educational Services 
Center (ESC), were highly centralized, and many college decisions related to finance and budget, 
capital projects, hiring, payroll and contracts were made by District personnel. Operations 
subsequently have been increasingly decentralized. Colleges have been given considerable 
autonomy and authority for local decision-making to streamline administrative processes, 
encourage innovation, and hold college decision-makers more accountable to the local 
communities they serve. Diligent work by the institution has clarified functions and delineated 
areas of responsibilities between colleges and the ESC. Original recommendations regarding role 
delineation and decision-making processes in 2009 were resolved, and, by 2012, the District was 
commended for its work in this area. The ESC continues to evaluate these delineations on an 
ongoing basis. 

In 2011, the District began a review of the budget allocation formula and policies, including base 
allocations, use of ending balances, assessments for District operations, growth targets, and 
college deficit repayments. In 2012, the District developed and approved a new, well-defined 
allocation model that appears to be understood widely across the institution. 

In the 2012 accreditation visit to the colleges, the District received a recommendation to adopt 
and fully implement an allocation model for its constituent colleges that addresses the size, 
economies of scale, and the stated mission of the individual colleges. By 2013, the 
recommendation was resolved, and the District received a commendation for its effort as well as 
for its transparent and collaborative process. 

Findings and Evidem~e 

The chancellor demonstrates his leadership and communication by various means. Evidence has 
shown that the chancellor communicates with all employees of the District about educational 
excellence and integrity through two publications posted on the District website: Synergy and 
Accreditation 2016. He leads a variety of meetings in which he communicates his expectations 
for excellence as well as reviews and discusses roles, authority and responsibility between 
colleges. These meetings include Chancellor's Cabinet, Presidents' Council, and meetings with 
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faculty and classified kadership. In addition, he leads and meets with a variety of District 
committees in which he articulates and provides leadership for the effective operation of the 
District as a whole and individual colleges. The Board of Trustees has approved a 
District/college functional area map, developed in consultation with all major stakeholders across 
the District. The functional map clarifies the structure of District administrative offices and their 
relationship to the colleges, aligns District administrative functions with Accreditation Standards, 
and specifies outcome measures appropriate to each function identified. (IV .D .1) 

The chancellor directs the ESC staff to ensure the delivery of effective and adequate District 
services to support the mission of each college. In addition to outlining the operational 
responsibilities and functions of the District Office, the 2013 District Governance and Functions 
Handbook details the District wide governance processes. The chancellor ensures effective and 
adequate District services in support of the colleges by requiring the ESC divisions to conduct an 
annual program review. As documented in the ESC Unit Program Review Guide, the ESC 
divisions monitor Service Area Outcomes (SAOs) with clear links to District-level goals and 
consider their main contributions to the mission of the colleges, goals, effectiveness, and/or 
student achievement or learning. In addition, an Educational Services Center User Survey was 
created to solicit college user feedback in support of the program review process. Common 
questions were developed for all units, with individual units having the ability to customize 
supplemental questions specific to their college users. Over 21 user groups, including District 
managers, deans, directors, vice presidents, and presidents participate in the survey. A review of 
the ESC program reviews reveal that all ESC divisions have completed at least one cycle of 
program review. Data from the ESC User Survey was disaggregated and used to identify 
strengths and weaknesses, receive feedback on the effectiveness of their services, and gather 
suggestions for improvement. Divisions with identified areas for improvement create plans to 
improve their services and strengthen their support of the colleges in achieving their missions. 
The Board received a presentation on the status of the ESC Program Review process in spring 
2015. As documented by the District Governance and Functions Handbook, the District Budget 
Committee (DBC) provides leadership on District-level budget policies. Membership includes all 
nine college presidents., District Academic Senate (DAS) representatives, and collective 
bargaining unit representatives. Its charge is to: (1) formulate recommendations to the chancellor 
for budget planning policies consistent with the District Strategic Plan; (2) review the District 
budget and make recommendations to the chancellor, and (3) review quarterly District financial 
conditions. (IV.D.2) 

In 2011, the District undertook a full review of its budget allocation formula and policies, 
including base allocations, use of ending balances, assessments for District operations, growth 
targets, and college deficit repayment. DBC Minutes show that a review of other multi-college 
District budget models and policies was also conducted. This review led the District to adopt a 
model that established minimum-based funding. The Board of Trustees approved Phase I of the 
new allocation model in June 2012. This phase focused on the annual allocation ofresources. 
During spring 2013, the District worked on Phase II, which covered the review of college 
carryover funds, reserve balances, college growth formula and college debts, and operating 
deficits. DBC minutes from September 18, 2013, show that these changes were all reviewed and 
discussed at the DBC and approved by the Board of Trustees at their October 9, 2013. 
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The allocation model begins with an annual base allocation to fully fund minimum 
administrative staffing for each college. In particular, the base allocation includes funding for the 
following positions: the president, vice presidents, an institutional research dean, a facilities 
manager, and a number of deans (based on size of the college). In addition, the base allocation 
includes Maintenance and Operations costs based on an average cost per-gross-square-footage 
(currently $8.49/square foot). After allocating the minimum base allocation, all remaining 
revenue (with a few exceptions, such as international student revenues) is distributed based on 
the each college's proportion of the funded FTES for the District. In the event that a college 
suffered a reduction in funding due to the new model, provisions for transition funding are 
included in the model. The model also provides charges for Central Accounts, Educational 
Services Center functions, and appropriate reserve levels at both the District and the colleges. 
The colleges can retain up to five percent of their year-end balances of the prior year 
Unrestricted General Fund budget, excluding the prior years' carryover funds. The model also 
includes provisions regarding how colleges with prior-year over-expenditures can pay off the 
debt. The model was included in the 2014-15 Final Budget of the District as Appendix F, and 
implementation of the model can be tracked in the 2015-16 Final Budget. As of the end of the 
2014-15 year, there were five colleges with a total debt of $19 .2 million owed back to the 
District for prior-year over-expenditures. The colleges continue to express concerns regarding 
the handling of outstanding debt. (IV.D.2-3) 

The District provides comprehensive budget and financial oversight, including an annual finance 
and budget report (CCFS-311), a final budget, an annual financial audit, a bond financial audit 
report, a performance audit of bond construction programs, year-end balance and open-order 
reports, full-time Faculty Obligation Number (FON) reports and targets, enrollment projections, 
and year-to-year comparisons with enrollment targets. The District has established effective 
policies and mechanisms to control expenditures. The District website has detailed monthly 
expenditure reports for the District and the colleges to assist with tracking, monitoring, and 
maintaining budgets, financial commitments, and expenditures. The colleges and District 
financial reports are reviewed by staff and are submitted to the Board of Trustees. Evidence in 
the self evaluation illustrates that college presidents have full responsibility and authority to 
conduct their work without interference from the chancellor. College presidents have full 
authority in the selection and evaluation of their staff and management team. (IV.D.3) 

The framework for CEO accountability is established through annual goal-setting between the 
chancellor and each college president. College presidents then complete a yearly self evaluation 
based on their established goals. At least every three years (or sooner if requested), presidents 
undergo a comprehensive evaluation, which includes an evaluation committee, peer input, and, if 
necessary, reassignment or dismissal. Evaluations are reviewed with the Board of Trustees in 
closed session. College presidents are also given full authority over their budgets and in 
allocating resources at their campuses. In October 2013, the Board adopted fiscal accountability 
measures which explicitly hold college presidents responsible to the chancellor for their budgets, 
ensuring that they maintain "a balanced budget, as well as the efficient and effective utilization 
of financial resources." (IV .D .4) 

The LACCD Strategic Plan Vision 2017 (DSP) was created collaboratively among key 
constituent groups, with interviews confirming that faculty members, classified staff members, 
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and administrators had ample opportunity for input. While written after the college strategic 
plans, the DSP generally integrates all of the college strategic plans by establishing a common 
framework through four overarching goals. The most consistent alignment, however, occurs 
through the annual Institutional Effectiveness Reports that are reported to the Board of Trustees. 
Using a standard report template and common metrics and data sources developed collegially by 
the District Planning and Accreditation Committee (DP AC), the colleges map college goals to 
the District goals, compare their progress against the District as a whole in their reviews, and 
provide an analysis of strengths and weaknesses in accomplishing planned objectives. These 
assessments, in turn, inform the Board of Trustees' annual goals as well as future college and 
District planning priorities. Interviews and a review of District Budget Committee (DBC) 
minutes show the existence of integrated financial planning within the District. Incorporating 
college and District-level enrollment projections, the colleges and District jointly establish 
District wide FTES targets for the upcoming academic year in the spring semester. These targets 
are reviewed by the chancellor, the District Budget Committee, and the Board Budget and 
Finance Committee prior to final adoption of the budget in August of each year. (IV.D.5) 

The District Budget Allocation Model utilizes these FTES projections and additional revenue 
streams to allocate funds to the colleges as well as to the Educational Services Center (ESC). In 
March, the colleges and the ESC develop budgets that reflect their planning and institutional 
priorities. Prior to adoption, college and ESC budgets are reviewed by the Board Budget and 
Finance Committee to ensure that priorities align with the DSP, Board goals, and the 
chancellor's recommendations. The colleges and the District monitor revenue and expenditure 
projections throughout the year and have the ability to update financial plans and FTES growth 
targets. The District chief financial officer, college representatives, and ESC staff members meet 
on a quarterly basis to review revenue and cost projections and discuss adjustments or actions 
needed to maintain their alignment. (IV.D.5) 

The Technology Planning and Policy Committee (TPPC) coordinates the activities of several 
District-level, technology-related advisory groups and provides a forum for consultation on all 
technology-related issues. The TPPC developed the District Technology Plan, which created a 
framework of goals and a set of actions to guide District wide as well as technology planning. 
The District Technology Implementation Plan established measures and prioritized deployment 
of technology solutions in consideration of available resources. In addition, the TPPC serves as a 
clearinghouse for all policy issues related to District wide technology systems (e.g., updates on 
the SIS development). (IV.D.5) 

District/college integrated planning also occurs during operational planning for District wide 
initiatives. Examples include joint marketing and recruitment activities, implementation of the 
Student Success and Support Program, Student Equity Plans, and the new student information 
system. These initiatives involve extensive District/college collaboration, coordination with 
centralized District service units, and interaction with various District-level committees. 
Interviews during the visit confirmed intra-District discussions that impacted integrated planning 
had occurred during the Council of Academic Affairs, Council of Student Services, the District 
Academic Senate, Student Information System Development Team, and the District Research 
Committee. (IV.D.5) 
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Various mechanisms are used to evaluate the effectiveness of District/college integrated 
planning. The Biennial District Governance and Decision-Making Survey is used to assess 
budget development and resource allocation, enrollment management, FTES, and facilities 
planning as well as the governance process as a whole. With the assistance of the Educational 
Programs and Institutional Effectiveness (EPIE) division, DP AC has analyzed three years of the 
survey (2010, 2012, and 2014) to look at trends and develop improvement plans based on the 
data. District-level planning and policy committees assess their effectiveness through annual 
committee self evaluation reviews. In its 2015-16 work plan, DP AC is charged with 
systematically reviewing these self evaluations and the Council will be making recommendations 
for improvement to the committees. Lastly, the ESC Program Review process assesses 
performance and outcomes through an annual User Survey and information specific to each 
service unit. A review of DP AC minutes as well as interviews with DP AC co-chairs and the vice 
chancellor of educational programs and institutional effectiveness provide evidence that the 
District regularly reviews its processes and provides opportunities for dialogue among key 
stakeholders. (IV.D.2, IV.D.5, IV.D.7) 

A considerable amount of communication occurs between the nine colleges and the District. In 
total, the District has 46 District wide councils, committees, and consultative bodies in which 
District and college administrative staff, faculty, classified staff, and students regularly 
participate. All councils and committees maintain agendas and meeting summaries/minutes on 
either the District website (public) or on the District intranet. Seven District wide executive 
administrative councils: meet monthly: (1) Chancellor's Cabinet; (2) Council of Academic 
Affairs; (3) Council of Student Services; ( 4) District Administrative Council; (5) Executive 
Committee of the District Budget Committee (ECDBC); (6) Human Resources Council; and (7) 
the Sheriffs Oversight Committee. (IV.D.6) 

Four District-level governance committees meet monthly: (1) District Planning and 
Accreditation Committee (DPAC); (2) District Budget Committee (DBC); (3) Joint Labor 
Management Benefits Committee (JLMBC); and (4) the Technology Planning and Policy 
Committee (TPPC). Committee members encompass a broad range of college faculty, college 
researchers, and college deans, with representatives from the unions, college presidents, college 
vice presidents, and ESC senior administrators. The District Academic Senate (DAS) represents 
the faculty of the District in all academic and professional matters. In this capacity, the president 
and Executive Committee regularly inform faculty of District policy discussions and decisions 
related to educational quality, student achievement, and the effective operation of the District 
and colleges. (IV.D.6) 

In 2011, District Information Technology (IT) undertook a complete redesign of the District 
website. The updated website, which allows each division/unit in the ESC to manage its own 
content, launched in fall 2012. The District planned to implement a new intranet site in 
December 2015 to improve employee access to Educational Services Center divisions, units, and 
services; however, as of the evaluation visit, the intranet was still in the latter stages of 
implementation. Information Technology maintains 78 active listservs. These listservs include 
the District wide consultative bodies, administrative councils, and operational committees as 
well as subject-specific groups such as articulation officers, curriculum chairs, counselors, and 
IT managers. Each listserv has a coordinator/owner charged with maintaining an accurate list of 
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members. Interviews during the visit revealed that while subscriptions to the listservs are 
typically comprised of members to the committees and councils, the subscriptions are open to 
any interested employee of the District. (IV.D.6) 

Results from the Biennial District Governance and Decision-Making Survey and discussions 
with representatives from key stakeholder groups, however, indicate concerns over effective 
communication about District decision-making bodies. In all three years of the survey, over half 
ofrespondents (58 percent in the most recent survey) said decisions made through participatory 
governance at the District level are not communicated effectively to all affected stakeholders. 
Moreover, among the most frequently mentioned concerns about District participatory 
governance across the three survey administrations has been a "lack of communication or 
transparency" and "insufficient representation or unbalanced participation from stakeholders." 
Responding to the results in the survey, the Educational Programs and Institutional Effectiveness 
(EPIE) division and DP AC members co-presented a workshop at the annual DAS Summit in 
September 2015. The workshop addressed District wide communication and discussed data from 
recent governance surveys related to communications. A facilitated discussion followed, with 
participants brainstorming communication strategies which will be reviewed by DP AC in 
upcoming meetings. On the other hand, there was no evidence of workshops with members of 
the classified staff or other stakeholder groups. (IV.D.6) 

In 2009, the District Planning and Accreditation Committee (DP AC-formerly called the District 
Planning Committee or DPC) developed a District Governance and Decision-Making Survey and 
administered it in 2010. The DPAC implemented a cyclical process for system-level evaluation 
and improvement. The evaluation cycle has been institutionalized and District processes have 
been revised in support of institutional effectiveness as indicated in the development of new 
intranet sites for committee communication (IV.D.7) 

With assistance from the EPIE division, DP AC established an annual self evaluation process for 
all District governance committees. These common self-assessments document the 
accomplishments, challenges, and areas for improvement for the committees during the prior 
year. Results of the assessment are reviewed by each respective committee and serve as the basis 
for changes and improvements to committee function. Minutes confirm that DP AC reaffirmed 
their responsibility to tmsure self evaluations are conducted by District governance committees, 
results are posted online, and that they are used to improve committee effectiveness. (IV.D.7) 

Role delineations are evaluated during the regular review of functional area maps. Revisions are 
made based on input from governance committee members, governance surveys, ESC 
administrative units, the Chancellor's Cabinet, and college stakeholders. Functional area maps 
were expanded and revised in 2015 and are currently under review prior to finalization. (IV.D.1, 
IV.D.2, IV.D.7) 

The District Governance and Functions Handbook is regularly reviewed and updated by District 
stakeholders under the coordination of the DP AC. A section of the handbook describes all 
District wide councils, committees, and consultative bodies. These entities were first formalized 
in 1994 by Chancellor's Directive (CD) 70: District wide Internal Management Consultation 
Process. Updates to CD 70, and its related committee/council structure, committee/council 
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charge, membership, meeting schedule, leadership and reporting structure are currently in 
process as shown in DPAC minutes of November 20, 2015. (IV.D.7) 

Conclusions 

The District meets the requirements outlined in the Standards for multi-college districts. 

The chancellor clearly and appropriately delegates authority and responsibility to the college 
presidents and communicates expectations for educational excellence and integrity to the District 
community. The District has made consistent progress in detailing areas of responsibilities, 
creating administrative and governance decision-making processes, and evaluating these 
functions and processes regularly for continuous quality improvement. Clear evaluation 
processes for the services provided by the ESC have been established and institutionalized. In 
recent years, the District, in collaboration with the colleges, has created a completely new 
resource allocation model in order to adjust the differential impact of fixed operating costs on the 
colleges based on size. In addition to the Budget Allocation policy, the District also adopted new 
District financial accountability policies to help control expenditures and maintain fiscal 
stability. Both policies include provisions that identify processes for regularly evaluating the 
budget allocation model. 

While college planning drives the overall planning in the District in a decentralized model, the 
District has provided frameworks and decision-making processes that maintain alignment across 
the District. In particular, the annual Institutional Effectiveness Reports given to the Board of 
Trustees' Institutional Effectiveness and Student Success Committee provide excellent examples 
of integrated planning in the District. The District has been especially diligent in providing 
formalized mechanisms for evaluating its decision-making processes and services using data and 
collegial feedback for continuous quality improvement. In the future, evaluations of the decision­
making process should include analyses on the effects of decentralization on institutional 
excellence. 

Given the complexity and size of the institution, as well as the decentralized nature of the 
decision-making process, the efforts of the District and colleges to collaborate and work 
collegially to support student learning and achievement are noticeable and commendable; 
however, unique challenges for effective and widespread communication about District wide 
decisions remain. The District should continue to address these communication gaps, particularly 
among classified professionals. 

The team commends the District for its commitment to continuous quality improvement by 
building evaluation loops for all its services, decision-making processes, and institutional 
performance. 

District Recommendations for Improvement and Compliance 

District Recommendation 12 (Improvement): In order to increase effectiveness, the team 
recommends that the District expand efforts to communicate decisions made in the institutional 
governance process to all stakeholders. (IV.D.6.) 
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Quality Focus Essay 
Feedback/ Advice 

The Quality Focus Essay identified areas that the College needs improvement on based on the 
Self Evaluation. During the Self Evaluation process it became clear that the College had 
developed a variety of necessary planning documents that included the Educational Master Plan, 
Strategic Enrollment Management Plan, Technology Master Plan, Technology Replacement 
Plan, Facilities Master Plan, Student Services Master Plan, Distance Education Plan, Student 
Success and Support Program Plan, Student Equity Plan, as well as the Strategic Master Plan. 
The result of having so many individual plans developed by separate committees has resulted in 
duplication of efforts, lack of efficiency, and the potential for committees to work at cross 
purposes at times. 

The College has developed Action Plan One to integrate all these planning efforts to maximize 
College resources, improve efficiency, and better enable the College to fulfill its Mission. The 
action plan includes establishing an Integrating Planning Committee (IPC) that will oversee the 
realignment of college planning. The IPC will work on merging key elements of the existing 
plans together to develop a more focused College Strategic Master Plan which may combine the 
Educational Master Plan, Strategic Enrollment Management Plan, Technology Mater Plan, 
Technology Replacement Plan, Facilities Master Plan, Student Services Master Plan, and the 
Distance Education Plan. The College is encouraged to move in this direction to better utilize 
resources and avoid duplication of efforts. This initiative will provide for better integration of 
planning activities and streamline the entire planning process. 

Action Project Two is focused on Transforming Student Services to Achieve Student Success. 
The Student Services area had 5 recommendations from the 2013 ACCJC external evaluation 
visiting team. Among those recommendations was that the College needed to ensure that all 
student support service programs went through a Program Review process that included an 
outcomes assessment process. One of the recommendations in this current external team report 
"In order to meet the standards and as noted by the College in its Quality Focus Essay, the Team 
recommends that the College provide appropriate, reliable and equitable support services to all 
students. In addition, the Team recommends training staff to improve the design and assessment 
of service area outcomes to continuously improve student support programs and services." In 
addition, the increased funding to the student service areas by the state requires accountability that 
would be captured in Program Reviews and assessment of outcomes as proposed by Action 
Project Two. 

The College recently hired a Vice President of Student Services that is well qualified to lead 
Project Two. The timelline and processes laid out in the plan, although well thought out, would 
benefit from establishing measurable goals at the outset. What specific measures of improvement 
would the College like to accomplish over the seven year period? What are the desired outcomes 
that the college is trying to meet? This plan would be strengthened by identifying targets and then 
developing strategic initiatives to meet their goals. 
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