Chabot College Accreditation Self Study

Standard Ten:  Governance and Administration


Chabot College Accreditation Self Study

Standard Ten:  Governance and Administration



Standard Ten:  Governance and Administration

The institution has a governing board responsible for the quality and integrity of the institution.  The institution has an administrative staff of appropriate size to enable the institution to achieve its goals and is organized to provide appropriate administrative services.  Governance structures and systems ensure appropriate roles for the board, administration, faculty, staff, and students, and facilitate effective communication among the institution’s constituencies.
	10A.
	Governing Board



	10A.1.
	The governing board is an independent policy-making board capable of reflecting the public interest in board activities and decisions.  It has a mechanism for providing for continuity of board membership and staggered terms of office.


Descriptive Summary:

Chabot-Las Positas Community College District is governed by a seven-member Board of Trustees elected by area within the overall District.  The Board, in accordance with Board Policy, adjusts these area boundaries after each census to reflect population changes within the District.  Each trustee must reside in his or her trustee area and is elected by registered voters in that area.  Board members are elected to four-year terms, staggered by two years, for continuity of membership.  

Two student trustees, elected by the student governments of each College, serve on the Board in an advisory (non-voting) capacity for one-year terms.  Student trustees can make and second motions and receive a small stipend for attending Board meetings.  [General Reference 3]

Four current members have served two or more full terms, and two were newly elected in 2000.  Three members are up for election in Fall 2002.

The current Board membership is comprised of three women and four men and has remained gender balanced over a number of years.   Current members of the Board work in private business, for educational institutions, or for other governmental agencies.  Of the two retired Board members, one previously held a high-level administrative post in the Chabot-Las Positas District. 

Board members participate in various civic and community activities and most attend college cere​monial and social events regularly.  Some Board members participate actively in state and national organizations and have held office in these organizations.  

The Board rotates its President and Secretary annually and prides itself on doing so.  The Secretary becomes Board President the following year.

Board meetings are regularly scheduled for the third Tuesday of each month, and workshops are frequently held on the first Tuesday of the month.  Closed sessions are generally scheduled prior to both regular and workshop meetings as needed and in accordance with the Brown Act.  In addition, the Board schedules an annual all-day retreat and an occasional all-day workshop.

All Board meetings provide an opportunity for the public to address the Board during public com​ments, and interested parties can also request to be placed on the regular agenda.  At each regular Board meeting, the Board receives reports from the President of each college, as well as the Presidents of each college's Faculty Senate, Classified Senate, and student government.

Self Evaluation:

Board membership is not, and has not been very diverse either ethnically or by age, but this is a matter for the voters in the District to decide.  Student trustees have been diverse, reflecting the rich diversity of the colleges, especially Chabot College.  

The Board is very receptive of public comments, and most of its members are willing to receive phone calls and electronic mail from staff members, students, or the public.   The Board is careful to follow the Brown Act and has a reputation for being ethical, even among critics of specific Board actions in the past.

On the Chabot College Faculty/Classified Staff/Administrator Accreditation Survey [General Reference 12], the Board came in for a fair share of criticism on the five questions that were asked concerning the Board.  Less than one-fifth of all staff responding to the accreditation survey felt that the Board equitably represents the interests of the College, exhibits interest in programs, services, and needs of the College, or provides clear direction and guidance.  It may be that survey results concerning the Board are quite interlinked with the vote of no confidence taken against the former Chancellor and are almost certainly related to the management reorganization that occurred at Chabot College in 1998.  With the appointment of a new Chancellor in July 2001 and the resolution of the long-drawn-out contract negotiations in Fall 2002, criticism of the Board may decrease, although the perceived level of inequity between campuses continues to be an issue.  Board mem​bers need to make a concerted effort to insure equity of funding and attention between the District’s two campuses, and also to examine the apparently high levels of District expenditures. 
Several years ago the Board directed that a complete management reorganization at Chabot College take place [10.1], and there is still a lot of resentment devolving from that reorganization.  This resent​ment is particularly strong at Chabot College, because the management reorganization did not extend either to the District or to Las Positas College.

Discontent both with the Board and the Chancellor is not new at Chabot College.  It lingers from the days when Las Positas College was created from a Chabot satellite campus in 1990, and with its creation the District Office was separated from Chabot College and located at a separate, rented site.  The perception that Chabot College is not equitably represented is based on the belief that Las Positas College receives more than its fair share of District funds and that the District Office receives too much funding.

Planning Agenda:

· Institute a district-wide committee which will review the services and functions provided by the District to assure that those services and functions are handled at the most cost-efficient and appropriate location.

· 
· Encourage the Board to respond to College concerns about the perceived inadequacy of attention to the interests of Chabot College.

	10A.2.
	The governing board ensures that the educational program is of high quality, is responsible for overseeing the financial health and integrity of the institution, and confirms that institutional practices are consistent with the board-approved institutional mission statement and policies.


Descriptive Summary:

The Board regularly receives presentations from faculty and staff involved in the various programs of the College and reviews reports from the Office of Institutional Research.  Board agendas regularly include a presentation by each Senate President, as noted above.

The Board reviews and approves curriculum recommendations from the Curriculum Committees of both colleges on an annual basis.  The Board regularly uses its workshop meetings to allow presentations from the colleges.

A few trustees also attend campus events and occasional campus forums and have expressed openness to receiving staff concerns.

The Board hires outside audit firms to conduct annual audits of the District finances.  The Board has its own Audit Committee, and at a minimum, receives and discusses quarterly financial reports at its meetings.  Independent audit firms are also rotated every three years or so to avoid any appearance of conflict of interest. 

The Board insists on the maintenance of a 5 percent General Reserve, which is above the 3 percent Reserve mandated by the State Chancellor’s Office.

Institutional mission statements and practices are reviewed during the annual planning retreat.

Self Evaluation:

The Board is proud of the fact that the District’s and Chabot College's reputation has never been marred by any hint of financial impropriety.  The Board of Trustees has also been committed to a policy of no layoffs (of fiscal origin), even in bad financial times, and prides itself on strong oversight of finances.

However, the Faculty/Classified Staff/Administrator Accreditation Survey [General Reference 12] shows that many faculty and staff continue to feel that the Board does not provide clear direction and guidance in ensuring financial soundness of the institution.  

Financial unrest has diminished over the past two or three years, possibly due to efforts within the District administrative leadership to solve problems created by the District Allocation Model [Board Policy 3110, General Reference 3], as well as to improve financial management at Chabot College.  Clearly, continuing efforts to improve in both these areas will do much to improve the climate of distrust extant for at least ten years at Chabot College.

In order to better apprise itself of faculty and staff concerns, trustees might consider taking turns appearing at special forums on campus where issues and concerns can be aired.  In order to focus these sessions, the Chancellor and faculty leaders could select and outline topics for discussion so that sessions do not deteriorate into general complaint sessions that serve no purpose.  

One of the longer-term Board members recalls the days when previous top-level administrative staff actively discouraged trustees from coming to the campus and interacting with faculty and staff.  This is no longer true; therefore, some form of regular meetings outside of the formal setting, attend​ed by one or two trustees so as not to violate the Brown Act, could be useful in fostering dialogue.  It would be most useful if these forums could concentrate on areas of concerns to subject divisions and programs.  In addition, though trustees are elected by geographic area, more of them should attend such forums and other events at both colleges. 

Planning Agenda:

· Increase efforts to foster communication between the Board and the faculty and staff.

	10A.3.
	The governing board establishes broad institutional policies and appropriately delegates responsibility to implement these policies.  The governing board regularly evaluates its policies and practices and revises them as necessary.

	10A.4.
	In keeping with its mission, the governing board selects and evaluates the chief executive officer and confirms the appointment of other major academic and administrative officers.


Descriptive Summary:

The Board of Trustees establishes policies and procedures consistent with the regulations of The California Community College Board of Governors and the laws of the State of California, regarding the governance and operation of the District. Through the Chancellor or College Presidents, the Board delegates appropriate authority to administration, staff, and committees of the District and/or colleges.  The Board promotes the interests of the District acting as an advocate for local, state, and national legislation.  All Board Policies [General Reference 3] are kept in a place readily acces​sible to any member of the institution or public who wishes to access Board policy and/or pro​cedures on any given matter.  Board Policies are also available on the website.

The Board has an annual retreat in which it reviews its actions of the previous year and establishes/
re-evaluates priorities for the upcoming year.  Board priorities are generally set on a two-year cycle, with the off year being an evaluation year.

The Board selects and evaluates the Chancellor and confirms the appointments of all major academic and administrative officers.  

Self Evaluation:

The Board has followed the guidelines of its written policies and has evaluated the District’s chief executive officer on a regular basis since the last accreditation cycle.  The Board made effective use of its hiring policy when the new President of Chabot College was hired in January of 2002, but since the administrative reorganization in 1998, the Board has been slow to fill many administrative positions, as illustrated by several Dean positions and a Vice President position still unfilled as of October 1, 2002.  While the interim appointees have worked hard to move the institution forward, the lack of permanent staff has resulted in stagnation and low staff morale.

Overall, many Chabot faculty and staff believe the College needs confident leadership to articulate and promote effectively its programs and services.  Less than five years ago, the Board of Trustees fired 20 administrators.  Said a veteran Faculty Senate officer, “We need to heal internal wounds; there still is a lot of fear out there.”  Other comments collected in a recent accreditation survey of faculty and staff echo this opinion. Said a full-time faculty member employed more than 10 years, “I do not believe that classified staff, faculty or part-time faculty have been recognized or appre​ciated at the district level for the values and expertise they bring to the institution.”  The tenor of these remarks is reflected in the November 2001 institutional survey in which one respondent stated,  “Classified employees and faculty have weathered the storm of the institution’s revolving door of administrators, punitive District Chancellor and human relations. The institution continues, due to the commitment of the individuals who work at Chabot College. The District compromised the integrity of the institution, and our Board of Trustees has provided no direct insight or integrity in dealing with the human crisis that exists here, as a result of their very poor direction and de​cision making. If the accreditation process does nothing else, I hope they scrutinize our Board of Trustees and the District Office especially.”  

Planning Agenda:

· Publicize Board policy items to entire college community, utilizing electronic means.

· Complete hiring of all administrative positions.  
	10A.5.
	The size, duties, responsibilities, ethical conduct requirements, structure and operating procedures, and processes for assessing the performance of the governing board are clearly defined and published in board policies or bylaws.  The board acts in a manner consistent with them.


Descriptive Summary:

Most of the existing Board policies [General Reference 3] were rewritten and updated six years ago under the guidance of Acting Chancellor Jack Randall.  Chancellor Randall conducted an extensive analysis and rewrite of all existing policies during his brief “interim” tenure to bring them up to date with current practices.  The conduct of the Board is described in the Board Policy Manual under the 7000 series.

Self Evaluation:

Since the last accreditation report, there are two new Board policies that relate to the internal operation and conduct of the Board.  These are Board Policy 7051, which sets out a “Conflict of Interest Code,” and 7052, which gives a mechanism and policy for the Board to undergo a self-evaluation process.  Board Policy 7052 was enacted in response to recommendations from the accreditation process.

Board Policy 7051 came directly after the reorganization of administration at Chabot College. During the same time, there was also discussion regarding the potential opening of a satellite new District Office/Economic Development Center in Livermore.  The policy appears to be primarily financial in focus, and spells out ethical behavior and conduct expectations of the Board and managers in the District.  At the time this policy was passed, the College staff had been expressing significant concern regarding a sitting Board member who had applied for a permanent adminis​trative position at the College.  This was especially disturbing to many segments of the College community in light of the fact that the Board had eliminated all the positions of the current administrators to create this job opening.  It is unclear whether this sort of behavior is covered by the reconfigured ethics policy.

Planning Agenda:

· Recommend that the Board clarify policy regarding unethical behavior to go beyond concerns about financial gain by Board members.

	10A.6.
	The governing board has a program for new member orientation and governing board development.




Descriptive Summary:

There has been no formal policy for new member orientation.  Board members are encouraged to, and do, attend various development programs sponsored by leadership groups throughout the state, including but not limited to CCCT, ACCT, and CCLC.  

Self Evaluation:

Throughout his tenure, former Chancellor Ron Kong consistently held new trustee orientations for newly elected trustees, and a formal “Meet the District” night, for prospective trustees who were running for office.  The “Meet the District” night allowed for the invitation of all individuals run​ning for office to come and meet the leadership of the District.  All areas of District leadership were invited to give short presentations to the potential trustees about the function of their groups and their involvement in the operation of the District.  This was a very positive program.  However, the program was not codified in any manner as a program or policy of orientation within the District; it will be up to the new Chancellor as to whether or not this should be continued.   The orientation of new trustees is not codified in Board Policy.  Some trustees believe that these issues need to be addressed by the Board.

Planning Agenda:

· Evaluate whether to codify “Meet the District” night as a Board policy or procedure—Chancellor.

· Codify a policy regarding the orientation of new trustees.

	10A.7.
	The board is informed about and involved in the accreditation process.




Descriptive Summary:

The Board is regularly informed about the accreditation process and holds the process in high regard as an important aspect of ensuring quality in the District and at the colleges.

Self Evaluation:

The Board reviews and then approves for submission the self study of each college.  If issues emerge that the Board needs to take action on, then those are presented and discussed.
Planning Agenda:

· None

	10B.
	Institutional Administration and Governance

	10B.1.
	The institutional chief executive officer provides effective leadership to define goals, develop plans, and establish priorities for the institution.




Descriptive Summary:

Since the last accreditation of Chabot College, the incumbent in the position of College President has changed four times.  There have been two interim Presidents.  Terrence Burgess held the position of President of Chabot College from February of 1998 until his departure for a similar position in the San Diego Community College District in April of 2001.  The position of President was again filled on a permanent basis in January 2002.  Most references regarding leadership of the President/CEO for the purposes of this accreditation report will focus on the tenure of Terrence Burgess, as he held the position of CEO at the College for the longest time since the last accredi​tation report at the campus.  

As referenced in earlier accreditation reports, Chabot has a delineated policy of shared governance [General Reference 7] which defines the relationship of the Board, the District, the College admin​istration, the Faculty and Classified Senates, and student government, as well as the relationships of the respective bargaining agents for Faculty and Classified staff.  About the time of the last accreditation report, administrators in the District also formed a Management Organization which has been represented at District meetings involving shared governance issues.  It is the charge of the President of the College to ensure that all stakeholders in the shared governance process are included in collegial discussions at the College.  

Self Evaluation:

Shortly after his arrival on campus in 1998, President Burgess undertook an intensive restructuring of the committee process and structure at Chabot College.  The goal was to streamline the com​mittee structure to be a) more efficient, b) more representative, and c) more effective.  The structure in 1998 worked very well in some areas (i.e., Curriculum), but had other committees (such as Food Service) that had not met in many years.  President Burgess organized a shared governance team that consisted of the current and former Faculty Senate Presidents, the Classified Senate President, President of the ASCC, and the Vice President of Academic Services.  The project took over a year to review and develop, and in the process some of the committee members changed (Classified Senate President, ASCC President), or dropped off (Vice President of Academic Services).  How​ever, a pilot organization was proposed for the 2000-01 school year.  This organization has since undergone modification and adjustment during the 2001-02 and 2002-03 school years.  

The following outcomes are a result of this ongoing process:

· College Council has become a vehicle for discussion by all constituent groups.  Attendance is open to the entire College.

· The formation of the Institutional Planning and Budget Council (IPBC), whose charge is to assure that budget decisions are derived out of planning.  A critical recommendation of the last accreditation report was to tie budget to planning.  The formation of the IPBC is the first step in that process.  It is an ongoing and developing process at this time.

· The development of the Academic and Student Services Council.  The charge of this Council is to address all issues of the College under the areas of Academic and Student Services.  It is a shared governance group that evaluates issues as they affect instruction of students, the services that students are provided, and the recruitment and retention of students.  This group was created out of the pre-existing Academic Services Council and the Student Services Council.  The merging of these two groups allows for the discussion of issues by a shared governance group that encompasses the whole campus.  It was first convened in Fall 2001.

· Formalization of a reporting structure for all committees on campus.  One of the earlier problems with the old structure was a lack of consistency of reporting from committees.  The new structure (see new Collegial Consultation Policy) defines the reporting structure of all campus committees [General Reference 7]. 
· The elimination and streamlining of redundancies from the old structure to the new.  These have included the development of a new faculty hiring policy that has placed responsibility for hiring under the Academic and Student Services Council [General Reference 7 and 10.2] and have eliminated the independent groups that were annually formed to look at hiring needs and then disbanded.  

Much of the work here was done with the active participation of the President of the College, Terrence Burgess; however, other members of the college community did a large amount of the work.  This was a shared governance endeavor.  As a result of this work, also under the direction of President Burgess, the IPBC endeavored to develop and implement a long-range “Strategic Plan” for the College [General Reference 5].  As the first chair of the IPBC, President Burgess directed the initial work in this area.  Goals and priorities were established.  A forum was held to evaluate existing and past plans that had not been implemented.  The College is currently in the process of evaluating and prioritizing the long-range needs of the institution.  

A survey question [General Reference 12] was asked of the staff regarding the staff’s perception of President Burgess’s ability to “provide clear planning and direction for the college.”  The results were very interesting and significantly split.  Less than one-third of the campus felt that he had been able to do this, almost a quarter of the respondents were neutral on this, and almost half felt that he had not been able to provide clear planning and direction.  With all that had occurred since his arrival (and subsequent departure), why has the staff not felt a sense of leadership and direction?  The answer is probably two-fold.  First, the last few months of President Burgess’s tenure at the College were perceived by many as being “disconnected.”  The survey results reflect this.  President Burgess had been very active in the development of these plans and processes, and had been a driving force.  He had not seen them through to conclusion, and this disenchanted many, hence leading to a survey result that is not all that unexpected.  Taken within the context of abandoning the process in mid-stream, perhaps he did very well, seeing that less than half the staff responded negatively to the question of his leadership.  Second, but related to the first, was President Burgess’s management style.  He worked very hard for Chabot College during his tenure here, but he was a commuter president.  He was not involved much in the “life” of the College.  Many held this against him and felt this to be a failure in leadership.  This is probably not a fair assessment of his tenure as President of the College, because he did effect many positive changes for the College.  However, it is a likely explanation as to why almost half the staff responded negatively to his leadership around planning, especially in light of his original work in the development of the planning process for Chabot College.

Since President Carlson arrived in January 2002, the focus on planning has continued and accelerated.  The Institutional Planning and Budget Committee (IPBC) meets twice monthly, and in Spring Semester 2002, was given the task of developing campus budget proposals for the upcoming school year.  For Fall 2002, it will continue the development and implementation of the Strategic Plan linking the planning process with the budget process.

The newly enlarged role of the College Council has given rise to some staff concerns about how the Faculty Senate will be affected.  If the College Council becomes the primary vehicle for policy development, some staff believe that the Senate will be materially weakened.  The Senate had already faced a difficult decision in Spring Semester 2002, when the Faculty Association leadership asked Senators and other faculty to drop out of work on the institutional self study process as a means of putting pressure on the District Office to resolve contract negotiations favorably.  The Senate, in April 2002, voted unanimously to stop working on the self study, and didn’t resume their participation until the beginning of Fall Semester 2002.  This action, while it may have served a short-term purpose, may have weakened the Senate’s authority and ability to act as a neutral body when working on academic issues or addressing the Board.

Planning Agenda:

· Establish a written policy delineating the separate functions of the Faculty Senate and the Faculty Association.  This recommendation has been included in the last two self studies, but has not been acted on by the Association.

· Complete the Strategic Planning process linking planning to budget.

· Continue the evaluation of the new Collegial Consultation Policy, implementing changes where deemed appropriate.

	10B.2.
	The institutional chief executive officer efficiently manages resources, implements priorities controlling budget and expenditures, and ensures the implementation of statutes, regulations and board policies.


Descriptive Summary:

At the time of his arrival in 1998, President Burgess inherited a budget deficit in excess of $2 million at Chabot College (see Board financial analysis February 1998).  This was the paramount problem (fiscal or otherwise) facing him when he accepted the Chabot College presidency—how to not only manage resources and control the budget, but to turn around the “red ink” flowing through the College at that time.

President Burgess managed to nearly balance the budget, but fiscal difficulties remain, largely because of the shortfall of state funding.  Dr. Carlson is in the process of revising a method of funding adjunct faculty salaries which could result in the elimination of the deficit funding which has been prevalent for the past several years.  The new Strategic Plan will link the allocation of funds more closely to institutional planning.

Self Evaluation:

By the time of President Burgess’s departure, the College Budget was just about balanced (see Board Report-budget for December 2000).  This was accomplished over a two-year period during the academic school years between 1999-2001.  The development of the deficit occurred over a much longer period, but reached its zenith shortly after the last accreditation report was published.  Factors that led to the deficit included the following:

· Downturn of enrollments/lack of growth.

· Low productivity (WSCH/FTEF).

· Over-staffing of faculty brought on by a lack of growth, and a large preponderance of faculty not providing direct service to the College.

· District allocation model which penalized the College for having a low ratio FTES/FTE.

· Unreleased District contingency reserves resulted in fewer financial resources for the College.

The College went from $2.5 million of red ink to a budget that was essentially balanced in 2001, because of the release of the contingency reserves, and PFE (Partnership for Excellence) funds.  

The College reversed the downtrend in enrollment through a number of different activities, such as the general increase in enrollment that started to occur statewide and the reductions of class sections.  Productivity issues (WSCH/FTE) were addressed at many different levels, and are a paramount concern of the College at this time.  District budget practices (the release of contingency funds) were changed under the leadership of the new District CBO, the District Chancellor, and with the agreement of all parties involved.  The allocation model was adjusted to remove some faculty salary inequities caused by budgeting practices within the model that could potentially favor one College over the other.  However, some of the issues related to equity between the two colleges still remain.  

The downside to this is that perhaps the inordinate time required to come to these solutions resulted in a failure to address a college model of resources allocation that was a priority in the last accreditation report.  However, the pressing needs created by the steady flow of red ink through this period made discussions about allocating resources moot.

Since President Carlson’s arrival, he has directed the College Budget Committee (CBC) to begin developing an allocation model.  Last year (2001-02) he requested the CBC to develop budget assumptions which have been used over the past academic year to develop the new budget.  These assumptions were reviewed by the IPBC for linkage to the Strategic Plan.  With bad news about college funding arriving daily from the state, however, maintaining a balanced budget will continue to be a major challenge for the College.

Planning Agenda:

· Complete development of a college budget allocation model—CBC.

· Complete the WSCH/FTE productivity plan—College Enrollment Management Committee. 
· Recommend the District develop a plan that connects services required by the colleges to the District’s allocation within the allocation model.

· Delineate the functions of the College Council as they relate to policy development and the Council’s role in the governance process.

	10B.3.
	The institution is administratively organized and staffed to reflect the institution’s purposes, size and complexity.  The administration provides effective and efficient leadership and management which makes possible an effective teaching and learning environment.


Descriptive Summary:

In February of 1998, the Board of Trustees of the Chabot-Las Positas Community College District decided to reorganize the administrative structure of Chabot College.  This was one of the charges given to new President Terry Burgess upon his arrival at Chabot.  The Board deemed that the administrative structure of the institution was too large, and in the face of the aforementioned budget deficit, this was one proposal for “a savings of money.”  To effect this reorganization, every single administrator at the College was “pink-slipped,” and their services were terminated in their current positions under the provisions required legally by the Education Code [10.1].  The general college population of faculty, staff, and (obviously) administrators was against this action at the time it was undertaken by the Board of Trustees.  President Burgess put a new organization in place, and it has since been slightly modified over the succeeding four years into its current framework (see Page 32).  Divisions were combined, administrative positions were deleted, and tasks and duties were distributed within the new organization.  Chabot College went from 25 administrators (pre-reorganization) down to 21 administrators (post-reorganization/first iteration).  This was generally given by the Board as a mechanism by which some savings could be effected within the College. 
Self Evaluation:

It has been almost five years since the administrative reorganization of Chabot College, but the reorganization has yet to be completed.  The President(1/28/02) and Vice President of Business(1/2/02) have been on campus since January 2002.  The position of Academic Vice President has been interim since June 2000. Deans in the areas of Special Programs and Humanities/Language Arts are also interim.  Two other administrative positions, Director of Student Life and Director of Media Services have just recently been filled.  However, Chabot College administration in four years has been a “slippery slope” of comings and goings of administrators.

In the Faculty/Classified Staff/Administrator Accreditation Survey, a number of questions were asked regarding staffing levels and administrative leadership at the College.  The results were in most cases significantly split.  Less than half of respondents believed administration to be effective in any area except for the response of student services leadership to student needs [General Reference 12].  As many as one-quarter to one-third of respondents tended to be neutral on questions of administrative leadership.  Those administrators currently in place are doing a credible job considering the difficult situations they are in with respect to long-term security in their positions.  

The faculty and staff surveyed tend to be less positive about the leadership skills of the Board of Trustees or the former Chancellor of the District, Ron Kong.  On issues of leadership, less than 20 percent of staff felt that the Board provided direction to the College, and less than 10 percent of those surveyed had anything positive to say about the former Chancellor and his decision making.  

The new Chancellor, who has been in the position since July 2001, has been instrumental in settling a protracted (3-year) contract negotiation, and has begun to rebuild trust and confidence in District leadership.  It is the hope of the college community that the new spirit of collegiality will continue as the District faces some difficult financial choices, including expansion of the District Office.

Planning Agenda:

· Fill all the interim administrative positions at the College—President.

· Continue to improve communication between the College and the District—President.

	10B.4.
	Administrative officers are qualified by training and experience to perform their responsibilities and are evaluated systematically and regularly.  The duties and responsibilities of institutional administrators are clearly defined and published.


Descriptive Summary:

To ensure that all administrators are qualified by training and experience to perform their responsi​bilities, an unofficial administrative hiring policy [10.3] establishes the procedure for the selection of all administrative positions.  Committees of management, classified, faculty and students recom​mend the selection of administrators.  Job descriptions exist for all positions.  New descriptions are developed at the time new positions are established.  Required training, degree and experience are listed in job descriptions. This year, administrative orientation training began.

The District has a Board-approved policy for the evaluation of administrators [10.4].  The official policy states that the purpose of the evaluation of administration is to increase their leadership ability and productivity and that all administrators are evaluated annually.  Complete descriptions of individual administrative duties and responsibilities, as well as the official administrative evaluation policy, can be found in the Board Policies Manual [General Reference 3] and online.

Self Evaluation:

During the reorganization of Chabot College administration in the spring of 1998, the number of administrative positions was reduced.  The Board of Trustees approved all the new administrative positions.  Official Board procedures for the selection of management personnel have yet to be developed.   

The administrative evaluation policy was approved in 1996 after the last accreditation cycle.  However, it was not implemented until the 2000-01 academic year.  The reorganization of the administrative team at the College occurred in the absence of an administrative review, required in Board Policy 4120.  The official administrative evaluation policy (4120) states that all adminis​trators are evaluated annually.  The Administrative Rules and Procedures state that there is an annual review by supervisors and a three-year evaluation cycle by the College.  This has not been the actual practice.  An unofficial list was developed in the Office of Academic Services in 2000-01; it creates a five-year evaluation cycle and lists the four administrators who will be evaluated each year.  The names of these administrators are submitted to the Faculty Senate who appoints the faculty representatives to the administrative committee.  The policy is undergoing analysis at this time by the Faculty Senate and College Council regarding appropriateness, breadth, and scope. 

Planning Agenda:

· Revise the current administrative evaluation Policy and Administrative Rules and Procedures to match the actual practice, so they are in agreement—governance groups.

· Seek Board approval of the current administrative hiring policy.

	10B.5.
	Administration has a substantive and clearly defined role in institutional governance.




Descriptive Summary:

Administrators have a strong role in institutional governance.  All bodies with a role in policy or procedure recommendations include administrative representation.  According to Board Policy 2015, Collegial Consultation, the Board recognizes the governance structure of the College as reflective of an institutional decision-making process that includes representation from all constituent groups in recommending policies and procedures to the President, Chancellor, and Board of Trustees [General Reference 7].  

The primary College governance body is the College Council, chaired by the President.  Members include all administrators and governance bodies.  Membership is also open to all other interested college staff.  Each branch of the College (Academic Services, Student Services, and Business Services) has regular council meetings in which area administrators participate to share information and develop operational procedures.  All these councils include representatives from the Faculty, Classified, and Student Senates. 

Self Evaluation:

The administrative staff actively participate in the governance of the College, in the formulation and development of policies and procedures.  The Accreditation Survey reflects that 32 percent of staff surveyed felt that the practice of shared governance has been adequately promoted and imple​mented by the College administration.  When asked if important decisions/recommendations are implemented in a timely manner by College administration, 15 percent agreed or strongly agreed.  These numbers may be more a matter of the still-to-be-completed reorganization fallout than a negative reflection of individual administrators.  

Planning Agenda:

· Continue to evaluate the current governance structure.

	10B.6.
	Faculty have a substantive and clearly defined role in institutional governance, exercise a substantial voice in matters of educational program and faculty personnel, and other institutional policies which relate to their areas of responsibility and expertise. 


Descriptive Summary:

The Collegial Consultation Policy [General Reference 7] is the defining document in the institution of the roles and responsibilities of administrators, faculty, and staff regarding institutional governance.  

The current Collegial Consultation Policy follows the guidelines set forth in AB 1725.  It defines faculty responsibilities in shared governance.  The Board of Trustees and the Faculty Senate have agreement on the eleven faculty areas of responsibility in shared governance which fall under the purview of the faculty.  Four of the eleven are under the category of “primary reliance,” and the other seven are under the category “mutual agreement.”

Self Evaluation:

The Collegial Consultation Policy is a “living” document; it is currently being evaluated by all shared governance stakeholders in the institution. The goal of this process is to define the member​ships of all committees, define the roles and responsibilities of the committees’ work, and to clearly delineate the reporting structures of these committees within the institution.  There is strong institutional support for the success of this evaluation and for the development of policies and procedures relating to institutional governance which include all segments of campus, adminis​trators, faculty, staff, and students.  

Over half of all staff surveyed [General Reference 12] felt that there is not equitable participation by faculty in committee work, and almost three-quarters of staff surveyed felt part-time faculty were not represented in the governance of the College.  Staff were split on their belief that there is adequate faculty participation in the development of educational programs.  Forty-six (46) percent felt faculty were adequately involved, but 27 percent disagreed with this assessment.  Institutional policy involvement was even more split, with 27 percent feeling good about faculty involvement and 41 percent feeling faculty were not involved.  There was strong to neutral support of the belief that the faculty have been supportive of classified staff in their involvement in the governance process (48 percent for, 17 percent against).  Thirty-two (32) percent of the staff responded that they felt the current structure of Councils and Committees provides effective college-wide participation in decision making for all segments of the college community.

Since the policy was adopted, it has been reviewed and modified each year by the College. The major change has been to reduce the number of committees.  The College discovered that some committees did not need to function as designed and that the remaining committees could do their assigned responsibilities. Also, two committees, the Academic Services Council and the Student Services Council were merged after it was found that they needed to coordinate their work anyway, and it would be more efficient to operate together.  

Their representative groups appoint all of the governance committee members. The number of representatives for each group was agreed to by the groups and is outlined in the policy. Since Dr. Carlson arrived on campus, he has worked to recruit anyone from the campus community to come and participate in the committees. He is actively attempting to broaden the input that the committees receive. In order to give the non-members a voice, he is advocating that the committees work on a consensus model instead of the traditional voting model. These two changes in the operation of the governance committees are currently being reviewed by the governance groups for their efficacy. 
Planning Agenda:

· Evaluate the current governance structure for effectiveness and efficiency—Senates, College Council.

	10B.7.
	Faculty have established an academic senate or other appropriate organization for providing input regarding institutional governance.  



	10B.8.
	The institution has written policy which identifies appropriate institutional support for faculty participation in governance and delineates the participation of faculty on appropriate policy, planning, and special purpose bodies.


Descriptive Summary:

In accordance with Title 5, the Faculty Senate represents the faculty in academic and professional matters to the administration and governing board (Board Policy 2015).  The Board of Trustees will “rely primarily” upon the recommendations in the areas of curriculum, degree and certificate requirements, grading policies, and accreditation processes.  The process for “mutual agreement” shall be used for all other academic and professional matters.  Mutual agreement means that policies and procedures in the following areas—educational program development, standards regarding student preparation and success, District and College governance structures, faculty professional development, program review, institutional planning and budget development, and other mutually agreed academic and professional matters—will be established jointly with the Faculty Senate and ratified by the Senate and the College President.

The Faculty Senate consists of a president, vice president, immediate past president, and elected representatives from each division.  The Senate approves faculty appointments to College and District committees.  The Senate operates under the provisions of the Ralph M. Brown Act and offers open meetings to the college community.  The Faculty Handbook contains the Senate bylaws and operating procedures.

Self Evaluation:

The Faculty Senate has a long history of involvement in governance at Chabot College.  There is a great deal of faculty participation on committee work, but individual faculty participation is neither uniform nor universal, though the faculty contract requires professional hours outside the class​room.  Faculty takes the lead in the development of educational programs.  The Curriculum Committee, a subcommittee of the Senate, is a faculty-run committee.  In the new Collegial Consultation Policy [General Reference 7], the Faculty Senate is the primary leadership voice for the faculty on matters of shared governance, as discussed in 10B.5 and 6.  

The Faculty Senate has been meeting its responsibilities concerning academic and professional matters through involvement in College and District Committees.  

The Senate currently receives 0.8 FTE reassigned time for leadership activities.  The Senate president receives 0.5 FTE, 0.2 FTE for the past president, and 0.1 FTE for the Vice President.  Senate leadership duties have been defined within the Senate Constitution [10.5].  These bylaws, however, have not been re-evaluated in many years, although they are currently under review. Some practices are administered through past practice instead of by following codified procedure.  Also, a part-time secretary used to be assigned to the Senate, and this position has not been replaced (although it was advertised once) in the six years since the secretary left the position.  This has created problems with the documentation practices of the Senate. 

The Chair of the Curriculum Committee also receives .25 FTE release time and is invited to participate as an ad-hoc member of the Senate.  There has been constant deliberation between administration and the Senate regarding available release time for Senate duties.  The agreed-upon level falls within the boundaries of standards for these positions statewide.  However, none of this is codified anywhere in writing or contractually.  This leaves the Senate and administration to rely on past practices, belief systems, or the negotiating skills of individuals holding current leadership positions (either faculty or administration) to continue with re-assigned time or promote any change, resulting in inconsistent distribution of release time for other activity campus wide.  

The Faculty Senate and the Faculty Association also lack any written agreements on the delineation of their roles.  The Faculty Association has the responsibility of addressing issues for the faculty concerning collective bargaining and working conditions.  The Faculty Senate has the responsibility of handling the professional responsibilities defined by AB 1725.  Unfortunately, the lines are blurred on some of these issues, especially when issues arising out of AB 1725 have to be collectively bargained.

The previous two years in the Chabot-Las Positas Community College District have been marked by a contentious contract squabble (recently settled) between the professional Faculty Association and the District.  In this framework, the Faculty Association has assumed much of the leadership responsibilities within the ranks of the faculty.  For example, the Faculty Association asked all faculty not to participate in the self study and formally requested the Senate to support their position, which they did.  Much of the power of the Faculty Senate in shared governance has been eroded in this manner, and been deferred to the Faculty Association.

The Board of Trustees, however, still recognizes the Faculty Senate as the primary voice of the faculty.  At Board meetings, the Faculty Association does not have a regular spot on the agenda as the Senate does.  Rather, any comments from the Association must be made under the general agenda item, “Public Comments.”  The Board’s position on this issue is that the Board contact with the Faculty Association should be through collective bargaining, and that only the Faculty Senate should speak directly and regularly to the Board about professional issues. 
Planning Agenda:

· 
· 
· Review and codify release time policies for Senate and Curriculum leadership positions—Senate, College President.

· Complete the re-evaluation and updating of current Senate bylaws—Faculty Senate.

· Explore ways to provide a part-time secretarial position for the Faculty Senate.

· Formulate a formal policy delineating Faculty Association/Senate responsibilities— Faculty Association, Senate.

	10B.9.
	The institution clearly states and publicizes the role of staff in institutional 
governance.




Descriptive Summary:

The Chabot Classified Senate is the leadership body responsible for the identification of classified staff’s participation in institutional governance.  The role of classified staff, and their level of committee participation, is stated in Board Policy 2015, the Collegial Consultation Policy.  

Self Evaluation:

As referenced earlier, the Collegial Consultation Policy has undergone some revision this year [General Reference 7].  The role and level of participation of the classified staff in governance is currently being evaluated. The primary input is coming from classified staff through the leadership of the Classified Senate, as to what they see as an acceptable and appropriate level of participation in governance.  In the Faculty/Classified Staff/Administrator Accreditation Survey [General Refer​ence 12], approximately half those surveyed have a positive impression of the role of the Classified Senate in leadership, but less than one in four felt negatively about the role of the Classified Senate. 

In the last accreditation report, a recommendation was made to have a central listing of committees and participants kept by the President’s Office.  This document has been developed, but it is not consistently up to date.  A better mechanism needs to be put in place to ensure that there is a record of current participants of all constituent groups in the governance process.

Planning Agenda:

· Develop a mechanism to keep records of committee participation of all staff current—President.

· Finalize the level of classified staff participation in College committee structure in the Collegial Consultation Policy—College Council.

	10B.10.
	The institution clearly states and publicizes the role of students in institutional 
governance.




Descriptive Summary:

All students who attend Chabot automatically become members of the Associated Students of Chabot College (ASCC).  The Board of Trustees recognizes the elected officers of the ASCC as the duly elected representatives of the student body.  Board Policy 7003 establishes guidelines for the selection and role of a non-voting student member on the Board of Trustees.  [General Reference 3] 

The Board of Trustees encourages the ASCC to voice opinions and make recommendations to the College administration and the Board of Trustees regarding College policies and procedures that have an effect upon students.  The ASCC President or designee makes a formal report to the Board of Trustees.  This is a standing item.  In compliance with the provisions of Title 5 Sec. 51023.7, the Board ensures that it is committed to giving reasonable consideration to positions developed by the ASCC.

Collegial Consultation Policy 2015 broadly recognizes ten major areas of concerns by and about students.  Students are encouraged to participate in the governance structure through Board Policy 2015.  Positions are held on all governance committees by a representative of the ASCC.

The Student Senate is responsible for bringing student concerns to the academic divisions and College committees.  They also have a regular spot on the Faculty Senate agenda.  The Student Senate coordinates the participation of students in the governance of the College.  
The ASCC encourages students to participate in a wide range of student activities.  Representatives serve on several regional and statewide organizations.  The InterClub Council is responsible for officially recognizing clubs and for coordinating their activities.

Self Evaluation:

In the Student and Faculty/Classified Staff/Administrator Accreditation Surveys over half of the staff surveyed felt there were adequate activities available for students at the College.  Forty-four (44) percent of staff, and only 31 percent of responding students felt there were adequate oppor​tunities for students to participate in College governance.  It appears from the results that the students do not feel they have much impact on governance.  According to the Faculty/Classified Staff/Administrator Accreditation Survey, only 23 percent of staff feels the student government has supplied effective leadership, and just under half the staff feels students have both the opportunity to participate and are listened to by College and District administrative leadership.

At the time of the last self study, student government was plagued with turmoil, including frequent resignations in student leadership, mismanagement of student funds, and in a few cases, illegal activity.  The Dean of Student Life, hired in 1999, implemented the Student Governance Policy, restoring stability and respect to the ASCC.  Student officers became more professional and enthusiastic, and again were willing to participate in the governance of the College.  New activities, including a performing arts series and noontime concerts, a strong scholarship fund and an annual banquet, and an enhanced commencement program, were established under the leadership of the Office of Student Life.  When the Dean and a majority of the office staff left, the position of Dean of Students was not replaced.  Student government remained focused, but struggled to meet campus-wide governance responsibilities without any administrative leadership. The new President recently created the position of Director of Student Life, and that position has now been filled.

The major issue currently facing the student body has been the loss of co-curricular funds since the last accreditation.  Previously, profits from the bookstore were used to fund many extra-curricular activities such as athletics, forensics, and some of the school newspaper costs.  Decisions made by the institution in building a new and larger bookstore have cut off these monies, and the students have lost a significant revenue stream in the support of many valuable extra-curricular activities.  This places a significant financial burden on students who are interested in participating in extra-curricular activities.

Planning Agenda:

· Identify a replacement revenue stream for the lost co-curricular funding—College Council, Director of Student Life, ASCC.

	10C.
	Multi-College Districts and/or Systems



	10C.1.
	The district/system chief executive officer provides effective leadership to define 
goals, develop plans, and establish priorities for the institution.




Descriptive Summary:

The Chabot-Las Positas Community College District hired a new Chancellor (CEO) in July of 2001.  She replaces the outgoing Chancellor, who was in place in the District since the last accreditation process took place.  

The Chancellor’s Council is the shared governance vehicle in the District, effecting communication between the Chancellor and all the leadership entities within the District.  The Chancellor’s Cabinet is the administrative leadership group utilized by the Chancellor to communicate and direct the administrative team of the District.  The Cabinet meets bimonthly, usually after a Board meeting.  The Council meets monthly.   The Chancellor also holds bimonthly meetings with the College Presidents regarding issues of college leadership and priorities. 

Self Evaluation:

In the most recent Faculty/Classified Staff/Administrator Accreditation Survey questions were asked regarding the previous Chancellor’s ability to “represent the interest of the College,” “foster effective communication,” “make himself available to the campus community,” and “support the interests of the campus community in decision-making.”  Less than 10 percent of the staff felt he did any of these, and over 70 percent of the staff felt that he, in fact, did not do them.  When the faculty responses are viewed individually in these questions, the numbers get even worse, in most cases falling below 5 percent agreement in the former Chancellor’s ability to lead and represent.  

The former Chancellor was well respected by his peers, and in fact, received the highest award that an administrator can receive in the community college system (the Harry Buttimer Distinguished Administrator Award).  Obviously, there is a significant dichotomy of belief in the leadership skills of the former Chancellor of the District.  The Chancellor received a vote of no confidence from the faculty just prior to his retirement from the District.  The feeling of the faculty and much of the staff was that he had not represented the District well, especially in the last years of his tenure.

The following are possible explanations for the belief the Chancellor did not represent the district well:  First, Chancellor Kong was the architect of the reorganization of Chabot College adminis​tration in 1998.  Only Chabot was affected in this administrative reorganization, and the ill will it generated throughout the campus cannot be overstated.  The primary reason given for the need for reorganization was a saving in monies.  The Chancellor then gave all new administrators a boost in salary.  There were no monies saved in the reorganization, leading to a distrust of what the true intent of the Chancellor was in this process.  Ultimately, the Board of Trustees should have been held accountable for this, but the Chancellor is a representative of the Board, and the animosity fell in his direction.  
Second, the Chancellor disputed and then unilaterally removed the contractually negotiated merit pay award that was collectively bargained prior to his beginning as Chancellor of the District.  The District eventually was taken to court by the Faculty Association and lost the case.  This generated a lot of ill will toward the Chancellor, even among those who had been neutral regarding the re​organization.  The merit pay had been an award that was given to those recognized by a committee of their peers as the most deserving of faculty for extra pay.  For the Chancellor to deny this in the manner he did was deemed a “slap in the face” by many who felt that they had earned this award.  

Third, the Chancellor left in the midst of stalled negotiations on a new contract.  The Faculty Association felt that the Chancellor had not been forthright in his pursuit of the settlement of a new contract.  At the beginning of the proceedings, he brought the District’s lawyer to the negotiating table, a step that had never been taken before in the history of the District.  The Faculty Associ​ation saw this action as adversarial, and their response was to enlist the services of a professional negotiator.  After twenty months of further negotiations, there was still no new contract between the District and the faculty, and the process had to go to fact-finding.  In July 2001, a new Chancellor was hired.  She had previously been the President of Las Positas College, so she knew the history of the stalled contract talks.  After assuming office, she immediately began working with the Faculty Association to resolve outstanding contract issues.  In August 2002 a contract was finally signed, and in October 2002 was ratified by the faculty.

The new Chancellor of the District has a difficult process ahead of her to mend the relationships that have reached a significant low.  It is up to the new Chancellor and to the faculty to find a common ground to bring back mutual respect in this District.  Upon her confirmation as Chancellor, Dr. Cota stated her desire to achieve better and more meaningful dialogue amongst the leadership groups in the district, using the shared governance role of the Chancellor’s Council as a vehicle.  Her success in completing extremely difficult contract negotiations suggests that she has made a good start.

Planning Agenda:

· None.

	10C.2.
	The district/system chief executive officer efficiently manages resources, implements 
priorities controlling budget and expenditures, and ensures the implementation of 
statutes, regulations, and board policies.


Descriptive Summary:

The Chancellor, with the approval of the Board, oversees the development of the budget, its allo​cations, and expenditures based upon statutes, regulations, and Board policies.  The day-to-day operations and management of financial resources of the District occurs in the Office of the Vice Chancellor of Business Services.

The Chancellor calls on the Vice Chancellor of Business Services to review with the Board and the District Budget Study Group the expenditures and the current status of the budget, as well as the projected year-end budget.  The Board reviews and approves the list of expenditures.  Budget reports are provided to all constituent groups.

The Chancellor shares data and strategies with the Presidents, Chancellor’s Council, District Budget Study Group, and Administrative Council.  Consensus is sought and generally achieved on the major approaches to planning as well as large expenditures.

Self Evaluation:

The District Budget Study Group (DBSG) is the mechanism within the District that allows for input, discussion, and information dissemination regarding budget, resources, and expenditures.  

The Chancellor has ensured that statutes, regulations, and Board policies are implemented as necessary [General Reference 3].

Since the last accreditation report, the role of the DBSG has not markedly changed.  What have changed are the roles of the leaders in the District regarding the structure and implementation of the DBSG.  The person occupying the role of the Vice Chancellor of Business has changed since the period of the last accreditation.  The Vice Chancellor is now the chair of the DBSG.  The College Presidents are ex-officio, and the recommendations go to the Chancellor.  The new Chancellor has been present at meetings to understand the dialogue of the discussions.  This is a positive step for communication purposes.  With all this said, many perceive that the DBSG is a “figurehead” group.  It is a place where information is disseminated and discussed, but no decisions are made.  Most of the decisions regarding budget allocation issues are made at the district level.  Local spending and priorities are made at the college level, but there have been few discretionary dollars available.

The discretionary dollars available recently have been the Partnership for Excellence monies (PFE).  Chabot has committed a number of these dollars towards developing a long-range strategic planning process [General Reference 5].

Also, one of the goals since the last accreditation report was a review of the District Allocation Model.  This has been done in some pieces, but the Model has yet to undergo a holistic appraisal by all the constituencies affected in the District.  This should still be a goal of the DBSG.  

Planning Agenda:

· Revise and adjust the District Allocation Model to better serve the needs of the colleges.

	10C.3.
	The district/system has a statement which clearly delineates the operational 
responsibilities and functions of the district and those of the college.



	10C.4.
	The district/system provides effective services that support the mission and functions 
of the college.



	10C.5.
	The district/system and the college(s) have established and utilize effective methods of communication and exchange information in a timely and efficient manner.




Descriptive Summary:

The Chabot-Las Positas Community College District has a District Mission Statement, which is in the Board Policy Manual.  District Central Services are responsible for Payroll, Purchasing, Human Resources, Management Information Services including Information Technology, and Community Education functions.  Also, District Central Services initiates the process of budget development at the colleges through the allocation of resources.  District resources are allocated through the District Allocation Model.  Communication in the District is through both administrative and shared governance venues. The Chancellor’s Cabinet, the Chancellor’s Council, and the District Budget Study Group are all examples of communication groups across the District. 

Self Evaluation:

In the Faculty/Classified Staff/Administrator Accreditation Survey, 15 percent of those responding to the inquiry of whether or not the District administration were responsive to the needs of the College answered in the affirmative.  Two-thirds of staff felt they were not responsive to the needs of the College. 

District Central Services has recently sent out its own accreditation survey in order to ascertain exactly where people’s concerns arise.   

From a budgetary standpoint there is increasing concern at the College over the large ending balances that occur yearly at the District Office, while the colleges are struggling to stay within their budgets.

In the Faculty/Classified Staff/Administrator Accreditation Survey, the only specific area of District management surveyed was MIS/ITS, which received a slightly more positive response.  Only 35 percent of respondents were unhappy over the service provided by this unit.  Perhaps this may be due to the presence of this district-run unit on the campus, while most other district services are provided for out of the District Offices in Pleasanton.  

Planning Agenda:

· Evaluate results of the District accreditation survey regarding areas of noted concern in the relationship between College and District functions.

· Participate in the planning of District services.

	10C.6.
	The district/system has effective processes in place for the establishment and review of policy, planning, and financial management.




Descriptive Summary:

The Chancellor has the overall responsibility for facilitating policy review and formation.  Vice Chancellors review and/or recommend policy changes within their jurisdiction.  Policy recom​mendations from the governance groups are sent to the Chancellor’s Council for review.

In 2002 the Chancellor recommended the review of all District policies, and members of each college’s President’s Council and the governance groups began the review of these policies.  Recommendations were also made related to the separate Administrative Rules and Procedures.  These recommendations for change will be reviewed and approved, where appropriate, by each governance group before adoption by the Board of Trustees.

Self Evaluation:

All of the Board Policies were reviewed and evaluated in 1996 by Interim Chancellor Jack Randall.  The Board of Trustees also publishes, on a two-year cycle, a list of priorities  [10.6].  Many of these priorities involve operational as well as planning items.  The Board of Trustees and the District adhere to the recommendations of the State Chancellor’s Office for financial management.  The Board has its own internal audit committee. The Vice Chancellor of Business Services administers the details of fiscal management in the District.  This includes an annual audit by an external accounting firm of the District’s financial resources.  

Most of the planning in the District occurs within the individual colleges.  Both of the colleges in the District are in the process of developing strategic plans.  At Chabot, the goal has been to tie planning to budget.  This is occurring, but it is too early to evaluate how successful it will be.  

Since planning has been distinctly a College priority, this has led to some duplication of programs at the two colleges.  Ultimately, it will be up to the District and the colleges together as to whether this duplication of programs is something that should be continued.  If the goal of each institution is to be a full service college, then there may be overlapping of programs.  This overlap may put an increasing fiscal burden on the District, especially if the programs are either costly, or are not productive.  Currently, the District has no mechanism in place to evaluate this issue (or identify whether it’s a problem or a priority).

Planning Agenda:

· Complete the strategic planning process and develop an efficient mechanism that links planning to budget.

· Evaluate the issue of program overlaps at the two colleges—President; Vice Chancellor, Educational Services and Planning.
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