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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In November of 2018, the Collaborative Brain Trust (CBT) was employed by the Ventura
County Community College District to review and make recommendations on the organizational
structure of the District and its colleges. This is the final report containing the recommendations
for organizational structure.

The work of CBT was done in three phases including Phase | — the initial discovery, planning
and interviews; Phase Il — a review of documents, additional interviews and a survey of
employees; and Phase Il — the preparation of the final report including recommendations of the
consulting team.

The consultants from CBT utilized multiple measures to assess the organizational structure of the
colleges, the district office (DAC) and the district as a whole. Those measures included;
individual conversations with members of the Board of Trustees; multiple conversations with the
Chancellor; meetings with the vast majority of student, classified, faculty and management
leaders throughout the district; review and analysis of numerous current and historical college
and district documents; a comparative analysis of three colleges of similar size from multi-
college districts with each college in the VCCCD; a comparative analysis of four similar-sized
multi-college districts to the VCCCD, and a survey of 445 college and district employees.

The analysis, findings and recommendations were organized into several specific areas including
an overall recommendation. Although the order of the specific areas is purposeful, it is not
necessarily ordered by level of importance. Those areas and the corresponding
recommendations include:

Overall Recommendation:

1. Anoverarching recommendation of this report is that there be an increased, concerted,
and deliberate effort to promote a more positive and collaborative district-wide culture
that is truly student-centered and where departments, functions, and sites are coordinated
and working together. Most of the recommendations that follow are components of that
umbrella philosophy. This recommendation stems from the multitude of review
interviewees and survey respondents who expressed, on the one hand, a focus on student
access and success and, on the other hand, skepticism about the extent of harmony and
partnership across the departments, colleges, and District.

Recommendation on Decentralization vs. Centralization:

2. The District should review the current level of centralization and decentralization by
service area and work function to bring more consistency throughout the organization by
centralizing or centrally coordinating appropriate areas. This improved balance will
better serve students, be more efficient, and be more cost effective. As part of the review,
a function map of the organization, required by accreditation, should be reviewed and
revised.




Recommendations on Resource Allocation:
3. Colleges and the District office should consider added management to more effectively
oversee the operations of the district and colleges.

4. The District and Colleges should revisit the budget allocation model and include greater
specificity in where the funds are allocated to achieve greater consistency at the colleges.

Recommendations on Human Resources:

5. Anin-depth review of the processes currently utilized by Human Resources should be
conducted. This review should include virtually all constituents and functions to develop
streamlined processes to expedite hiring, enhance the evaluation process, better utilize
integrated technologies, and training on these technologies, and better facilitate the
evaluation, discipline, improvement plan, and separation processes.

6. The position of Vice Chancellor of Human Resources should be transitioned to Associate
Vice Chancellor of Human Resources reporting to the new Vice Chancellor of
Institutional Effectiveness.

Recommendation on DAC Program Review:
7. The DAC and each districtwide service should conduct a recurring Program Review
within their unit/department to assess effectiveness and efficiency, and to improve
services to the colleges.

Recommendations on Comparative Position Analysis:
8. There are discrepancies within the District regarding staffing that may not be entirely
desirable or intentional. Therefore, the District should review the current, and ultimately
revised, organizational structure with these comparisons in mind.

9. The District should make efforts to educate its constituents and correct the misperception
that it has too many overall managers and is “top heavy”.

Recommendation on Position Control:

10. The District should implement a comprehensive and integrated Position Control system,
in compliance with State recommendations, administered by the District Business Office,
in coordination with Human Resources.

Recommendations on District-level Administrative Operations:
11. The current position of Vice Chancellor-Business should be transitioned to Executive
Vice Chancellor (EVC) with oversight responsibility for most non-academic functions.
The EVC should act as the Chief Operating Officer in the place of the Chancellor during
any extended absence.




12.

The district should review and document all district office functions so that everyone
understands the purpose and role of the district. As part of this review, the district should
revisit and revise, as needed, their map of responsibilities between the colleges and the
district required by the community college accrediting body (ACCJC).

Recommendations on Institutional Effectiveness:

13.

14.

A Vice Chancellor of Institutional Effectiveness (replacing the current position of Vice
Chancellor of Instruction) position should be created to provide overall district-wide
coordination and leadership of institutional effectiveness, academic affairs, student
services, workforce development, grants, distance education, planning, human resources
and district-level advancement.

Data analysis, research and planning should be included as part of the Vice Chancellor of
Institutional Effectiveness unit for better coordination with planning and districtwide data
support and a Director of Research and Planning position should be added at the District
Office.

Recommendation on Benefits Coordination:

15.

The Benefits Coordinator position should be realigned with Business and report to the
Director of Fiscal Services.

Recommendation on Communications, Marketing, Board and Governmental Relations

16.

17.

The current position of Administrative Officer to the Chancellor and Board should be
revised to Director of Communications, Marketing and Government Relations. The
position should function as the public interface for the Board and Chancellor. The role
should coordinate branding and marketing for the District as a whole, coordinate
governmental relations and work directly with the colleges in support of communications
and enrollment management.

The communications and marketing function (reporting to the college presidents) should
be reestablished at each college in order to support the branding and messaging to the
public which is critical to enrollment management and public communication. The added
college communications/marketing staff should work with the District marketing and
communications staff to brand and market each college and the District as a whole.

Recommendations on Facilities/Maintenance/Operations:

18.

19.

Custodial and grounds services should remain reporting to the college vice presidents of
administration.

The Maintenance Departments should migrate to report through a new Associate Vice
Chancellor-Facilities (AVC-F) position at the District Office, reporting to the Executive



Vice Chancellor (EVC) position. While remaining on the campus, each maintenance
department should report to the new AVC-F position and develop common standards and
work order systems with appropriate tracking.

20. The AVC-F should coordinate the building program with the campus and EVC, and
should work closely with the college Vice Presidents of Administration to ensure the
campus needs are being met.

21. Standard and common building systems should be adopted and a migration to these
systems should evolve over time.

Recommendation on Risk Management:

22. Though no organizational recommendations are necessary, it must be understood that
General Services, reporting to the EVC, needs to be the recognized leader in this
function. All units (colleges, District Office, etc.) must defer to necessary directives
regarding these matters.

Recommendation on Grants and Special Projects:

23. To facilitate increased coordination and oversight of grants, a Director of Grants and
Special Projects, reporting to the Vice Chancellor of Institutional Effectiveness, should
be established. Working with the colleges, this individual will assist in identifying new
grant opportunities, assist the colleges in obtaining grants, and work with the Internal
Auditor to ensure compliance issues are met.

Recommendation on Internal Auditor

24. The position of Internal Auditor should be added and filled and given adequate authority
to establish appropriate internal controls and enforce these controls. The position should
report to the Executive Vice Chancellor position.

Recommendation on Police/Safety:

25. The organization of the Police unit should remain centralized and report to the EVC. The
Chief of Police should be primarily responsible for developing a comprehensive
Emergency Preparedness Plan and oversight of recommendation implementation.

Recommendations on Legal Services:

26. Attention should be paid soon to the Title IX and ADA compliance issues. Although
many in the organization believe an in-house counsel is warranted, based on a review of
legal costs, there does not appear to be an organizational change warranted and out-
sourcing seems to make sense.

27. Specific guidelines and protocols for accessing legal services should be developed and
shared with key leadership positions.




Recommendations on Information Technology:

28.

29.

Technology should be used to simplify business practices by coordinating software
throughout the District and reducing redundancy and time-consuming activities like
getting signatures and forms from one campus to another.

Common IT systems should be adopted district-wide for instruction, support services and
business services functions.

Recommendation on College and District Advancement:

30.

A foundation should be created at the district level in support of the college foundations
and to identify and cultivate potential districtwide donors. This unit should also
ultimately assume the information technology support of the college foundations (back
office activities) to better coordinate donor solicitation, recognition and cultivation
throughout the District.

Recommendation on Workforce Development:

31.

The workforce development district administrative lead function needs to be re-framed to
include the coordination of the implementation and funding of workforce development
programs across the colleges, with a focus on new funding streams and programs. This
area should report to the Vice Chancellor of Institutional Effectiveness.



INTRODUCTION AND PROJECT OVERVIEW

In November of 2018, the Collaborative Brain Trust (CBT) was employed by the Ventura
County Community College District to review and make recommendations on the organizational
structure of the District and its colleges. This is the final report containing the recommendations
for organizational structure.

Phase I: Facilitate Initial Discovery and Planning Meeting and Interviews
The CBT Team Lead will meet with the Ventura County Community College District (VCCCD)
Chancellor and district/college leaders, staff, and stakeholders as designated by the Chancellor
to:

« Review procedures, timelines, and protocols, including communication regarding the
project;

« ldentify the information and documents required by the Team, such as position
descriptions for selected employees, District budgets, staffing levels and ratios,
departmental organizational charts, and any prior evaluations or assessments of
departments and services;

« ldentify up to four similar-sized multi-campus districts, three similar-sized colleges for
each of the three VCCCD colleges, that consultants will use for benchmarking purposes
as comparative organizations;

« Identify the Point(s) of Contact at VCCCD who will be able to deliver reports, data, and

insights to the CBT Team;

« ldentify college staff and email addresses to be included as participants in an online
survey;

« Review existing organizational decision-making structures and roles related to this
project;

« ldentify district, college and center stakeholders to be interviewed; and
« Clarify and finalize expected deliverables, and how progress will be tracked throughout
the project.

The CBT Team will conduct district-wide interviews with administrative, faculty and classified
leaders and other stakeholders in preparation of Phase II.

Phase Il: Review Documents and Conduct District, College and Community

Interviews and Surveys
The CBT Team will:

« Review all relevant documents, including budgets, staffing levels, job descriptions,
collective bargaining agreements, and any program review reports of the identified
departments and services;



Draft online survey to gather feedback and input from stakeholders. Share with
appropriate District staff.

Conduct on-site individual and small-group interviews with identified campus leaders,
faculty and staff.

In its review of data and documents and during employee interviews, the team will also consider
and analyze such issues as:

How best to align organizational structure to meet strategic goals?

How best to align District Administrative Center’s (DAC) management structure to meet
strategic goals?

Are key administrative and management positions proportional to the size of the
organization, with appropriate placement within departments?

How does the number of administrators compare with similar sized multi-college
districts?

How best can the organizational structure align with the institution’s goals and mission?
(e.g. accountability, access, financial stability, and student outcomes)

Is the role of an Institutional Research and Data Team positioned to drive decisions and if
not, what changes should be made to strengthen its impact?

Phase I11: Prepare Draft and Final Report
The CBT Team will:

Prepare a draft report of the organizational assessment and recommendations;

Share draft report with Chancellor and/or his designated representative(s);

After receiving comments from the Chancellor and/or his designated representative(s),
prepare final report, and

Present to the Chancellor, the Board of Trustees and/or appropriate committees as
directed by the Chancellor.



METHODOLOGY FOR ORGANIZATIONAL ASSESSMENT
The CBT team of consultants utilized multiple measures to assess the organizational structure of
the colleges, the District office and the District as a whole. Those measures included:

e Individual conversations with members of the Board of Trustees (see Appendix B),

e Multiple conversations with the Chancellor,

e Meetings with the vast majority of student, classified, faculty and management leaders
throughout the District (see Appendix A & B),

e Review and analysis of numerous current and historical college and district documents
(see Appendix E),

e A comparative analysis of three colleges of similar size from multi-college districts with
each college in the VCCCD (see Appendix C)

e A comparative analysis of four similar-sized multi-college districts to the VCCCD (see
Appendix C), and

e Assurvey of 445 college and district employees (see Appendix D).

The above sources were then synthesized into the following analysis, findings and
recommendations.



ANALYSIS, FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

As a result of the extensive review of available documents, reports, interviews, benchmark
comparisons and a survey of employees, a number of key areas of opportunity were identified by
the CBT team. What follows are the analysis, findings and recommendations in each of those
areas. Although the order of the specific areas is purposeful, it is not necessarily ordered by
level of importance. The recommendations in this report, if implemented, encompass significant
change to the organization and will take time and financial resources. It is anticipated that a
reorganization of this magnitude would be done over several years. Although the costs
associated with the added positions recommended are difficult for CBT to estimate accurately,
they will include the cost of some added positions and some savings from reorganization of
existing positions. The timing of these changes is good in that the District does have some
discretionary resources made available by the new state funding formula.

Overall Recommendation: An overarching recommendation of this report is that there be an
increased, concerted, and deliberate effort to promote a more positive and collaborative district-
wide culture that is truly student-centered and where departments, functions, and sites are
coordinated and working together. Most of the recommendations that follow are components of
that umbrella philosophy. This recommendation stems from the multitude of review
interviewees and survey respondents who expressed, on the one hand, a focus on student access
and success and, on the other hand, skepticism about the extent of harmony and partnership
across the departments, colleges, and District.

Decentralization vs. Centralization

Analysis
The dilemma of how much to centralize or decentralize an organization is not unique to

California Community Colleges, or education in general. It is a never-ending issue that has been
debated since the evolution of complex entities, both public and private.

Generally, “centralization” refers to the concentration of authority and decision making in the
upper echelons of an organization. Among the many commonly recognized benefits to the
centralized approach is that it affords: the ability to quickly implement decisions, a more
efficient and cost-effective method of decision implementation, the ability to deal with crisis
situations, and the ability to have greater consistencies in operational functions. Centralization,
however, does not come without possible drawbacks including: poor management development,
delays in dealing with a fast-changing environment, and poor morale when it is perceived that all
decisions are made utilizing a top down approach with little vesting of non-decision makers. It
can also be argued that the quality of decisions can be adversely affected when actual
implementers are not involved in the decision making.

Conversely, “decentralization” generally refers to the freedom and independence in the decision-
making process. Common perceived benefits in this approach include: the ability to make quick
decisions, improved morale, better decisions when actual implementers are involved, and a better



utilization of management positions. Drawbacks of an overly decentralized organization may
include higher cost of implementation due to duplication of efforts, inconsistencies in policies,
programs and procedures, a lack of quality managerial and decision-making capacity, a
“handcuffing” of the process of emergency management, and potential legal exposure resulting
from differing practices at each unit.

As one can see, neither the centralized or decentralized approach individually provide the
optimal method of dealing with the complexities facing today’s community colleges’ challenges.
In fact, in California’s community colleges system there are many requirements and regulations
influencing this matter. For example; many educational and classroom decisions are covered in
AB 1725 which outlines faculties decentralized decision making in the commonly referred to “10
+ 17 rights of faculty. Another example is in the single audit requirements facing all community
college districts requiring the District Administration to adhere to very prescriptive, and
consistent practices in how they account for District funds. All this is to say that there is an
inherent need to utilize the components of both a centralized and decentralized system in
managing California’s community colleges, especially in a multi-college district.

In order to help understand the “optimal” level of centralization and decentralization of
California community college districts it is helpful to look back at some of the founding
principles and requirements of the system. In the 1920’s, California was embarking on several
endeavors to develop a comprehensive system to provide education to its populace. As a result,
a Special Legislative Committee on Education was created which set several parameters and
requirements for the recognition and support of Junior Colleges (the pre-curser to community
colleges). Among the requirements was a minimum level of Assessed Valuation of the ultimate
College District and a minimum number of students (average daily attendance). This, in and of
itself, precluded a college “on every street corner” and reflected the State’s concern regarding the
financial cost and support of community colleges.

As a result of evolving legislation, Junior Colleges and Community Colleges began emerging
over the decades. Some districts, depending on size and/or community make-up followed the
high school district boundaries, some county boundaries and others multiple, but contiguous high
school district boundaries in one or more contiguous counties. Eventually, and to this day, the
California Community College Chancellor’s Office establishes more prescriptive requirements
on the creation of new districts, colleges, and officially recognized centers. These requirements
were established to help deliver educational services to a very large and diverse state, as well as
attempting to effectively manage a system with limited State financial resources.

Multi-college districts afforded the system, and local constituents, with a model to meet
minimum requirements, deliver services to students, and to efficiently use limited financial
resources. As the populations grew in a District’s boundaries the system allowed for growth to
meet student needs by the inclusion of added colleges or centers (providing minimum
requirements were met). As a result, the California Community College system has now evolved
into 115 Colleges in 72 Districts serving over 2.1 million students annually.

Largely delegated by the State to oversee the system make-up, the Community College system
Chancellor’s Office has established various specific responsibilities for the Colleges and for the
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District Office in multi-college districts. For these reasons, it is virtually impossible for any
multi-college district to be entirely “centralized” or entirely “decentralized”.

A review of multi-college districts across California does reveal some common practices
regarding centralization and decentralization. Most often more decentralization can be found in
the delivery of instruction and student services with coordination at the district level.
Conversely, areas like finance, information technology, facilities, and human resources tend to
be more often managed at the district level. However, every district is different and this is why
the accrediting body for California community colleges (ACCJC) requires a “map” of district
and college functions as part of the self-study process.

Findings

The Ventura County Community College District was created under the provisions of the county
boundaries and has evolved into a 3-college district (including the Ventura College East campus
in Santa Paula which does not meet the “Official” Center requirements and therefore is not
recognized by the State as a College Center, but rather as an outreach center).

Based on interviews, and materials reviewed, inconsistent practices across the District are quite
prevalent, inconsistent procedures are not uncommon, and the use of unofficial (non-Board
approved) policies are fairly typical at the colleges of VCCCD. Therefore, CBT concludes that
the District is significantly more decentralized than centralized. Additionally, the District has a
significantly lower number of management personnel than peer California multi-college districts
of similar size (see Appendix C). Most interviewees and survey respondents recognize the need
for greater consistency, but many are leery of “losing control” and over-centralization.
Ironically, students seem less concerned about who makes the decisions than the various
employee groups.

Further, a survey of employees revealed that a significant percentage of respondents do not have
adequate knowledge of the balance between centralization and decentralization within the
District to even respond to a question related to that balance. A large percentage of those who do
have adequate knowledge are mixed in their opinion on the issue as are those who responded to a
similar question regarding the division of responsibilities and procedures between the District
and the colleges (see Appendix D). That same survey revealed that most employees understand
the organizational structure of their individual department or unit, but do not necessarily
understand the organizational structure at the District or between the District and colleges.

There is considerable disparity of staffing levels (classified, certificated and administrative), and
other spending categories, at the three colleges. This disparity can cause potential equity issues
for students of the District. Students residing in one part or another of the District should simply
not be potentially advantaged or disadvantaged by where they live. And, while students in
theory may have access to all three colleges, various socio-economic issues may preclude this, in
many cases limiting them to the programs and offerings of the nearest college. This is not to say
all three colleges need to have identical programs, but measurable differences in basic services
including those for academic and student services, and environmental factors (facilities,
equipment, etc.) can be regarded as inequitable.
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Lastly, and in part as an outgrowth of a highly decentralized system, programs and decisions
seem to be made in a “silo” system. A “silo” system is one in which operations and decisions are
not integrated and are often made in isolation with little consideration of any impact for other
departments, activities, etc. In order to break down these silos, better communication and
coordination is needed.

Recommendation
e The District should review the current level of centralization and decentralization by
service area and work function to bring more consistency throughout the organization by
centralizing or centrally coordinating appropriate areas. This improved balance will
better serve students, be more efficient, and be more cost effective. As part of the review
a function map of the organization, required by accreditation, should be reviewed and
revised.

Resource Allocation

Analysis

Currently the District utilizes a fairly equitable overall resource allocation model. The model
allocates a specific number of full-time faculty and dollars largely based upon the number of Full
Time Equivalent Students (FTES). Other than full-time faculty, what the colleges ultimately do
with the allocated funds is largely up to them. This results in considerably different numbers of
part-time faculty, classified personnel, manager positions, and non-personnel discretionary
spending.

As a result of inconsistent levels of part-time faculty and monitoring of the overall number of
section /class offerings, the resulting class size levels between colleges can be quite different.
So, while full time faculty staffing is allocated on a respectable and recognized basis (525
Weekly Student Contact Hours-WSCH per Full time equivalent faculty-FTEF) no accountability
of what is actually generated (including part-time faculty) is utilized. As a result, average class
sizes in the District between colleges can be quite different. In the past three years
“productivity” has been as low as 452 at one college and as high as 530 at another. This
represents a differential of over 17% which indicates stronger monitoring for greater equity is
needed.

Findings

Currently the District Administrative Center (DAC) is allocated 6.98% of the unrestricted
General Fund to provide its services. While most interviewees do not seem to want this to
increase, most of those same individuals and most of the survey respondents do not believe the
DAC is providing adequate services to the colleges. Several areas were identified for additional
support such as academic program coordination, emergency preparedness, planning and
institutional research, marketing and communications, information technology and other areas
including Human Resources for improved support. While it is recognized that improved
processes or efficiencies may allow for some added or improved support within the current
allocation model, it is inconsistent to want more college assistance from the District without
some recognition of the need for added financial resources. The District and College peer group
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analysis (see Appendix C) show virtually all Ventura CCCD units, including the District as a
whole, well below their peer groups in the number of administrators. This is a strong indicator
that the DAC is understaffed, and therefore underfunded. It should be noted that in CBT’s view,
the 6.98% allocation limit in many ways is counterproductive to providing improved services
and other than perhaps an historic benchmark is relatively useless. Comparisons with other
multi-college districts of District Office costs is virtually impossible since some include
centralized Maintenance and Operations, some have decentralized IT, etc. The bottom line is
that to some degree you get what you pay for and in CBT’s view, the District limitation of 6.98%
largely limits the DAC’s ability to provide quality services to the colleges. A much better
approach may to be to determine where the District Office can best assist the colleges and
establish a “prudent” level of funding to do so; ultimately holding the unit (DAC) accountable
for providing the expected level of service.

While the overall District financial resource allocation model has merits, the colleges have near
full control of how they use the funds. This has resulted in some significant disparities that
cannot be entirely attributed to their individual “uniqueness”. One example is the different
“policies” of how much an employee will be reimbursed for approved college travel. This is
simply not fair to employees of differing institutions within the same district. Another example
is one college paying for Police tactical vests while another does not, resulting in placing
employees at potential risk. In addition to similar educational and support services, the
cleanliness of a college should not entirely rest at the discretion of each college as minimum
standards must be met for all students. Though the colleges’ appearance is currently quite good
and exceeds most standards, minimum standards would ensure this to always be the case and not
subject to a single college leadership’s priority. In the survey of employees (appendix D)
respondents are concerned that the budget process is not transparent and that there is a lack of
funds for student-centered programs and initiatives.

As mentioned previously, administrative and support staffing at the District is low compared to
the level of service expectation at the colleges (see Appendix C). Further, respondents to the
employee survey (see Appendix D) express concerns at all levels regarding adequacy of staffing
and adequate management.

New funding is becoming available to the District through the new Student-Centered Funding
formula.

The survey of employees (see Appendix D) also revealed:
e  Some respondents are concerned the budget process is not transparent.
e  Others are concerned that there is a lack of funds for student-centered programs and
initiatives.

Recommendations
e The Colleges and the District office should consider added management to more
effectively oversee the operations of the District and colleges.

e The District and Colleges should revisit the budget allocation model and include greater
specificity in where the funds are allocated to achieve greater consistency at the colleges.
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Human Resources

Analysis
VCCCD currently utilizes a centralized approach to the recruitment, hiring, evaluation, and

separation of employees. While this is quite common in multi-college community colleges,
VCCCD is one of a small group of California Community College Districts utilizing the Merit
System for classified employees.

There is a common perception among all constituent groups that the Human Resource (HR)
functions are inadequate in meeting the needs of the colleges and District. Many believe the
processes currently in use are burdensome, archaic, inefficient and untimely.

Because the requirements of California’s community colleges human resource functions are
quite prescriptive, there are many opportunities to use best practices which are in place in other
multi-college districts. The “uniqueness” aspect for any district certainly exists, but meeting
State and legal requirements is more of a compliance function.

Findings
The Human Resource functions of the District are perceived by virtually all constituents as
inadequate. There is considerable frustration regarding all aspects of the functions, most notably

the HR processes in use.

There is a considerable lack of understanding of the Merit System and what the implications are
for administering the human resources functions for classified employees.

The survey of employees (see Appendix D) also found that:

e There is a lack of efficiency of the hiring process.

e Many noted that they are not valued or compensated fairly compared to other districts, as
well as attracting, hiring, and retaining qualified personnel.

e Some respondents noted concern for the lack of diversity in hiring panels and in the
applicant pools.

e Professional development and career advancement opportunities should be available to
all staff.

e Others would like more human resources presence on campuses.

e Many stated there are too many managers. However, they also identified gaps, such as
leadership for institutional effectiveness and coordination of the work under the many
new statewide initiatives.

e Some feel that leadership needs skills to innovatively lead the district/colleges and be
able to think outside the box for solutions.

e Many observed the need for additional faculty and student services staff to guide and
support the work.

e Departmental reviews of existing staffing and resources are needed to ensure that the
distribution of duties is appropriately assigned and that each unit is set up to successfully
serve students.
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The Human Resources unit of the District has attempted to respond to college concerns by
placing staff at each college a day or two each week. However, the colleges report various levels
of success with this process and express concerns that the level of authority of the individuals
sent to the colleges is not adequate to truly impact HR decision making. College staff further
complain that the human resources leadership is rigid and unwilling to work with the colleges to
support their HR needs. HR in turn expresses concerns that the colleges are unwilling to “follow
the rules” and do not understand the compliance-based nature of personnel law in California.

The position of Vice Chancellor of Human Resources currently reports to the Chancellor. In the
current organizational structure of the District, the Chancellor has an extremely high number of
direct reports and is too often cast in the role of arbiter of personnel issues. Considering the
work that needs to be done to improve the practices and image of human resources in the
District, the Chancellor will need additional management assistance to complete the task.

Recommendations
e An in-depth review of the processes currently utilized by Human Resources should be
conducted. This review should include virtually all constituents and functions to develop
streamlined processes to expedite hiring, enhance the evaluation process, better utilize
integrated technologies, and training on these technologies, and better facilitate the
evaluation, discipline, improvement plan, and separation processes.

e The position of Vice Chancellor of Human Resources should be transitioned to Associate
Vice Chancellor of Human Resources reporting to the new Vice Chancellor of
Institutional Effectiveness.

DAC Program Review

Analysis
Currently the colleges undergo a reoccurring program review of their programs and services to

meet Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior Colleges (ACCJC) accreditation
requirements. More importantly, program review is used to identify areas and methods to
provide continuous improvement in the unit’s mission. Program review has proven to be an
invaluable tool in this improvement process.

Although it is recognized that it is the college that is being accredited and not the District, in
recent years program review has been utilized by many multi-college district offices to help
identify strengths, deficiencies, staffing needs, and areas requiring improvement to assist the
colleges in meeting their mission of serving the colleges and their students.

Findings

Currently there is no Program Review being undertaken by the District Office or the various
services it provides to the colleges. Interviewees remarked multiple times that DAC does not
engage in program review. Of the 33 DAC survey respondents who offered a response to the
question, 88% indicated that they do not engage in program review in their department on a
regular basis. Notably, on the other hand, the same approximate percentages—=84% to 92%--of
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college respondents agreed that they do engage in program review in their department. This lack
of self-assessment results in not only a lack of accountability for valuable District office
functions, but the perception at the colleges that they must be held accountable but that the
District office does not need the same level of accountability.

Recommendation
e The District Office and each districtwide service should conduct a recurring Program
Review within their unit/department to assess effectiveness and efficiency, and to
improve services to the colleges.

Comparative Position Analysis

Analysis

As part of the Organizational Structure Review CBT conducted a comparative analysis of peer
organizations agreed to by the District (see Appendix C). Three similar colleges were identified
for comparison with each of the VCCCD colleges and four multi-college districts were
identified.

For Moorpark the following colleges were selected for the peer group:
e Cypress College
e Foothill College
e Grossmont College

For Oxnard College the comparative colleges included:
e Clovis College
e Cuyamaca College
e Mission College

For Ventura College the agreed upon peer group included:
e Golden West College
e Irvine Valley College
e San Diego Miramar College

For the entire VCCCD four California multi-college districts were compared:
e Contra Costa CCD
e Foothill/DeAnza CCD
e Kern CCD
e South Orange County CCD

CBT utilized the California Community College’s Office Data Mart report of staffing and the
Annual 320 FTES reports for consistent and unbiased data. Appendix A outlines the results of
the analysis which breaks apart staffing based on certificated, classified and administrative
personnel. The analysis further breaks down the staffing on a Full Time Equivalent Student
basis (per 1,000 students) to equalize the staffing comparison on a per student basis. CBT
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conducted the review to include the past five years of data to minimize the effect of any “outlier”
years.

Findings

The number of faculty per 1,000 FTES was generally lower than each peer group average. This
reflects that, although not achieving the budget goal of 525WSCH/FTES, the average class size
and “productivity” in the class room was better than their peer college average.

While not necessarily the lowest in each peer group comparison in each individual year, the
number of classified employees utilized in VCCCD is generally less per 1,000 FTES than the
peer group average.

One of the several questions guiding this review process included assessing how, “the number of
administrators compared with similar sized multi-college districts”. In nearly all comparison
groups and comparison years, VCCCD had the lowest number of Managers/Administrators per
1,000 students.

VCCCD is fairly efficient in staffing compared to sister colleges and districts.

It should be noted that the comparison spreadsheets show disparities for colleges within the
District which helps to underscore the need for greater staffing controls to achieve more equity
for students.

Recommendation
e There are discrepancies within the District regarding staffing that may not be entirely
desirable or intentional. Therefore, the District should review the current, and ultimately
revised, organizational structure with these comparisons in mind.

e The District should make efforts to educate its constituents and correct the misperception
that it has too many overall managers and is “top heavy”.

Position Control

Analysis

Position Control is recognized as a best practice in complex organizations, including California’s
community colleges, to provide financial accountability in the hiring process. With
approximately 86% of VCCCD’s costs associated with personnel and therefore budget
flexibility, it is essential that all positions hired be appropriately planned, approved and
budgeted. Failure to provide adequate hiring controls can quickly result in over expenditures,
unplanned contractual obligations and financial degradation. The Chancellor’s Office has
underscored the importance of this management tool by including it in its Sound Fiscal
Management Checklist required report (see Appendix F).

Position Control is a system that limits the hiring of personnel to Board authorized positions and
integrates the personnel allocations budget with the financial system (primarily budget and
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payroll). In summary, a comprehensive position control system tracks authorized positions and
assists in monitoring personnel levels and staffing budgets in the organization.

Findings

Currently, VCCCD does not utilize a position control system. While it allocates full-time faculty
positions on a formula (WSCH/FTES of 525), it does not control part-time faculty hires or
classified hires on a similar basis. As a result, each college can hire the number of positions it
wants largely upon their own discretion. While HR helps monitor the load for part-timers, the
lack of controls in this area can result in cost over-runs, lower class size than desired and
potentially contractual rights for these part-timers. In fact, the District has seen a reduction in
the past 3 years of its 75/25 ratio (the statewide goal of achieving faculty staffing of 75% full-
time faculty to 25% part-time faculty) from 59.8% full-timers to 58.3%. Since the District
exceeds its Full-time Faculty Obligation Number (FON), this is another indicator that
“productivity” is down and that part-time faculty hires need to be better monitored and included
in a position control system. The lack of an overall comprehensive system can also result in
potentially significant disparities (see Appendix C) between staffing (faculty and classified) at
the different colleges, which is a simple case of equity for students attending the various
colleges.

A true Position Control system monitors the status of all positions which are typically allocated
based upon selected criteria (FTES, sq. ft., etc.). Such a system also assists in monitoring salary
savings achieved through any “vacancy factor” (the time it takes to fill a position, vacated or
newly established, once it is approved and budgeted).

Some may view Position Control as a loss of overall control or flexibility. In fact, it is not. The
choice of what classes, courses, positions, etc. still remains with the experts (faculty chairs,
deans, vice presidents, presidents, etc.), but the ability to overspend is controlled as is any other
expenditure. The same can be said for non-faculty positions. The allocation of the overall
approved positions remains a college decision determined by its own unique prioritization
process.

The monitoring of Position Control should be housed in the fiscal side of the “house”. These are
the individuals in the District who are designated and trained in the accounting function of
determining the status of the allocation (in this case positions) spending.

Recommendation
e The District should implement a comprehensive and integrated Position Control system,
in compliance with State recommendations, administered by the District Business Office,
in coordination with Human Resources.
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District-level Administrative Operations

Analysis
Multi-college districts in California require significant oversight to ensure effective service to

students and the community. They are typically complex organizations serving significant
numbers of students with a large number of employees and a significant budget of public funds.
These public organizations are overseen by an elected Board of Trustees who employs a
Chancellor as the CEO of the organization. Multi-college districts in California vary from two
colleges to as many as nine, but most multi-college districts in the state have three or four
colleges generally serving a significant geographical region. The role of Chancellor of these
systems is a complex and varied one. Typically, the Chancellor’s duties include the oversight of
the entire organization at the direction of the elected trustees. But the job increasingly also
includes working with multiple constituent groups, the community, other locally elected and
appointed officials, the California Community College Chancellor’s Office and the State
Legislature. Additionally, chancellors are tasked to relate to the federal policy makers, rai