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Introduction

On November 5-6, 2008, a two-person team representing the Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior Colleges visited the Los Angeles Harbor College (LAHC), a part of the Los Angeles Community College District (LACCD).  The purpose of the visit was to verify the contents of the Progress Report prepared by the college at the request of the Accrediting Commission.  The report required the college to comment on the progress made in addressing selected recommendations made by Commission as part of its reaccreditation visit in 2006, as follows:
Recommendation 2:
The College needs to develop an on-going, systematic cycle of evaluation, integrated planning, resource allocation, implementation and re-evaluation. This should be based in deep analysis of District and institutional research provided data, and assures a broad involvement and participation in the institutional planning cycle.

The College reported that the varied elements of the College’s planning process have been integrated into an ongoing, systematic cycle of evaluation, resource allocation, implementation, and re-evaluation. The integrated process includes first prioritizing the needs and goals within unit plans that reflect both program reviews and student learning outcomes. Secondly, planning “clusters” (Academic, Student Services, Administrative Services, and President’s Cluster) merge unit priorities into cluster priorities for presentation to the College Planning Council (CPC). Thirdly, the CPC integrates cluster priorities into college-wide priorities reflecting the College Strategic Plan. Lastly, the Budget Committee funds these priorities from available funding sources. 
During the visit, the Team met separately with a wide variety of individuals who have been involved at various points in the comprehensive evaluation, planning, and resource allocation cycle that has been implemented over the past two years.  These individuals included senior members of the administration, and participants from each of the elements of the process, including: unit planning, planning clusters, the CPC, and the Budget Committee.  The Chair of the Team also met with the Executive Committee of the LAHC Academic Senate.  In addition, the Team reviewed the extensive evidentiary materials presented by the College, which included:  the CPC Statement on Adherence to the College Planning Cycle, Instructional and non-instructional unit and cluster plans, Minutes of planning cluster and CPC meetings, the 2008 College Planning Policy and Procedure Manual, etc.  
The discussions were with each group were detailed, comprehensive and candid.  The Report and the materials provided the Team were well written and contributed our ability to get a clear understanding of the scope and depth of the College’s comprehensive evaluation, planning, and resource allocation cycle.
The Team found that the College has demonstrated it understands and embraces the value of an ongoing planning process that is cyclical in nature with evaluation based on an analysis of institutional data.  The College provided solid evidence that a clearly defined and documented planning process that aligns unit planning, cluster planning, and budgetary decisions that is guided and reflective of the College goals and the Mission is in place.  Within and throughout the planning cycle, the College has demonstrated an enhanced use of institutional data to inform and guide planning efforts from unit and cluster planning priorities to the level of the Planning Council before budgetary allocations are determined.  Participation from the unit level planning, cluster level and through the College Planning Council is a well-represented process with full transparency and the opportunity for input in defining priorities in the College Plan.  Broad involvement in the planning process involves representation from administration, instruction, student services, classified and students at the level of the College Planning Council.  

Revisions to the 2007-2008 College Planning Policy and Procedure Manuel have resulted in a comprehensive planning calendar to inform various College constituencies of both the progress and upcoming responsibilities throughout planning cycle.  The College’s current policy is that all levels of the planning process will review and evaluate their processes on an ongoing annual basis.  Overall institutional effectiveness and planning processes have been enhanced by the use of improved templates that are aligned with College goals that require the use of Institutional/District data by both unit and cluster planning units.  The College Planning Council now evaluates priorities from the unit and cluster plans in formulating the overall College Master plan.  The College Budget Committee and Research Office also provide the College Planning Council with past trend and forecast data to enable various planning contingencies to be considered in response to shifting economic conditions based on priorities established at both unit and cluster planning levels.  Though current budgetary deficits had impeded the implementation of any major improvements based on evaluations and reviews, the team found that both instructions and student services were able to provide evidence that the process has resulted in improvement to programs and services where economically feasible.  The most overriding improvement of the process is seen in the College’s acceptance of the value of a cyclical planning process driven by data and through the evaluation and review of existing practices.

Overall, the evidence indicates that the College has established and implemented a solid framework for an articulated and coordinated cycle of evaluation, integrated planning, resource allocation, implementation and re-evaluation based on analysis of data, though a process with broad representation and consideration of all planning units.  At this point, the evidence would indicate that the overall institutional effectiveness of the planning process is solidly positioned at the proficiency level of implementation, with some components of the process at a sustainable continuous quality improvement level.  Most importantly, the evidence indicates that the College has made a full commitment to embrace an ongoing, robust, and reflective dialog for evaluating and improving the overall planning process in an ongoing and sustainable manner.  

Conclusion

This recommendation has been met.
Recommendation 3: 
Using the planning process and the governance process, the College should construct a meaningful dialogue about student learning which assures understanding and infusion of Student Learning Outcomes. This dialogue should rely on robust information focused on the accomplishment of students as defined in program, inter-departmental, and institutional student learning outcomes.
The College reported that it has been engaged in a campus-wide dialog that has directed the planning and governance processes toward the measurement of student learning. The dialog has focused the attention of the entire school at the programmatic, inter-departmental, and institutional level to determine how these outcomes can best be articulated and assessed.  It has focused attention on three areas: 1) The leadership and organizational impetus provided by the college’s governing (Academic Senate, Academic Affairs Cluster, and College Planning Council) and administrative (Division Council) bodies. 2) The college’s professional training and development activities, and 3) Writing and assessment of student learning outcomes (SLOs) across the entire college curriculum.  In spring 2008, the Academic Senate approved Institutional Student Learning Outcomes (ISLO) which focused on effective communication skills, problem solving and critical thinking, a global awareness and appreciation of cultural diversity, and personal, professional, and civic responsibility.
In addition to meeting with the senior members of the administration and representatives involved in unit planning, the planning clusters, the CPC, and the LAHC Academic Senate, the Team met with the Vice President for Academic Affairs, the Dean for Student Learning, who has developed extensive experience in this area in his previous position at Cuyahoga Community College, and the SLO coordinator.  The Team also reviewed the extensive evidence made available by the College, which included:  Documentation of workshop activities (2006-2008), College-wide participation in World Café I (April 7) & II (Aug. 29), College appointment of SLO coordinator, Revised Course Outlines and Assessment Forms, Division Chair communications regarding course update and assessment, etc.

The Team found that the institutional leadership, including faculty , students, and administration have developed an excellent collegial working environment and are exhibiting the appropriate leadership, including the commitment of resources, necessary to establish and assess SLOs, and promote the dialog essential to the improvement of student learning.  
The college has supported the faculty and staff with the training in the writing and assessment of SLOs, by providing individual consultative support, by hiring individuals into leadership positions who have had successful experience in establishing and assessing SLOs while they were employed at other community colleges in regions that are farther along in this process,  and by providing regular opportunities for cross discipline dialog on not only SLOs, but also their assessment and their utility in the process of improving student learning.  
In addition to adopting institutional SLOs in spring 2008, the college has completed course level SLOs for approximately 80% of its courses, and is in the process of assessing the accomplishment of those outcomes in nearly 100 courses.  Work has also been started on the last piece of the SLOs matrix, program SLOs.  
The LAHC faculty, staff, and administration have nearly completed the Development Level of Implementation of the ACCJC Rubric for Evaluating Institutional Effectiveness – Part III: Student Learning Outcomes and have a number of practices that are at the Proficient Level.
Conclusion

This recommendation has been met.
Recommendation 4:
 In making public the process of program review as well as the results, the College will regularly and in a timely manner review and update policy, planning and procedure manuals.
The College reported that both the process for and the results of all college program reviews are fully accessible to the college community and to the general public on a redesigned website.  In 2007, past program reviews were comprehensively evaluated, and as a result of these evaluations, workshops at the unit level have been held to evaluate and improve program review formats and processes. All policies and procedures manuals related to the planning process have been updated, and a unified timeline integrating all planning processes including program review schedules is now in force. 

The Team found that the College has made program review resources such as program review templates, trend course level institutional enrollment and performance data broken out by demographics, student survey results, the recently updated and Senate- approved Program Review Policy and Procedure Manuel for Instruction and Student Services along with other appropriate review guidelines available on a newly designed website that is accessible to both the College community and the public. Also found on this website are completed programs reviews for all College areas.  Links to College governance, planning process, and student learning outcome polices and procedures were available on this site as well.  The updated 2007-2008 College Planning Policy and Procedure Manuel found on this site provides a comprehensive planning calendar to inform various College constituencies of both the progress and upcoming responsibilities throughout planning cycle.  
Conclusion

This recommendation has been met.
Recommendation 6: 
The functional relationship between the College and District needs to be fully defined through a dialog focused on efficient use of resources and service to students. The implementation of a decentralized relationship needs mutual definition.
As reported by the College, the LACCD initiated an intensive review of all District office functions in 2005. Over an 18-month period, every administrative unit in the District office documented the specific functions it provided to the Colleges, linked each function to a specific ACCJC Standard, identified the end users of these functions, and enumerated outcome measures to gauge unit effectiveness. Results of these District Office Service Outcomes were periodically shared with the Chancellor’s Cabinet and the three vice presidents’ councils to elicit feedback. The outcomes have been incorporated into the newly revised 2008 Functional Map. 

The dialog necessary to complete the development of the Functional Map included the presidents of the colleges in the district as well as the members of the numerous cross-district functional groups (that included many individuals from LAHC) over the past two years.  In addition to developing a detailed functional map, a series of operational flow charts that detail the relationships between the various district operations and the individual colleges, and the steps an individual needs to take to complete operational requirements within the district was also created. By spring 2009, it is expected that there will be links to required forms and documents described in the various flow charts available on the LACCD website.  The latest iteration of the Functional Map was published in October 2008, and while formally described as a draft, it is the product of considerable dialog between the district and the colleges and reflects the current state of the evolving relationships.  
The visiting team met with the key leadership in the LACCD who are responsible for the design and implementation of the functional mapping processes to discuss the implementation of the map and the dialog it is designed to promote, and reviewed the extensive documentation available on the district website.  In addition, we met separately with administrators and faculty leaders at LAHC to determine the extent to which there was appropriate campus/district dialog in the development of the Functional Map, as well as a focus on the efficient use of resources as well as service to the students.  This appears to have been accomplished.
Conclusion

This recommendation has been met.
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