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Report Preparation
Beginning with the first communication from the Accrediting Commission for Community and
Junior Colleges dated August 31, 2012, the College President shared with the college community
that a fiscal review was underway and that the ACCJC Commissioners would provide details
after their January meeting. The President made an informal request to the Chancellor for
technical support to assist in a study of the College’s fiscal condition. Continual review via
regular quarterly reports occurs as a matter of practice; however, the College knew that more
expertise was needed to address the multi-year deficit. The intentions of the College were also
shared during a report to the Board of Trustees’ Institutional Effectiveness Committee.
At the same time, the College was completing its comprehensive self-evaluation report. That
document is complete and has been recently reviewed in depth by the Evaluation Team that
visited the college from March 11-14, 2013.
Upon receipt of the February 15,2013 letter from the Commission which requested this Special
Report, the College President sought funding from the Chancellor to hire external financial
consultants to assist in the in-depth analysis the College deemed necessary to identify corrective
actions to resolve the ongoing fiscal problems it faces.
The findings of the external consultants have been included with the College’s response in this
Special Report.
The report was the product of a work team at the College comprised of the following individuals:
Prepared by:
College President
Vice President of Administrative Services
Accreditation Liaison Officer
Dean of Research and Planning
Accreditation Faculty Chair
Reviewed by:
Chancellor
District Chief Fiscal Officer
College Institutional Effectiveness Council Chair
Vice President of Academic Affairs (also Accreditation Liaison Officer)
Vice President of Student Services
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Response to the Commission Letter
Los Angeles Valley College (LAVC) is submitting this Special Report in response to the
February 5, 2013 letter received from the ACCJC requesting that the College address the deficit
spending that occurred for the three fiscal years 2008-09, 2009-10, and 2010-11. This report
addresses the reasons the deficit continued for three years and what actions have been taken to
correct the issue.
LAVC has just undergone its spring 2013 Comprehensive Accreditation Site Visit. Standard
III.D.3 of our accreditation self-evaluation report is excerpted below in response to this request,
in addition to supplemental information obtained after the self-evaluation was completed.
Evidence has been included.
Reasons for the Deficit
Seven years ago Los Angeles Valley College began a period of growth as the District sought to
capture growth funds. The growth enabled the College to hire sorely needed faculty and expand
its course offerings. Since precise projection models were not in place, the actual expenditures
exceeded the allocation. Corrections to this issue began in 2008-09 (when the current president
came on board). While this correction trend has continued in earnest for the last five years, the
District, and ultimately the College, experienced an overall cut in funds from the State, creating a
radical shift downward that could not be immediately corrected. Over the last five years, the
College has seen its funding decrease by over $6 million and has made cuts of the same
magnitude. Since the College entered the 2008-09 downturn with a deficit, it has maintained a
shortfall of less than a million dollars each fiscal year and still expects to close this gap, although
it has not done so to date.
The table below shows the following information for the years in question:
• Allocation from the District
• Actual expenditures for the year
• Ending negative balances*
• College FTES workload measures
• Amount of FTES actually generated
• LAVC average class size
Year

Allocation

Expenditure

Ending
FTES
FTES
Average
Balance
Target
Actual
Class Size
2008-09 $55,624,419
$56,085,198 ($460,779) 13,473
13,799
35.3
2009-10 $52,642,747
$53,174,057 ($531,310) 12,971
13,328
39.0
2010-11 $54,024,629
$54,336,714 ($315,686)* 12,942
13,606
40.2
*The ending balance for 2010-11 differs from the amount reported on the Annual Fiscal Report.
An earlier version of the ending balance report for that year was used to create the report for the
ACCJC. The District’s Chief Fiscal Officer concurs with the College that the lesser amount is the
correct number (Deficit Repayment Schedule).
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The chart below shows a pattern of the College’s responsiveness to the two standing directives
from the District:
1. Balance your budget.
2. Generate your FTES workload.
The average class size and the actual FTES generated demonstrate the College’s concerted effort
to meet these District directives (Budget & FTES Trends):

The Los Angeles Community College District allocation formula used during these years was
based on multiple factors (SB361Budget Allocation Mechanism). Each year the College is given
an Operational Plan allocation, an FTES workload measure, and a Faculty Obligation Number
(FON) for hiring. The College is then expected to prepare a budget that accomplishes meeting
the FTES and FON within the Op Plan allocation. For each of these years, the Op Plan allocation
has not been sufficient to cover the fixed personnel costs (salaries and benefits) and the other
operational costs such as utilities, none of which are under the direct control of the College.
When presenting the Op Plan budget to the District, the College has also included the statement
that a balanced budget could be achieved only by the District taking actions to furlough or lay off
employees.
Per District directive, all colleges are instructed to submit a proposed reduction plan, indicating
what actions the colleges can take to reach a balanced budget and what actions the District can
take to accomplish the same objective for the colleges. LAVC has continually included actions
the District could take, but those have not been implemented (Action Plan Reports 2010-2013).
During the years in question, the College made cuts by reducing spending through employee
attrition, reducing hourly rate faculty by reductions in class offerings, and cutting student
workers, tutors, and supplies.
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For two of the years in question, the College was forced to absorb the cost of categorical
programs into the budget due to reduced state funding. These programs were needed to operate
to meet Title 5 compliance. In 2009-10, the cost borne by the general college budget was
$253,088 and in 2010-11 it was $178,433 (Report on Categorical Programs).
District and College finance managers concur that normally a balanced budget means that at the
end of the year the operating revenues equal operating expenses. This is more complicated at
LAVC because of several factors:
• The District has a practice of requiring the College to pay back the district for overexpenditures. This practice has changed over the years -- sometimes the debt is deferred and
sometimes it is partially forgiven (DBC Criteria).
• LAVC currently has an internal liability to the District of $2,790,193 for cumulative overexpenditures that is being amortized over five years costing LAVC $558,037 per year. This
exacerbates the problem of balancing the budget because technically LAVC has to develop a
budget with an operating surplus of $558,037 in order to reimburse the District. A College
debt repayment of $550,000 was taken out of the allocation for 2013-14 (Deficit Repayment
Schedule).
• The District re-allocates excess reserves after the close of the fiscal year, making it difficult
to predict when, by how much, and even whether an adjustment to our allocation will be
made.
The District has consistently maintained a comfortable ending balance and has begun each year
with substantial reserves (District Reserves). This has been noted on the College’s Annual Fiscal
Reports to the Commission. The LACCD views the budget shortfall at LAVC as an internal
matter and not a question of deficit funding.
The District must meet its obligation to hire a certain number of full-time faculty each year, yet
that requirement has not been fairly shared by the nine LACCD colleges. Many of the colleges in
the District have maintained a lower percentage of full-time faculty than LAVC has, thus
bringing down the District average (Full-Time Faculty Obligation Data). As a nine-college
district, the FON is reported on a district-wide basis. While the District’s FON is dependent on
each college attaining its target FON, this may not always be possible. Colleges are encouraged
at a minimum to fill vacancies created by faculty resignations/retirements.
Corrective Actions Taken
Recommendation 4 in the College’s 2007 Accreditation Evaluation Report stated: The team
recommends that the college take action to address the current $1.9 million deficit immediately
and develop plans to establish financial stability in the long term to ensure fiscal responsibility
and accountability.
In response to this recommendation, for the past five years the College has continually taken
actions to reduce expenditures based on measured growth and increased efficiency. Specifically,
the College has:
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•
•
•
•

Increased average class and enrollment ratios by more effective monitoring (e.g., cancelling
low-enrolled classes, offering high-demand courses based on needs)
Reduced staffing costs through attrition by not filling vacant positions and not replacing all
retirees
Made mandatory cuts of 25% in the discretionary accounts of the four major service areas in
2009-10 (2009-10 Budget Transfers) followed by mandatory across-the-board cuts of 10% in
2010-11 (2010-11 Budget Reductions)
Requested and received debt relief and deferral on repayment from the District

In order to address Standard III.D.3 to systematically assess the effective use of financial
resources and use the results to improve, the College conducts ongoing analysis, both at the
college and District levels. The College receives frequent reviews and quarterly reports to
determine whether it has met its FTES workload measures and balanced its budget. Comparisons
are made to District numbers and the College is provided with projections (Comparative
Analyses 2008-2011). Final budget and expenditure figures have demonstrated the College’s
efficiency in using enrollment management to meet its targets (Budget & FTES Trends).
The College President has begun inviting the College’s primary shared governance body, the
Institutional Effectiveness Council (IEC), to the quarterly report sessions convened by the
District so that more campus leaders are able to broaden their understanding. The College has
requested and received professional development training through the use of District expertise to
understand how workload measures impact productivity and effectiveness (District Training
Session).
To help the College make decisions to not only fund programs but also make necessary
reductions, non-instructional areas evaluate their services by completing outcomes assessments,
using the results of data and analysis to improve, adjust outcomes, if needed, and make
recommendations for the next year’s budget. This allows individual areas to evaluate their
effectiveness and use of resources at the program and division level. Reviewing annual plan
modules (e.g., technology, facilities, fiscal) allows the College to look at all areas for trends as
they arise and make decisions on allocation of resources for smart institutional planning
(Technology Annual Plan Module).
In spring 2012, a workgroup was created within the IEC to examine faculty non-contractual,
non-instructional reassigned time. The workgroup analyzed 25 positions on campus and
evaluated the need for reassigned time. Recommendations for changes in reassigned time were
made by the IEC and modified and approved by the College President (Reassigned Time
motion).
The College is continually assessing its effectiveness, as is evidenced by our college
effectiveness reports presented to the Board (College Effectiveness Report 2012). Based on the
indicators reported, LAVC’s effectiveness is consistent with those of the other District colleges.
Changes that Impact the College’s Fiscal Condition
Recent changes at the District level have an impact on the College’s fiscal condition:
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•

•

Beginning FY 2012-13, the District revised the Budget Allocation Funding Formula, which
advantaged the smaller colleges, which have built out faster than some of the others. The new
formula does, however, include minimum funding for colleges to cover administrative
staffing and M&O costs, which will benefit the College as new buildings are constructed.
More than 80% of the revenues are still being distributed to colleges based on their funded
FTES. The new allocation model will be evaluated annually to determine whether it is
meeting the needs of the colleges and adjustments will be suggested and implemented.
For the 2013-14 year, the College will be permitted to reduce its faculty replacement
quotient, leading to cost savings.

Changes at the College level will have an impact on our capacity to take positive steps to resolve
our fiscal issues:
• Christopher Bonvenuto is taking the helm as our new Vice President of Administrative
Services on April 15, 2013. He brings many years of fiscal management expertise, having
served as the Director of Fiscal Services for Santa Monica College, overseeing their
District’s financially related activities including finance, budget, accounting and auditing.
• The College has redesigned its operational plan process and is collecting pertinent facts to
influence resource allocation for the next fiscal year. Strategies for balancing the budget are
ongoing, but comprehensive planning will begin in the fall instead of winter, so that they can
inform the Op Plan process for the coming year.
• A new program viability process was adopted last year and is currently being used to
determine effectiveness (Program Viability Process).
Next Steps for Further Action
In order to pinpoint the issues that have led to the recurring deficit, the College President
requested and received $10,000 from the District to hire outside fiscal experts to conduct a
comprehensive analysis, which was completed on March 21, 2013. The analysts took the
following steps:
1. Reviewed the College’s operational plan and expenditure plans from 2008-2013
2. Reviewed the District budget allocation model to determine if it presents a reasonable
approach with regard to the allocation for LAVC
3. Recommended areas for change, factoring in FTES workload measures, average class size,
contractual obligations (salaries and other mandated costs), utilities, and other operational
expenses
The recommendations provided by the analysts, some of which have already been included in the
college plan, will be reviewed by senior staff and will next go to the College’s shared
governance bodies so that decisions can be made to move forward with the recommended
corrective actions (see Appendix A, Fiscal Analysis Report March 2013).
Based on past accomplishments, the College is continuing its efforts:
• The College has made important changes in the enterprise activities (bookstore and food
services) so those areas are not draining the general fund. LAVC will continue to closely
monitor these areas to make sure the College continues to operate on at least a break even
basis while trying to serve the needs of students (Balanced Accounts in SFPs).
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•
•
•

Our 2011-12 workload goal of 12,231 FTES increased to 12,438 FTES in 2012-13. At the
same time, the costs of instruction in 2011-12 were $21,340,275 and will be decreasing to
$20,597,442 in 2012-13, generating a savings of $830,535.
The College’s skills in enrollment management are being sharpened. LAVC realizes that
managing enrollment is the most significant variable cost within the LAVC budget since the
cost of hourly instructors amounts to $7.4 million.
The College continues to assemble basic data for analysis, to include a college-wide staffing
plan that shows needs annually for the next five years. LAVC is well aware of the need to
use research and planning to monitor productivity measures.

Additional activities are currently underway:
• The College is strengthening its enrollment management methods, including the use of
multiple metrics to anticipate costs. This work will build a broad understanding of the impact
of metrics such as class size (WSCH/FTEF) among the deans and department chairs.
• Steps are being taken to strengthen the role of the Fiscal Review and Oversight Group
(FROG) in budgetary planning. As part of the restructuring of our shared governance
processes, the FROG was designed to perform a technical review of monthly budget reports
to advise the IEC on fiscal matters and analyze annual plan requests. Tools such as the Fiscal
Management Self-Assessment Checklist have been shared with the group to help them
conduct their analyses (Fiscal Management Self-Assessment Checklist). The College’s
newly-hired research analyst will be a member of the FROG.
There is still more work to be done. The College will develop a three-year plan to reach solvency
by taking the following actions:
• Seek agreement between the LAVC executive staff and the District on the true scope of the
deficit for 2013-14
• Develop and use metrics that show the relationship between aggregate class size and parttime faculty costs that can be used to generate scenarios for decision making
• Broadly expand the use of the newly adopted program viability process
• Adhere to a comprehensive staffing plan that will be ready for use this fall
• Create a timeline for a new budgeting calendar that shifts the annual planning process six
months earlier to enable the College to use relevant projections (i.e., begin planning for FY
2014-15 in fall 2013).
• Use the “What If” template included in the fiscal analysis (What If template, Appendix G)
• Follow other recommendations in the Fiscal Analysis Report, to be determined through the
shared governance process
The College will take additional steps, including widespread communication to the college
community, in order to ensure success:
• Work with the District regarding campus staffing needs; if the College has to reduce staff and
District policy continues to preclude laying off employees, the College will need to develop
an agreement on reduction through attrition and be held harmless during the transition period,
which could be one to three years
• Continue to educate its governance groups about the scope of the problem and the broad
options to solve it
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•

Fully implement the Actionable Improvement Plan in our 2013 Self-Evaluation to “Ensure
that a budget prioritization process is fully developed and followed, then evaluate it, and
embark on a campus wide campaign to communicate how budgetary decisions are made”
(2013 Self-Evaluation)

LAVC needs to agree on a timeline for balancing the budget that is acceptable to the
Commission and understood by the District. While the budget gap was about $3.2 million in July
2012, this gap has been reduced to $1.2 million as of the second quarterly report due to a release
of more funds to all the colleges by the District (Memos on Additional Revenue). Further
reductions are expected by the close of the fiscal year as the College continues to carefully
control costs. Based on the level of current funding and fixed costs, we expect that the fiscal
challenges faced by the College can be solved within the next two-three years.
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APPENDIX
A
FISCAL ANALYSIS
REPORT
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3/21/13
Report to Dr. Susan Carleo
President Los Angeles Valley College
Description of Assignment
The College Brain Trust (CBT) entered into a contract with Los Angeles Valley College (LAVC) to
engage the services of Mike Brandy and Mike Hill as financial consultants who specialize in fiscal
issues. The scope of this assignment, which was for 5 consulting days, was as follows:

1. Review the action the college has taken to bring the budget in balance during the
past three years,
2. Meet with college staff to determine ideas and plans the college has to bring the
budget into balance,
3. Review the district budget allocation model to determine the constraints the
district model has, if any, on the college bringing its budget into balance,
4. Review with district office budget staff, via phone and email, steps the district
believes the college could take to balance its budget,
5. Develop independent recommendations on steps the college can take to bring
its budget into balance,
6. Develop a 1-3 year plan to bring the budget into balance, and
7. Review its preliminary recommendations with the college president before
issuing its final report by mid-March, 2013 to the president.

Methodology
The consultants reviewed the college financial documents including:
• The district allocation model
• The district second quarter reports
• The previous year budget and actual revenue and expenses
• The college self study prepared for the March 11, 2013 accreditation visit
• The accreditation letter dated 2/5/13
• College spreadsheet “Colleges Comparative Resources 2011-12.xls”
• Financial summary handed out to FROG 2/27/13
• State Chancellor’s Office Fiscal Trend Analysis for LACCD
1
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•

Numerous other documents from district and college on comparative financial,
staffing, FON, 75/25 ratio, and related operating expenses.

On-site meetings
Mr. Brandy met with college staff on 2/27/13 including: President’s Cabinet; Retired VP,
Admin; Interim VP Admin; Financial Analyst, President; members of the Fiscal Review
Oversight Group (FROG)

Acknowledgement
CBT consultants appreciated the honesty, dedication and frankness of LAVC and District
Office staff to solve this difficult budget problem. Over 38 electronic documents and
workbooks were shared with the consultants as background for this assignment. The
quick response to questions via email and phone calls, and the time the staff took to
meet with the consultants was appreciated.

2
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OVERALL OBSERVATION
The scope of the budget problem at LAVC was much larger than anticipated.
LAVC owes the district (as of 6/30/12) $2,790,193 reflecting the cumulative effect of 5
years of deficit spending. The district has a 5-year payback program resulting in a
$558,037 reduction from LAVC’s allocation each year for 5 years.
The current year projected deficit is another $1.2 million, plus the impending cost of
summer school at $400 thousand, thus adding a projected $1.6 million to the
repayment schedule to the district. Expressed in another way, LAVC is overspending its
annual operating budget by 3%.
The projected deficit for 13-14 is $3,219,217 without taking into consideration the “wish
list” budget submittals of $1,917,384.
To bring the budget into balance, LAVC needs to cut $3.2 million from its $51.9 million
spending plan.
If WSCH/FTEF were holding at 596 and the college was just making base FTES, then it
would be unlikely that instructional FTEF could be reduced. If that were the conclusion
of LAVC, all of the reductions would have to be on the non-instructional side of the
budget. This is a large reduction of $3.2 million on an expense (for non instructional) of
about $25 million. If all of these reductions were in positions, about 15% of all noninstructional positions would have to be eliminated, about 30-40 positions. Reducing
this many positions is certainly not a recommendation, but does give a scope of the
problem if other solutions cannot be found to minimize position reductions.

General Observations
1. The college is currently experiencing a shortage of fiscal leadership and
experience as a result of the recent retirement of the long time VP
Administration. Hiring processes were expedited and a new VP Admin has been
selected and should start by April 15. Additionally, the college has a new VP
Academic Affairs this year that is still on a learning curve about the college and
its many programs. It is expected that by next year these two key individuals will
have sufficient experience at LAVC to provide excellent leadership in their
respective areas.
3
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2. The knowledge of the current year budget and projected ending deficit was light
within the executive team. The process for informing President’s Cabinet about
forecasts for the current year and the following budget year were not as
streamlined and tight as one would expect.
3. The tools for effective enrollment management were not as readily available as
one would expect. While the college is forecasting to meet its FTES goals for the
12-13 FY, it is not clear how that will be affected by class size and the resulting
costs in the Part Time Faculty line item.
4. The tools for making major strategic decisions to reduce the budget were not
readily available. Typically these tools would include easily accessible data on
staffing distribution; cost of instruction; class size (and/or WSCH/FTEF) budgeted
and actuals; discretionary released time; as well as other high level analysis
detailing how the dollars are allocated so decisions can be made on where to
cut.
5. The LACCD Board has a policy to maintain a District General Reserve of 5% and a
Contingency Reserve of 5%. The colleges have been assigned a goal of
maintaining a 1% reserve at the college level as well. LAVC has been operating a
deficit budget for 5 years so does not have any college reserve. The actual
district wide fund balance reported to the State Chancellor on 6/30/12 was
14.5% for LACCD.
6. LAVC has had a deficit for at least the last 5 years starting in 07-08, resulting in a
cumulative liability to the District of $2,790,193. It should be noted that other
colleges have a cumulative deficit as well: City: $2.3 million; Harbor $6.1 million;
Southwest $5.8 million: and West $596 thousand.
7. The LACCD FON report for Fall 2012 showed exact compliance with FON, there
were no additional FTE recorded exceeding the FON. This makes reduction of
Full Time positions at LAVC difficult in that any reductions at LAVC would
necessitate increases of contract faculty at another LACCD college to avoid
penalties.

4

14

ANALYSIS
a. WSCH/FTEF:
i. The WSCH/FTEF ratio for LAVC was compared at the district wide level
using Fall 2011 data (the most recent available). The extract from the
district wide Fall 2011 databook is enclosed (LACCD Summary
WSCH/FTEF (extract) Attachment 1). This report shows LAVC with a
WSCH/FTEF ratio of 596 compared to the nine colleges average of 626.
This general relationship of LAVC to the district was relatively the same
for the previous two years. Of the 7 large colleges in LACCD over 100,000
WSCH, there are 5 colleges with higher ratios than LAVC.
ii. In the experience of the consultants, a ratio of 596 WSCH/FTEF is very
high, and may be reflecting the dynamics of the State workload
reductions and high student demand. This ratio will be difficult to
maintain if enrollment demand softens. As the ratio decreases, if it does,
further decreases in the support side of the budget will have to be made
in order to accommodate the higher costs on the instructional side of the
budget. There is concern on the consultants’ part, that as LAVC added
winter session and summer session in order to achieve their FTES goal,
that the WSCH/FTEF ratio is likely to fall. There was no evidence of this
discussion at the executive level.
b. FULL TIME TO PART TIME RATIO (75/25 RATIO)
i.
District supplied data (Fall 2011 Full-time Faculty Obligation Calculation
by College as of 28 Nov 11 - 1 Dec 11 Attachment 2) indicated that LAVC
reported 203.28 full time faculty and 86.2 part time faculty in Fall 2011,
resulting in a ratio of 70.2%. With the exception of Trade, this was the
highest ratio of the nine colleges. The decision to not fill 10 FTE contract
faculty positions in the 12-13 FY would bring this ratio down to about
67%, still above the district average of 63%. If LAVC were to reduce
contract faculty to the district wide ratio of 63%, an additional 10 FTEF
(approximately) contract positions would have to be converted to part
time faculty positions.
c. BUDGET DISCIPLINE
i.
In the second quarter report there is an attachment reflecting those
accounts which were overdrawn on 1/31/13. There are four pages of
5
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these accounts with a total overdrawn balance of $1,834,919. While
there may be logical explanations for some of these negative balances
due to budget transfer timings etc., it appears to the consultants that
there is a lack of budget discipline in allowing accounts to be overdrawn.
The annual budget is a spending plan with funds allocated at the
beginning of the year that must be diligently spent over the course of the
year, so negative balances can signify a serious operational problem.
ii.
In some cases, it appeared that positions were refilled without the sign
off of budget personnel to insure funding was available. A staffing
requisition should always have the sign off from the budget office to
insure funding is in place for that position prior to it being announced as
a vacancy.
d. STAFFING ANALYSIS
i.
The college prepared, at the consultant’s request, a summary of FTE
distribution within the college for the 2012-13 FY (LAVC staffing form
updated Attachment 3). This table reflects 295 FTE Teaching contract and
adjunct staff (representing 49.5% of the total staff at LAVC). Since LAVC
is projected to just meet its FTES goals, there is little room to reduce the
total number of teaching FTES, except if the WSCH/FTEF ratio were
increased. As noted earlier, the ratio of WSCH/FTEF for LAVC compared
to other district large colleges is towards the bottom. While this may be
very good for students, it does mean that LAVC devotes proportionally
more dollars to its teaching mission than the other colleges (thus having
less money to devote to the support services side of the budget). 52% of
the college budget (2012-13 2nd quarter) is devoted to teaching.
e. RELEASE TIME
i.
In the release time report (Release and Reassigned Time District
comparison by location from BW Attachment 4), LAVC still shows a much
higher level of release time compared to the other LACCD colleges (even
though some reductions were made last year.) The category “Instructors
on Special Assignment” was especially high with 28.67 FTE released.
Additionally the category of “Department chair release time” at 19.98
was high. This means that LAVC has almost 40 FTEF released from the
classroom to perform non-classroom duties.
f. COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS ON RESOURCE ALLOCATION MODEL
i. The consultants were provided an excel workbook entitled “Colleges
Comparative Resources 2011-12” which had a detailed analysis of
resources and staffing patterns within the LACCD district. This workbook
shows how the total budget allocation compares to the other LACCD
6
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ii.
iii.

colleges on a number of metrics including staffing, building sizes, and
acreage of campuses. There is sufficient data in this document to
examine how other colleges within LACCD are balancing their budget.
One of the charts at the end showed LAVC receiving the lowest allocation
per FTES in 11-12 compared to other LACCD colleges. If the other colleges
were to accept this data as accurate, perhaps LAVC could lobby to modify
the model.
One of the comparative numbers that seemed very high was the amount
of money LAVC spent in the “sub/relief 2300” object code. There may be
a simple explanation for this, but those expenses were high.
It is also helpful to look outside the LACCD district relative to some
comparators. For example, the Architectural Gross Square feet (GSF) of
the facilities/divided by the number of custodians is a fairly common
industry metric. While the ratio for LAVC is 22,467, and is similar to other
LACCD colleges, it is also true that many other California Community
Colleges have had to make cuts in this category and are operating at a
much higher ratio.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
1. ENROLLEMENT MANAGEMENT: It is recommended that LAVC strengthen
their existing enrollment management planning to clearly communicate the
impact of assumptions on class size and/or WSCH/FTE to the expense side of
the budget. In comparison to other colleges within LACCD, LAVC ranks lower in
the WSCH/FTEF ratio. Strong enrollment management plans will have to be in
place to at least maintain this level of efficiency in order to not cause more
reduction in the support services side of the college. A sample template
(WSCH/FTEF Sample LAVC: Attachment 5) was constructed (using the LACCD
databook) which could be used as a tool for managing and explaining the
importance of enrollment management at the college wide level. Based on Fall
2011 data, for example, this template shows that a slight 10-point change in
the WSCH/FTEF ratio would net a savings, or a cost, of about $350,000 per
year. Using this metric, if LAVC were to increase its WSCH/FTEF ratio from 596
in Fall 2011 to the district wide average of 626 (a 20 point increase), LAVC
would have saved about $700,000 in part time and adjunct faculty costs.
Conversely, if the WSCH/FTEF ratio were to drop even slightly to 586, LAVC
7

17

2.

3.

4.

5.

would have to cut another $350,000 from the non-instructional side of the
budget to accommodate this increase in instruction expenses.
PROGRAM MIX: It is recommended that LAVC examine program mix to
determine if they will be able to support all of the lower enrolled programs.
LAVC could also look at curriculum design and class size issues for those
programs to determine if any changes are possible to increase enrollment.
Just as important, LAVC could examine those programs with the higher ratios
to determine if there is capacity to expand those programs (at the same
efficiency) to help support the lower enrolled programs. This comment was
made by a faculty member at the FROG meeting when the consultant was on
site...”perhaps we need to examine who we are going to be as a college”
(relative to curriculum mix). This is an important focus for the college as it
determines what it can be within the resources it receives.
BUDGET DISCIPLINE: It is recommended that the college President make it
clear to college staff that funds cannot be spent from accounts unless that
account has sufficient funds. Managers should be held accountable through
the evaluation process for adherence to this standard of performance.
TRAINING: It is recommended that the administrative and governance
leadership teams be trained on budget related topics. These are the topics
recommended for review and training:
a. Explain the pie chart displaying where expenses are distributed. Focus on
how much of the budget is in salary accounts (92% with another 4% in
utilities) (LAVC Pie chart: Attachment 7)
b. Explain the graph reflecting WSCH/FTEF by department (LAVC dept.
WSCH/FTEF: Attachment 8)
c. Share the template that shows how changes in the WSCH/FTEF ratio
affect expense (a 10 point change in the WSCH/FTEF ratio results in an
annual change to part time and adjunct faculty costs of about $350,000)
(WSCH/FTEF Sample LAVC: Attachment 5)
d. Share the spreadsheet showing how staffing FTEF is allocated (LAVC
staffing form updated Attachment 3)
e. Share the “What if” template that lists options for trying to balance the
budget (What if Template: Attachment 6)
CYCLE OF BUDGET DEVELOPMENT: It is recommended that the cycle of
development for the LAVC budget be moved into the Fall timeframe, and that
it incorporate at least a two year horizon. This would mean that the key
budget assumptions regarding FTES goals, WSCH/FTEF goals, other revenue
assumptions, anticipated district distribution of fund balance, as well as other
expense assumptions and projected ending balances, should be reviewed and
8
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6.

7.

8.

9.

agreed upon administratively in the fall. These parameters should then be
reviewed with the governance leadership in the fall. Within the operating year,
there should be clear, high level summaries of quarterly performance so
decisions can be made during the year about increases or decreases to the
current year budget plan. It should be common knowledge among the
management team and governance team about how the college is performing
during the year and how revenue and expenses will affect the ending balance
forecast. This level of budget communication should be at a high level so that
it is easily understand for all the stakeholders.
MULTI YEAR BUDGET: At the same time the current year budget is being
developed there should be a less defined second year budget prepared (often
called a “pro forma” budget) to see what the following year budget might look
like. This multi year budget is critical for LAVC as it has a 5 year debt
repayment schedule it has to follow, and like all other California Community
Colleges must be aware of the impending loss of Proposition 30 funding in the
future.
“WHAT IF” CUT LIST: It is recommended that LAVC develop a simple
worksheet similar to the sample attached (What if Template: Attachment 6)
that could be used with management and governance leadership groups to
solicit ideas to fill up a “deficit bucket” of $3.2 million. Key data needs to be
developed to populate this spreadsheet regarding average cost of positions,
what a 1% cut to supplies would yield, etc. Once this data is known,
alternative cuts and/or revenue increases could be tested to see what
combination of factors could fill the $3.2 million “deficit bucket”. Of course,
none of the cuts to expenses are palatable at this stage of budget reduction.
RELEASE TIME: It is recommended that LAVC critically examine release time,
especially those 28.67 FTE reported to be on “Special assignment”. Perhaps
some of these FTE are on grant supported assignments, but to the extent that
those faculty released by general fund dollars, can return to their teaching
assignments, funds will be saved that can be used to solve the deficit
challenge. It is also recommended that LAVC review all other special
assignment funding for hourly pay. Many colleges have reduced these types of
special pay in order to save a position somewhere else in the college.
CULTURE OF RAPID RESPONSE TO BUDGET CHANGES: It is recommended that
LAVC develop a culture and a process for rapid response to budget changes,
such as State imposed workload reductions. It appears that most of the other
colleges within LACCD reacted quickly to the changing landscape introduced by
the “workload reductions”. Any college, including those within the LACCD, that
reacted slowly to state reductions, was caught with large draws on reserves or
9
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negative ending balances. Since LAVC had not accumulated any ending
balance coming into this State downsizing, they incurred a deficit spending
pattern that is now an extremely large and complex problem to solve. Not
only do they have to get their current year and next year budget in balance,
but they also have to repay the district $558,000 per year for the next 5 years.
If the current year deficit were actually $1.6 million, this would mean the
annual amortized payback would now be $818,000, clearly the wrong
direction. This means that LAVC has to craft an operating budget that is
balanced AND producing an $818,000 net surplus to pay the district back. This
emphasizes the need act quickly, decisively and to develop a multi year budget
plan.
10. DISTRIBUTION OF DISTRICT RESERVES: It is recommended that LAVC craft
their budget to be balanced without anticipating any subsidy or distribution of
district reserves. It is recommended that if that subsidy did materialize, that it
be used to pay off the debt to the district so LAVC can craft a balanced budget
in the future without that debt obligation.
11. POSITION REDUCTION: LAVC will have to reduce positions to balance its
budget. It is recommended that LAVC identify the total number of positions,
by position control number, that needs to be reduced. LAVC will have to
discuss with the employees and the District how this could be accomplished
over time without layoffs. If the policy of LACCD is to not lay off employees,
LAVC should propose to the district that it not be penalized for carrying those
positions until such time as the people can be absorbed through retirements,
resignations or transfers into other positions within LAVC or LACCD.
12. IN SUMMARY: THE THREE YEAR STRATEGY:
a. It is recommended that LAVC identify, by June 30, the specific actions to
reduce expenses and increase revenues to solve the $3.2 million
projected deficit problem
b. It is recommended that a robust enrollment management plan that is
directly tied to costs be established to achieve the FTES goals along with
the budgeted assumption of WSCH/FTEF. The enrollment management
process controls the largest expense variable within the LAVC budget,
which is the $7.5 million allocated for part time faculty costs.
c. It is recommended that those vacant positions identified in this reduction
list be eliminated as of July 1, 2013
d. It is recommended that reductions to operating budget accounts take
effect on July 1, 2013 and that managers be held accountable to live
within those budgeted amounts
10
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e. It is recommended that filled positions that must be eliminated, be
trended over a 3-year period in order to anticipate retirements,
resignations and transfers to determine how long the college must carry
those costs. As noted above, LAVC should discuss with the District how
not to be penalized for those positions they are carrying until they
become vacant.
f. It is recommended that LAVC balance its budget without anticipating
district one time subsidies, and if those subsidies do occur, that they be
used to pay off the debt to the district so LAVC can return to a true
balanced budget.

ATTACHMENTS
1. LACCD Summary WSCH/FTEF (extract)
2. Fall 2011 Full-time Faculty Obligation Calculation by College as of 28 Nov
11 - 1 Dec 11
3. LAVC staffing form updated
4. Release and Reassigned Time District comparison by location from BW
5. WSCH/FTEF sample
6. What if template
7. LAVC Pie chart
8. LAVC dept. WSCH/FTEF
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WSCH TRENDS AND STAFFING PATTERNS BY COLLEGE
Credit Instruction

College

WSCH

Regular
FTEF

Reg at Hrly
Rate FTEF

Adjunct
FTEF

Total FTEF

WSCH per
FTE

Average
Class Size

City
Fall 2009

188,328

158.6

36.8

140.8

336.3

560

37.6

Fall 2010

194,815

164.7

33.9

125.7

324.2

601

40.5

Fall 2011

199,560

158.6

34.4

147.1

340.1

587

39.6

East (excluding Academy)
Fall 2009

286,639

188.8

56.4

221.6

466.8

614

40.8

Fall 2010

277,643

195.9

52.6

180.6

429.1

647

42.1

Fall 2011

291,625

198.5

57.4

193.7

449.6

649

42.3

Fall 2009

104,964

68.7

14.9

110.2

193.7

542

35.4

Fall 2010

115,598

68.3

17.2

107.0

192.5

600

39.5

Fall 2011

109,419

63.5

14.2

102.5

180.2

607

40.1

Fall 2009

94,736

47.3

17.9

96.9

162.2

584

39.9

Fall 2010

101,625

47.1

16.4

97.3

160.9

632

43.1

Fall 2011

94,950

51.6

14.6

82.8

149.0

637

43.5

Fall 2009

217,963

147.2

25.0

180.3

352.5

618

41.4

Fall 2010

214,817

154.9

28.4

164.6

347.9

617

41.3

Fall 2011

205,617

150.2

25.5

158.7

334.4

615

41.2

Fall 2009

75,309

41.4

12.0

64.5

117.9

639

42.6

Fall 2010

72,527

43.6

12.1

57.0

112.7

644

43.1

Fall 2011

60,362

37.1

11.1

54.8

102.9

587

39.3

Fall 2009

173,666

136.7

34.4

83.8

254.8

682

38.7

Fall 2010

179,272

137.6

39.1

92.4

269.1

666

38.1

Fall 2011

175,945

133.6

34.7

78.3

246.6

713

40.4

Harbor

Mission

Pierce

Southwest

Trade-Tech
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Valley
Fall 2009

186,564

137.3

31.2

150.8

319.3

584

39.0

Fall 2010

193,514

146.0

30.3

143.7

320.0

605

40.2

Fall 2011

177,037

148.8

30.8

117.5

297.1

596

39.6

Fall 2009

105,112

63.0

12.0

101.6

176.6

595

39.8

Fall 2010

108,620

64.3

12.4

95.7

172.4

630

42.1

Fall 2011

103,603

60.3

14.1

89.7

164.2

631

42.2

Fall 2009

1,433,282

989

241

1,150

2,380

602

39.5

Fall 2010

1,458,432

1,022

242

1,064

2,329

626

41.1

Fall 2011

1,418,116

1,002

237

1,025

2,264

626

40.9

Fall 2009

6,360

7.5

.0

.0

7.5

852

59.2

Fall 2010

7,659

7.4

.0

.0

7.4

1,040

72.3

Fall 2011

6,244

6.6

.0

.0

6.6

951

66.4

West

All Colleges

ITV
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C
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FT FACULTY
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APPENDIX
D
LAVC
STAFFING
FORM
(UPDATED)
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LAVC Staffing analysis for 2012-13 fiscal year
Vice
President of
Academic
Affairs

President
FTE FUNDED
positions for 201213
Administrators
Deans/Associate
VP's
Associate Deans
Classified
Administrators

1

1

1

4

Total

1

3

1

3

Total
FUNDED
FTE for
2012-13

1

4

1

6
4

5

12
0

4

Certificated
Teaching Contract
staff
Certificated
Adjunct FTE
Certificated Non
Teaching
Release time
Mandatory
(Contractually
obligated)
Release time
College Discretion
Classified
Supervisors
Classified

Vice
President of Vice President
Student
Administrative
Services
Services

196.58

196.58

98.45

98.45

29.67

29.67

1.8

1.8

6.5

6.5

2

1
52

4
42

17
94

7

392

54

118

28

22
190
0
0
571
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2012-2013

LOS ANGELES COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT

Includes Job Code 0756

(3) Includes Job Code 0784

Department
Chair, 17 (3)
2.48
3.89
1.15
3.38
4.55
1.09
1.13
4.47
0.50
22.64

(4) Includes Job Code 0785

1.86
5.54
1.10
3.49
20.78

Department
Chair, 21 (4)
4.39
3.29
1.10

Academic Senate
*
1.45
2.65
1.20
1.00
1.30
1.68
0.48
0.38
0.83
0.80
11.75

Collective
Bargaining **
1.60
1.20
0.80
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.60
1.80
10.00

Department
Chair, 24 (5)
1.07
1.07

1.08
3.22
(5) Includes Job Code 0786

Instructor Special
Assignment ****
6.65
2.99
19.29
5.87
5.36
9.85
5.72
5.75
28.67
17.39
107.54

Grand Total
11.10
7.64
23.69
10.67
7.79
14.52
7.19
8.73
32.10
18.59
142.01

Grand Total
21.50
20.97
5.85
5.70
19.34
6.36
12.13
19.98
6.17
118.01

(7) Includes Job Code 0788

7.00

1.00
1.00
1.00
1.00

Department
Chair, 35 (7)
1.00
1.00
1.00

(6) Includes Job Code 0787

Department
Chair, 28 (6)
2.06
6.05
2.60
1.05
2.11
0.63
2.10
1.97
1.05
19.62

1.00
0.80
0.40
12.73

Consulting
Instructor ***
1.40
2.00
2.00
3.00
0.13
2.00

Faculty Release Time and Department Chair Assignments

*
Includes Job Codes 0710, 0744, 0755, 0760, 0817, 0818, 0831, 0888

Location
City
District
East
Harbor
Mission
Pierce
Southwest
Trade-Tech
Valley
West
Grand Total
**
*** Includes Job Codes 0401, 0403, 0407

Department
Chair, 14 (2)
5.82
4.47

**** Includes Job Codes 0751, 0753, 0758, 0759, 0806, 0807, 0808, 0809

Department
Chair, 7 (1)
4.68
1.20

10.68

1.20
3.60

Location
City
East
Harbor
Mission
Pierce
Southwest
Trade-Tech
Valley
West
Grand Total

(2) Includes Job Code 0783

1.28
11.69
1.77
1.17
6.76
1.13
34.08
(1) Includes Job Code 0782
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A

Fall 2011
actual
Scenario 1

D

E

297.10

F

148.80

G

148.30

Regular at
Hourly rate
Regular FTEF and Adjunct
FTEF
teaching

H

$26,549

I

$3,968,716

Average cost
of PT
(adjunct)
Total Regular at hourly rate
FTEF per
semester
and adjunct

SAMPLE TEMPLATE FOR DETERMINING LAVC COST AS WSCH/FTEF CHANGES

596

LAVC actual Fall WSCH/FTEF Total FTEF
2011 WSCH
Ratio
used
177,037

-10 This change in the WSCH/FTEF ratio yields an annual dollar change of about

177,037
586
302.11
148.00
154.11
$26,903
$4,146,046
assumption col C/col B assumption Col E-Col F assumption col G *col H
Annual difference

change in
productivity

SOURCE: Numbers in Red are from the LACCD FALL 2011 DATABOOK

$177,330
2
$354,660

$354,660
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"What If" options to solve the deficit
ESTIMATED DEFICIT FOR THE 2013-14 FISCAL YEAR

$3,200,000

(As of 3/19/13)

What if LAVC Increased Revenue by…..
increase facility fees
increase local fees
increase discretionary foundation funds
Increase FTES (if funded by district)
Increase non resident student population
Modify district policy to reduce student bad debt write off

What if LAVC Reduced Expense by…….

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
estimated
savings of
one position

Reduce Administrators
Reduce Deans/Assoc VP
Reduce Classified Adminstrators
Reduce the full time faculty (offset by the adjunct faculty costs) (Net
savings) (May have district FON impact)
Cost to increase FTES if funded by district
Increase the WSCH/FTEF ratio (savings)
Reduce Certificated Non Teaching
Reduce discretionary release time
Reduce Classifed Supervisors
Reduce Classifed staff

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
estimated
savings of a
1% reduction

Reduce annual utility costs
Reduce supply allocations
Reduce other operating expenses

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

TOTAL

$0
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LAVC projected expenses 2012-13
Teaching
All Non teaching
Printing & supplies
Utilities
All other operating
Capital outlay
Other

$21,482,413
$16,371,766
$354,812
$1,560,993
$978,572
$35,110
$361,365

Total

$41,145,031
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LAVC Projected Expenditures 2012-13

Teaching
All Non teaching
Printing & supplies
Utilities
All other operating
Capital outlay
Other
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DEPARTMENT
WSCH/FTEF
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Analysis of Fall 2011 WSCH/FTEF for departments with at least 1.0 FTEF
ACE
592
Anthropology
680
Art
648
Biological Sciences
572
Business Department
705
CAOT
351
Chemistry/Physics
366
Child Development Dept
517
Continuing Education Noncredit Dept
730
DSPS
1,044
Earth Science
657
Emergency Services
740
English
487
Foreign Language
576
Health Science
249
History
765
Journalism
426
Mathematics
764
Media Arts
684
Music
594
PE-Men
867
PE-Women
862
Philosophy / Economics
842
Psychology
617
Sociology / Ethnic Studies
678
Speech
534
Technology
465
Theater Arts
623
VCAP
569
COLLEGE TOTAL CREDIT
596
Source: Fall 2011 Databook VALLEY
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