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Abstract
THE EXPANDING ROLE OF COMMUNITY COLLEGE TRUSTEES
IN STUDENT SUCCESS

Molly Beth Malcolm, Ed.D.
The University of Texas at Austin, 2013
Supervisor: Norma V. Cantu

For generations American community colleges, governed by boards of trustees,
have successfully provided open access to higher education. Today, all colleges are
under intense pressure to improve student success rates. Using qualitative methodology,
this grounded theory case study analyzed the expanding role of community college
trustees in a college that has transformed to embrace student success.
This study examined the expanding role of trustees through their eyes and the
eyes of senior administrators. Their perceptions culminated into eight major themes:
Achieving the Dream, Board of Trustees Institute, student success, data, leadership,
partnership, trust, and vision. Two other themes of note developed: outcomes-based
funding and the influence of Dr. Byron McClenney. Time expenditure on trustee duties
and professional development concluded the findings.
Conclusions drawn reveal that a transformational culture change from an
emphasis solely on student access, to one of access plus student success began with the
Board. Trustees developed an expanded skill set of awareness and acuity regarding
viii

student success data in order to interpret and use data effectively, resulting in an
increased amount of time spent on Board duties and training. The Board now makes data
driven decisions that have transformed fiscal policy to reflect the student success
agenda. The primary focus of the Board is on how their actions affect student success
rather than only on enrollment numbers and budgets. Through this process, the Trustees
and Chancellor have developed a genuine and open partnership that extends to senior
administrators. The Trustees continue to observe the boundaries of their policy-making
roles as they ask the right questions without getting into day-to-day operations of the
college.
Because of limited research on community college trustees and student success,
this study adds to available literature and may provide value to trustees, presidents, and
chancellors who are changing their institutional culture to one focusing on student
success. Conclusions drawn from the study may be used to enhance the education of
trustees on their expanded role. The findings may also serve as a guide in helping
trustees understand how to prioritize student success without stepping over the line into
daily college operations.
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Chapter One: Introduction To The Study
Introduction
For generations American community colleges, governed by boards of trustees,
have successfully provided open access to higher education. Community colleges
presently enroll more than one-half of all first time college students beginning college in
the United States (Cohen & Brawer, 2008). These community colleges are sometimes
referred to as the “Ellis Island of higher education” due to their success in fulfilling their
mission of the open door, access for all (Vaughan, G. B. & Associates, 1983, p. 9).
Because of open access, community colleges have been the conduit for higher education
to many who might not otherwise have been able to attend college.
Although community colleges have successfully provided access, student success
and completion rates have not risen commensurate with increases in enrollment. A 6year longitudinal study conducted by the Institute of Education Sciences found that:
Among 2003-04 beginning students who first enrolled in public 2-year
institutions, 6 percent had received a certificate and 15 percent had received an
associate’s degree at their first institution within 6 years. Students who had not
yet attained a degree from their first institution by the spring of 2009 were
currently enrolled at their first institution (9 percent), had left their first
institution but transferred to another institution (32 percent), or had left their first
institution and had not enrolled elsewhere (37 percent). (Radford, Berkner,
Wheeless, & Shepherd, 2010, p. 6)
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Unless students gain skills and knowledge that help them become productive citizens
achieving their potential, access has not led to success and therefore access has been of
little value. These students have entered the open door with hope and disappeared in
despair.
For over 40 years, community college experts have urged trustees to be more
concerned with successful outcomes for all students. As early as 1969, Cohen and
Roueche suggested that trustees should not spend all of their time asking questions about
“buildings, budgets, and bonds,” but should ask appropriate questions of the college
president related to “matters of student learning,” otherwise there would be little focus
on the topic (Cohen & Roueche, 1969, p. 34). Roueche, Baker, and Brownell tackled
this issue in 1971 with the publication of Accountability and the Community College:
Directions for the 70s (1971). In 1987, Access & Excellence: The Open-Door College
focused on Miami-Dade Community College and the authors documented systems
necessary for success (Roueche, Baker III, OmahaBoy, & Mullins, 1987). In 1997,
Embracing the Tiger focused on the future of the institutional effectiveness movement
and offered some recommendations for improving institutional effectiveness, thus
improving student success (Roueche, Johnson, Roueche, & Associates, 1997). In Pursuit
of Excellence: The Community College of Denver, published in 2001, chronicles the
improvement of success rates and the documentation of those efforts at the Community
College of Denver (Roueche, Ely, & Roueche, 2001). Over the last decade attention to
outcomes has increased (Bailey, Calcagno, Jenkins, Leinbach, & Kienzl, 2006); but in
spite of ongoing debates about access plus successful outcomes, community colleges
2

have continued to be funded based on enrollment. Funding based on enrollment, but not
successful outcomes, offered little incentive for college presidents or trustees to focus on
student success (21st-Century Commission on the Future of Community Colleges,
2012). That incentive finally came in the form of grants for educating the local change
agents, community college trustees, and administrators.
In 2004, the Lumina Foundation along with seven national partners in higher
education, including the Community College Leadership Program at The University of
Texas at Austin (CCLP) and the Community College Research Center, Teachers
College, Columbia University (CCRC), launched Achieving the Dream (ATD). ATD is
a multi-year national initiative designed to improve student success in community
colleges promoting the idea that community colleges can continue their open door
admissions policies while also retaining and graduating students who are often minority,
older, part-time, returners, lower-income and/or first generation college students
(Achieving the Dream, 2012). Since the inception of ATD, the subject of community
college access plus student success has moved from conference workshops to the
national discourse and focus of today.
The national conversation about student success and completion is pervasive in
2011, but it was not a robust conversation in 2003 when seven national partners
joined Lumina Foundation for Education to create Achieving the Dream:
Community Colleges Count. That effort, launched in 2004 changed the
conversation. (McClenney & Mathis, 2011, p. vii)
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With the national attention turned to student success, community college leaders
and experts who were part of the 21st-Century Commission on the Future of Community
Colleges (21st-Century Commission) focused on student success in their first
recommendation for reimagining America’s community colleges in their report,
Reclaiming the American Dream: Community Colleges and the Nation’s Future. This
report was the conclusion of the initiative, which began with a national listening tour.
American Association of Community Colleges (AACC) staff heard the concerns and
hopes of more than 1300 students, faculty, administrators, trustees, and other
stakeholders. From that listening tour, a report emphasizing numerous issues was
completed. The report included:
…the need to reexamine the role, scope, and mission of the community college;
the existence of an ‘achievement gap’ and need for ‘scalable proven practices’ to
respond; the use of data metrics emphasizing transparency, inclusion, and
accountability; and the need for strategic partnerships with the business world,
local communities, and K-12 and baccalaureate institutions. (21st-Century
Commission on the Future of Community Colleges, 2012, p. v)
The 21st-Century Commission was then asked to take the report and accomplish two
tasks:
Safeguard the fundamental mission of the community college---ensuring that
millions of diverse and often underserved students attain a high-quality college
education---and to challenge community colleges to imagine a new future for
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themselves, to ensure the success of our students, our institutions, and our nation.
(21st-Century Commission on the Future of Community Colleges, 2012, p. v)
As a result, the first recommendation of the 21st-Century Commission was to: “Increase
completion rates of students earning community college credentials (certificates and
associate degrees) by 50% by 2020, while preserving access, enhancing quality, and
eradicating attainment gaps associated with income, race, ethnicity, and gender” (21stCentury Commission on the Future of Community Colleges, 2012, p. 26).
An expectation that student success in community colleges should increase has
emerged from lawmakers, accreditation agencies, taxpayers, students, and the public
(21st-Century Commission on the Future of Community Colleges, 2012; McClenney &
Mathis, 2011; Roueche et al., 1987). This has brought into question how community
colleges can continue to offer access to all and fulfill the student success expectations at
a time when enrollments are increasing and state funding is decreasing (Armario, 2012;
Holda, 2011). These renewed demands affect community college governance and the
priorities of community college trustees. Figure 1 documents the changes in Texas
community college unrestricted funds from 1975 to 2010.
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(Holda, 2011)
Figure 1. Texas Community College Unrestricted Funds: 1975-2010
Although student success in community colleges is a national concern requiring
the attention of all trustees, Texas community colleges that were ATD institutions had
an early opportunity to participate in trustee governance leadership institutes that
equipped trustees and presidents with the tools needed to promote policies and create
new accountability measures based on student success and completion. Houston
Endowment Inc. and the Greater Texas Foundation have been providing funding for the
Board of Trustees Institutes (BOTI) since 2007 (McClenney & Mathis, 2011). The
institutes prepare trustees and presidents to set goals for improvement of student
outcomes.

6

In Texas, community college boards are charged with 24 specific powers and
duties imposed by statute including, but not limited to the following:
•

appoint the college president;

•

levy and collect taxes and issue bonds;

•

set tuition and fees;

•

approve an annual budget;

•

provide policy direction;

•

act as a fiduciary; and

•

establish goals. (Texas Association of School Boards, 2012)

These boards of trustees possess all authority not vested in the Texas Higher Education
Coordinating Board (THECB) or other state laws (Texas Association of School Boards,
2012). Until recently, Texas community college trustees saw success for their
community colleges as based on increasing enrollments and strong financial reserves;
however, legislation was enacted during the 82nd (2011) Texas legislative session to
authorize outcomes-based funding for higher education institutions, including
community colleges.
The emerging focus of state funding on student success will force all Texas
community colleges to address student success. In 2011, House Bill 9 directed the
THECB to propose a funding model based on enrollment and outcomes. The legislation
also required biennial review of student success measures in order to ensure their
effectiveness (“Higher education outcomes-based funding act,” 2011). With the passage
of that legislation, some portion of community college funding after the 83rd (2013)
7

Texas Legislature will be outcomes-based funding (“Higher education outcomes-based
funding act,” 2011; Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board, 2012a). By necessity,
this focus on student success does not change the nature, but does broaden the scope of
the trustees’ fiduciary responsibility. That brings into conflict old versus new priorities
of community college boards of trustees in student success.
Chapter one contains an introduction, statement of the problem, purpose of the
study, and research questions. There is an overview of the methodology to be used in
this study and a definition of terms. Delimitations, limitations, assumptions, and the
significance of the study are included prior to the chapter summary. This chapter
provides context in helping frame the topic of the research, the expanding role of
community college trustees in student success.
Statement of the Problem
Community colleges have come under intense pressure to improve their student
success rates. McClenney and Mathis (2011) argue that a transformation from an
emphasis on student access to one of student access and student success must include the
involvement of the board of trustees. Because there will be many who are uncomfortable
with change, the determination of the governing board is critical as transformational
change takes commitment and time. It is also important that as trustees understand and
prioritize student success in their board responsibilities they do not become involved in
the daily operations of the college.
Much literature exists explaining how important it is for community college
trustees to understand their governance roles (Boggs, 2006; Carver, 2006; Carver &
8

Carver, 2006; George B.; Vaughan & Weisman, 1997). However, until recently trustees
work did not include “the active involvement of governance boards…in asking the kinds
of questions and modeling the kinds of behavior…to keep student success at the heart of
the work” (McClenney & Mathis, 2011, p. 53). In fact, the long-standing prohibition
against board involvement in programs, often enforced by accreditation agencies, has
erected a barrier to change when administrators are reluctant to embrace the changes
necessary for student success to occur.
Community college boards of trustees have in the past mainly focused on
financial stability and increasing enrollments, although Ewell notes, “Ensuring academic
quality is a fiduciary responsibility; it is as much part of our role as board members as
ensuring that the institution has sufficient resources and is spending them wisely” (2006,
p. vii). With national, statewide, and local calls for accountability, the priorities that
must be addressed by community college boards of trustees have expanded to include
leading, in partnership with the college president, institutional change focused on student
success. According to McClenney and Mathis, limited research exists to guide trustees
in their expanded role:
Leading educational organizations and policy institutions write extensively about
access, engagement, retention, equity, and success. However, relatively little was
identified that was geared specifically to effective board development for
community and technical colleges to improve student equity, success, and
completion. (2011, p. 11)
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Previous research discovered eight factors that were influential as one Texas
community college board of trustees shifted from a focus on access only to a focus on
student success. Those factors were: “Board Characteristics; Achieving the Dream;
Changing External Context; Focus on Student Success; Board Roles and
Responsibilities; Board Culture; College’s Role and Purpose; and Changing Internal
Context” (Welsh, 2010, p. 220). However, Welsh’s study examined factors that
influenced board engagement in student success, but did not examine the changing role
of the board members as they became aware of their new responsibilities within a
student success context. Little is known about how the priorities initially established by
trustees have changed in a college that has transformed to embrace student success.
Hellyer and Williamson raise this specific question related to Welsh’s study, “How
would board members’ roles and responsibilities change as a result of an increased focus
on a student success and equity agenda?” (McClenney & Mathis, 2011, p. 91).
Purpose of the Study
There is extensive writing on student success, but little of it is aimed at trustees
(McClenney & Mathis, 2011). The purpose of this case study was to document how the
Board’s role at one community college has expanded as the college moved to an
institutional focus on student success. The study also sought to determine how senior
administrators perceived the expansion of the Board’s role as it moved to an institutional
focus on student success.
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Research Questions
The research questions examined were:
1. How has the Board’s role expanded with the increased focus on student
success?
2. How do senior administrators perceive the role of the Board has expanded with
the increased focus on student success?
Methodology
This study was appropriate for qualitative research as it sought to understand
from both the trustee and the administrator points of view how the role of the trustee has
expanded when the board has increased the focus on student success. “Qualitative
research methods are used to understand some social phenomena from the perspectives
of those involved, to contextualize issues in their particular socio-cultural-political
milieu, and sometimes to transform or change social condition” (Glesne, 2006, p. 4).
The data collected from this single case study was analyzed and used to develop a
grounded theory (Willis, 2007). The participants in this study, community college
trustees and senior administrators, were purposefully selected. Transcribed in-depth
interviews were the primary data source. Other data sources were relevant documents
including SJCD Board Minutes, ATD Reports, and ATD Core Team Meeting Minutes.
Triangulation of data, a key way of validating research, was used to inform the findings
and conclusions (Lewis & Ritchie, 2003). A more thorough description of the research
design and methodology is included in chapter three.
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Definition of Terms
For the purpose of this research, the following definitions were used:
Access–Open admissions to community colleges allow students to attend without
meeting the more stringent admissions requirements for attendance at a
university.
Achieving the Dream (ATD)–A national initiative to improve student success,
particularly for students of color and low-income students. The program focuses
on creating a culture of evidence on community college campuses by gathering,
understanding, and making better use of student outcome data. Data collection
and analysis drive the efforts to identify problems preventing students from
succeeding. Started in 2004 and funded by the Lumina Foundation, there are
seven founding partner organizations that are leaders in the higher education
field. Those partner organizations are: American Association of Community
Colleges (AACC); Community College Leadership Program at The University of
Texas at Austin (CCLP); Community College Research Center, Teachers
College, Columbia University (CCRC); Jobs for the Future, MDC; MDRC; and
Public Agenda. It is the most comprehensive non-governmental reform network
for student success in higher education history (Achieving the Dream, 2012).
The Houston Endowment Inc. and the Greater Texas Foundation are also
underwriters in Texas.
American Association of Community Colleges (AACC)–A nonprofit
organization representing nearly 1,200 2-year, associate degree-granting
12

institutions and more than 13 million students. AACC is the primary advocacy
organization for community colleges at the national level. The organization
offers leadership development, conferences, research and policy briefs,
publications, and advocacy. Founded in 1920, the association’s founding name
was the American Association of Junior Colleges. In 1972, the name was
changed to the American Association for Community and Junior Colleges and in
1992 the name was simplified to the present form (American Association of
Community Colleges, 2012a).
Association of Community College Trustees (ACCT)–A non-profit
educational organization representing the trustees of approximately 1,200
community and technical colleges primarily located in the United States and
Canada. ACCT’s services include board retreats, workshops, conferences, selfassessments, president/CEO searches, etc. These services increase the knowledge
of trustees so they can more effectively fulfill their roles and responsibilities
(Association of Community College Trustees, 2013).
Board of Trustees Institutes (BOTI)–Governance leadership institutes for
trustees and presidents of Achieving the Dream colleges. These institutes began
in 2007 and were developed by the Community College Leadership Program
(CCLP) at The University of Texas at Austin. They teach trustees how to
promote policies and create new accountability measures based on student
success and completion. The institutes prepare trustees and presidents to set
goals for improvement of student outcomes.
13

College Chancellor or President–Overall college district administrator with
oversight for all campuses.
Campus President–College campus administrator with oversight over only one
campus who reports to the college chancellor.
Community College–Broadly defined as: “any institution regionally accredited
to award the associate of arts or the associate of sciences as the highest degree”
(Cohen & Brawer, 2008, p. 5).
Community College (Texas)–A 2-year institution in Texas offering academic
courses for associate degrees and vocational and technical training for
certification. In statute these colleges are referred to as public junior colleges
(“Public junior colleges: Role and mission,” 1987). A few community colleges
offer baccalaureate degrees in applied science and applied technology after
participation in pilot projects and meeting accreditation requirements
(“Baccalaureate degree programs,” 2003, 2007, 2009).
Community College Association of Texas Trustees (CCATT)–A statewide
organization established to provide resources, education, and training to the
individuals elected to serve on the boards of trustees of Texas community college
districts. The organization works with trustees from all 50 public community
colleges and with other community college organizations in advocating for the
advancement of community college education, and to build increased recognition
of the value to and impact of community colleges on the economy of Texas
(Community College Association of Texas Trustees, 2012).
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Community College Leadership Program (CCLP)-Part of The University of
Texas at Austin Department of Educational Administration, the CCLP is a
doctoral concentration that trains leaders for community colleges. The program
also is a lab for community college research and development (The University of
Texas at Austin, 2013).
Completion–“The notion of ‘college completers’ should be broadly defined to
include certificates with workplace acceptance as well as associate and
baccalaureate degrees” (Jones & Ewell, 2009, p. 1).
Equity–“Guarantee of fair treatment, access, opportunity, and advancement for
all students, faculty, and staff, while at the same time striving to identify and
eliminate barriers that have prevented the full participation of some groups. The
principle of equity acknowledges that there are historically underserved and
underrepresented populations and that fairness regarding these unbalanced
conditions is needed to assist equality in the provision of effective opportunities
to all groups” (University of California Berkeley, 2012, Glossary of Terms, para.
9). Equity is an integral part of student success.
Governance Institute for Student Success (GISS)–A three-year, three-state
initiative for trustees and presidents that combines elements of the ACCT
Governance Leadership Institute and the CCLP’s BOTI. The institutes prepare
trustees and presidents to set goals for improvement of student outcomes
(Governance Institute for Student Success, 2012).
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Momentum Points–Based on research developed by Teachers College at
Columbia University, momentum points are also called milestones and vary from
state to state. They are measurable attainments aligned with the core mission of
community and technical colleges in Texas. They were part of the outcomesbased funding model originally expected for adoption by the Texas Legislature in
2013. Up to 10 points maximum, with a possible two points for each category,
could be awarded per student for completion in the following groups:
developmental education in math and/or English and writing; first year college
level math and/or college-level English; 15 or 30 semester credit hours; earn a
degree or certificate; transfer to a four-year university (Texas Association of
Community Colleges, Community College Association of Texas Trustees, &
Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board, 2011).
National Institute for Staff and Organizational Development (NISOD)–A
national organization that provides professional development for faculty and
staff. NISOD is focused on improving teaching and learning for student success
(National Institute for Staff and Organizational Development, 2012).
Outcomes-Based Funding–State funding for community colleges in Texas
based on student success rather than student enrollment. Student success is based
on achieving a prescribed number of momentum points or student success points.
In other states, outcomes-based funding may be called performance-based
funding.
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Strategic Leadership Team–Senior administrators including the chancellor,
vice-chancellors, campus presidents, vice-presidents, the chief information
officer, and the director of research and institutional effectiveness.
Student Success–Consists of three components: equity, momentum points, and
completion. Equity is a closing of the gaps in achievement by different
demographic groups. It may involve different emphases and more time spent
with the underperforming groups. The mile markers of success include
movement from remedial to regular college classes, persistence shown by
continued enrollment from semester to semester, and advancement toward
completion over a specified period. The final component, completion, is the
external signage of achievement; i.e., a certificate of competency or an
associate’s degree or transfer to a baccalaureate awarding institution.
“Definitions of student success vary and are defined by each college. Depending
on the institution and state, a definition of student success may include
certificates, degrees, still enrolled and transferred within a designated period of
time (i.e., two three, and six years) of student enrollment” (McClenney &
Mathis, 2011, p. 8).
Student Success Points- The model “recognizes student achievement along a
continuum from successful completion of college readiness courses to
intermediate success measures to successful outcome metrics…and pinpoints
areas where metrics need to be developed and then included in the measurement
of student success” (Testimony of public community colleges, 2013). Student
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success points describes an expanded view of the previously defined momentum
points and is the preferred name for momentum points during the 2013 Texas
Legislature.
Texas Association of Community Colleges (TACC)-An association
representing all 50 Texas public community college districts. TACC focuses on
issues and legislation affecting community colleges (Texas Association of
Community Colleges, 2012). Each college is represented by the president or
chancellor.
Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board (THECB)–The state agency
charged with leadership, coordination, and oversight of all institutions of higher
education in Texas including community colleges.
Delimitations and Limitations
This qualitative case study focused on the elected governing board of one Texas
public community college. It did not address private community college governing
boards or university governing boards. The study did not determine whether the
changing priorities of the board had an impact on student success results, nor did it look
at the factors necessary to change the board culture. The study focused only on the
expanding role of one Texas community college board of trustees when that specific
board of trustees began to focus on student success.
Joseph Maxwell believes that there are two kinds of threats to research validity in
qualitative research. He names them as researcher bias and reactivity (Maxwell, 2005).
The researcher acknowledges that her experience as a community college trustee raises
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the possibility for researcher bias and reactivity, but the researcher took active steps to
minimize the possibility of researcher bias and reactivity while conducting the study.
Producing rich data by transcribing all interviews aided the researcher in
checking for researcher bias and reactivity (Maxwell, 2005). The researcher wrote selfmemos to preserve new ideas and thoughts of the moment as they occurred so that they
could be incorporated into the final analysis. A reflective field log contributed to
understanding the themes in the research (Glesne, 2006).
Respondent validation was used (Lewis & Ritchie, 2003; Maxwell, 2005).
Interviewees were provided with copies of the transcribed interviews to make certain
there was no misinterpretation of the interviews. None of the interviewees requested any
changes.
Assumptions
The assumptions underlying this study were:
1. The role of the community college trustee has expanded with the increased
focus on student success.
2. Trustees who make the decision to embrace student success can make
substantive changes to impact the lives of students.
3. The trustees in this study have embraced student success as part of their role.
4. There will be a continuation of higher expectations from both the government
and the public to improve student success.
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Significance of the Study
This research was timely. Because of the limited research on community college
boards of trustees and student success, knowledge gained and reported from this case
study may add to the available literature on college trustees and their role in student
success. The findings might provide information of value to other trustees and college
presidents. Conclusions drawn from this study could be used to enhance the education of
trustees on their expanded role. This study may also serve as a guide to help trustees
understand how to prioritize student success in their role as a trustee without stepping
over the line into the daily operations of the college.
Summary
Chapter one provided an introduction, statement of the problem, and the purpose
of the study. The research questions, a brief description of the methodology used,
definition of terms, delimitations and limitations, assumptions, and significance of the
study were also provided in sequential order.
Chapter two, a review of the literature, explores the history of community
colleges and the roles and responsibilities of community college boards of trustees
nationally and specifically in Texas. It also addresses external influences impacting
change and trustee professional development related to student success. The expanding
role of the board of trustees in student success was examined and the limited research in
this area assessed.
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Chapter Two: Literature Review
Introduction
This chapter serves as the foundation of the study on the expanding role of
community college trustees in student success by providing a review of the literature. It
includes a brief history of American community colleges and a section on community
college board governance and the roles and responsibilities of trustees nationally and as
defined by law in Texas. The prominent external factors for change, Achieving the
Dream and outcomes-based funding, are reviewed. There are also brief descriptions of
the Lumina Foundation and the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation support for studies on
student success. Next, there is a summation of trustee professional development related
to student success. Subsequently, there is an assessment of the limited research
addressing the expanding role of the board of trustees in student success. The chapter
concludes with a summary of the literature review.
A Brief History of American Community Colleges
The United States has maintained a commitment to higher education, but not
always for the masses. The idea of a highly educated overall populace began when
President Abraham Lincoln signed the Morrill Act in 1862 (Cohen & Brawer, 2008).
The first American public junior college, Joliet Junior College, was founded in 1901
(Joliet Junior College, 2012). As junior colleges, later called community colleges,
opened across the country more people had access to affordable postsecondary
education. These community colleges accepted students who might not otherwise have
been able to attend college.
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Community colleges are broadly defined as: “any institution regionally
accredited to award the associate of arts or the associate of sciences as its highest
degree” (Cohen & Brawer, 2008, p. 5). They are characterized by their adaptability to
retool and respond to the needs of the community. Their missions and programs are
designed to meet the needs of local communities and businesses (Floyd & Antczak,
2010).
Community colleges often began as an extension of a system already in
existence. In some states, they began as part of a university system. In other states, they
were an extension of the public school system (Smith, 2000). In Texas, many of the
older community colleges were created as part of the public school system.
Although most of the American ideas of education have been imported from
Western Europe, the community college is uniquely American. European countries built
adult education centers and vocational centers that did not allow people to transfer to
universities. Cohen and Brawer expressed the best explanation for this difference:
…since its founding, the United States has been more dedicated to the belief that
all individuals should have the opportunity to rise to their greatest potential.
Accordingly, all barriers to individual development should be broken down.
Institutions that enhance human growth should be created and supported. Talent
is potentially to be found in every social stratum and at any age. People who fail
to achieve in their youth should be given successive chances. And perhaps most
crucial–absent a national ministry of education or even, until recently, much state
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control or oversight—the local school districts could act on their own. (2008, p.
11)
Enrollments at community colleges increased significantly after the passage of
the G.I. Bill in 1944 as returning veterans took advantage of the access to higher
education. In 1947 the Truman Commission on Higher Education promoted “providing
proper education for all the people of the community without regard to race, sex,
religion, color, geographical location, or financial status” (Roueche et al., 1987, p. 4).
This laudable goal opened the door even wider for more Americans to attend college.
Community colleges, as neighborhood institutions, opened the door for more
students, making higher education accessible close to home thus allowing students to
live at home, work, and attend school. With the advent of federally funded highways,
students had even more access and could drive to class. Interstate highways built in the
1950s allowed for greater access and community colleges appeared in cities located near
these highways (Cohen & Brawer, 2008).
During the 1950s and 1960s, whenever a community college was established, the
proportion of high school graduates in the area attending college increased dramatically.
That pattern has remained consistent. Today, 96% of community college students are instate residents and the distance from home to campus is a median of 10 miles (Horn,
Nevill, & Griffith, 2006).
By the 1960s the name junior college had been largely replaced by the term
community college for comprehensive publicly supported 2-year institutions (Cohen &
Brawer, 2008).
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The purposes and missions of the early colleges evolved from what the
community wanted, why the colleges were started, and what entity governed
them. The colleges that were established by universities tended to focus on
transfer, those that were sponsored by K-12 systems added the training mission,
and yet other colleges were established solely as technical institutions to meet
local employment needs. As more and more people from all backgrounds sought
access to further education, the missions of the colleges expanded. (Smith, 2000,
p. 3)
With an early commitment and emphasis on civic education, community college was a
more appropriate title than junior college to describe the institutions. These colleges
have continued to partner with their communities to fulfill the demands of the
surrounding environment. Those demands and needs vary from location to location.
Community colleges saw rapid growth during the 1960s with the leading edge of
the baby-boom generation enrolling in their first college classes (Roueche et al., 1987).
Going back to the earliest reliable statistics separating 2-year public colleges from 4year public colleges, the numbers reveal that in 1963, 2-year public college fall
enrollment was only 31.6% as large as 4-year public college enrollment. Relative fall
growth rates were three to five times higher at 2-year colleges from 1963 to 1976. As a
result, the 2-year schools had grown to 76.54% as large as the 4-year schools by 1976
and by 1996, the 2-year schools were up to 91.5% the fall enrollment size of 4-year
schools. Over the years studied, from 1963 to 2006, community colleges grew by 741%
and 4-year schools had grown by 197% (National Center for Education Statistics, 2008).
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Today there are 1,132 community colleges in the United States (American Association
of Community Colleges, 2012b) enrolling more than one half of all students beginning
college in the United States (Cohen & Brawer, 2008).
In 1998, President Bill Clinton emphasized the “importance of making education
through grades 13 and 14 as universal as a high school diploma” (Cohen & Brawer,
2008, p. 15). A little over a decade later, President Barack Obama announced the
American Graduation Initiative, setting a goal of 5 million more community college
graduates and certificates by 2020 (Obama, 2009). Today, the community college
commitment to the open-door college as a means of providing access continues, but as
the country strives to reach the goal of the American Graduation Initiative, student
success is crucial to that accomplishment (Cohen & Brawer, 2008; McClenney &
Mathis, 2011; Roueche et al., 1987).
Community colleges are uniquely American in nature. They are an integral part
of the American higher education system and the graduates they produce play an
important role in the nation’s economy. As these colleges have grown and evolved, so
have the roles of the community college trustees and yet relatively little has been written
about those roles.
Community College Board Governance
From their humble beginning, community colleges have followed the American
ideal of governance “of the people, by the people, for the people” with either elected or
appointed boards. “The college or university trustee is a phenomenon more developed in
American higher education than elsewhere” (Heilbron, 1973, p. 1). “In any institution of
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higher education, the final authority for all affairs rests with the governing board. Its
members are accountable for whatever matter they originate or approve, whenever and
wherever these matters have effect” (Herron Jr, 1969, p. 1). This section highlights the
history of community college board governance, the roles and responsibilities of
community college boards of trustees nationally, and as defined by law in Texas.
History of Community College Board Governance
Community college boards of trustees are comprised of individuals who are not
professional educators; therefore they are known as lay governing boards (Rauh, 1969).
There have been two distinct tracks in the evolution of these community college lay
boards of governance. One track came from community colleges that originated within
the public schools. Many times the community college and the public school shared the
same governing board. Those colleges generally saw themselves as the 13th and 14th
grades of the public education systems. The boards saw themselves as protectors of the
public trust, morals, and mores. They were ready to rule on subjects as diverse as the
length of cheerleader skirts to the subjects taught in class. These boards provided more
oversight than university boards and employed an approval or bureaucratic model of
governing (Potter & Phelan, 2008; Smith, 2000; Vaughan & Weisman, 1997). “In an
attempt to ensure that the college did not hire persons improperly, spend money
unwisely, or take inappropriate action, the board insisted on approving all significant
administrative decisions” (Potter & Phelan, 2008, p. 16). Although the community
college and public school boards were ultimately separated into two governing boards,
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the trustees comprising the community college boards had usually served as school
board members and continued to govern as such.
Another strain of community colleges arose from state university systems that
established sub-campuses around the state for lesser-qualified (or less well off
financially) students. These community colleges tended to have a shared governance
system more attuned to the control of the campus president and faculty (Schuetz, 1999;
Smith, 2000; Vaughan & Weisman, 1997). Over time the two philosophies have ebbed
and flowed in influencing community college governance, although shared governance
has been more prevalent in the university setting than the community college setting.
The community college of the 21st century is a complex organization with
internal and external pressures to improve student success rates. Boards of trustees have
the power and responsibility to lead and guide their community colleges by working in
partnership with the college president. Many factors impact governance structures and
processes, but effective governance can only begin with trustees who have a clear
understanding of their roles and responsibilities.
Roles and Responsibilities of Community College Boards of Trustees
Trustees have legal, ethical, and moral responsibilities fulfilling their multiple
roles on community college governing boards. Boggs said that effective board members:
…act on behalf of the owners of colleges to ensure that they are operating
efficiently and in agreement with their mission. The appointing body or the
voting public entrusts the college’s property and the interests of current and
future students and employees to these boards. For public community colleges,
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the owners are the residents of the state and geographic district that the college
serves. The CEO reports to the board and is responsible for carrying out the
policies established by the board. (2006, p. 3)
Most trustees want to be productive, but do not have any appreciable understanding of
the role and responsibilities of the board as a governing body. Substantial time demands
are placed upon these public servants; yet they all have other responsibilities or
employment. Most are employed outside the education profession, so they are not
familiar with the governance of a community college or the matters influencing it.
Serving as a community college trustee is not an easy task and when done
effectively, the job requires hard work, time, and energy. Wayne Newton, a trustee of
Kirkwood Community College in Iowa for 30 years and a former ACCT President has
been an ACCT Retreat Facilitator for over 200 community colleges. He addressed the
rigorous time requirements of the job in this succinct manner, “Trustees need to be
willing to contribute up to 100 hours per year to successfully carry out their duties”
(personal communication, October 2007; February 1, 2008; January 11, 2010).
Rauh provided a general description of trustee duties that has remained
consistent through the years:
1. They hold the basic legal document of origin.
2. They evolve the purpose of the institution consonant with the terms of this
document.
3. They seek a planned development.
4. They select and determine the tenure of the chief executive.
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5. They hold the assets in trust.
6. They act as a court of last resort.
Most broadly stated, the trustee’s problem is how to know enough about the
details of a highly complex organization to execute these basic responsibilities
both as a trustee and a governor without intruding upon the functions of
management. (1969, p. 9)
Rauh’s description of duties varied little from other authors (Heilbron, 1973; Houle,
1989; Hughes, 1951; Nason, 1982; Smith, 2000) and confirmed what Cohen and
Roueche wrote about in 1969 when they lamented that trustees spent most of their time
asking questions about “buildings, budgets, and bonds” rather than focusing on “matters
of student learning” (Cohen & Roueche, 1969, p. 34).
American community college governing boards, whether elected or appointed,
represent their communities. Working as a team, their leadership adds great value to the
institutions and the overall roles and responsibilities are general. The laws governing the
boards of trustees vary state by state. This study focused on a Texas community college,
so the laws governing Texas community colleges were considered as part of this
literature review.
Texas Community College Boards of Trustees
The 50 Texas community colleges had a combined enrollment of just fewer than
756,000 students in the fall of 2012 (Texas Association of Community Colleges, 2012).
The trustees who govern these colleges are uncompensated, locally elected officials,
elected to 6-year, staggered terms with elections occurring every two years (“Board
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member elections,” 2009). There are a total of 405 trustees at the community colleges
located throughout Texas (Community College Association of Texas Trustees, 2012).
The magnitude of their responsibilities is enormous. The combined total budget of
public community colleges in Texas is over $5.4 billion with revenue coming from state,
federal, and local governments in addition to tuition and fees (Texas Association of
Community Colleges, 2012). Texas trustees are charged by law with specific powers,
duties, and responsibilities as presented here:
RESPONSIBILITIES
The Board, being composed of lay members, shall exercise the traditional and
time-honored role as it has evolved in the United States and shall constitute the
keystone of the governance structure. In this regard, the Board:
1.

Is expected to preserve institutional independence and to defend its right to
manage its own affairs through its chosen administrators and employees.

2.

Shall enhance the public image of the College District under its governance.

3.

Shall interpret the community to the campus and interpret the campus to the
community.

4.

Shall nurture the College District under its governance to the end that it
achieves its full potential within its role and mission.

5.

Shall insist on clarity of focus and mission of the College District under its
governance. Education Code 51.352(a)
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EXTENT OF STATE AND LOCAL CONTROL
All authority not vested by the laws of the state in the Coordinating Board or in
the Central Education Agency shall be reserved and retained locally in the
College District or in the Board as provided in the laws applicable. Education
Code 130.002
POWERS AND DUTIES
The Board shall have specific powers and duties imposed by statutes of the state.
The Board has the legal power and duty to:
GOVERNANCE
1.

Be governed in the establishment, management, and control of the College
District by the general laws governing the establishment, management, and
control of independent school districts insofar as the general law is
applicable. Education Code 130.084

TUITION AND FEES
2.

Set and collect any amount of tuition, rentals, rates, charges, or fees the
Board considers necessary for the efficient operation of the College District,
except that a tuition rate set under this subsection must satisfy the
requirements of Section 54.051(n). The Board may set a different tuition
rate for each program, course, or course level offered by the College
District, including a program, course, or course level to which a provision
of Section 54.051 applies, as the Board considers appropriate to reflect
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course costs or to promote efficiency or another rational purpose.
Education Code 130.084
PROVIDE DIRECTION
3.

Provide policy direction for the College District and adopt such rules,
regulations, and bylaws as the Board deems advisable. Education Code
51.352(b), 130.082(d)

ESTABLISH GOALS
4.

Establish goals consistent with the College District’s role and mission.
Education Code 51.352(d)

TAX RATE
5.

Adopt a tax rate each fiscal year as required by Tax Code 26.05. Education
Code 130.121

TAX COLLECTION
6.

Levy and collect taxes and issue bonds. Education Code 130.121(a),
130.122(a)

ANNUAL BUDGET
7.

The Board shall approve an itemized current operating budget on or before
September 1 of each year. 19 TAC 13.42

ANNUAL AUDIT
8.

Have the accounts audited in accordance with the approved financial
reporting system. Education Code 61.065
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ANNUAL REPORT
9.

Submit the required annual reports to the governor and comptroller. Gov’t
Code 403.013

BEQUESTS AND GIFTS
10. Receive bequests and donations or other monies or funds coming legally
into their hands. Education Code 11.151(a)
ENDOWMENT FUND
11. Establish an endowment fund outside the state treasury in a depository
selected by the Board. Education Code 130.007
DEPOSITORY
12. Select a depository for College District funds. Education Code 51.003
ELECTIONS
13. Order elections as required by law. Education Code 130.082(f), 130.122(b)
EMINENT DOMAIN
14. Exercise the right of eminent domain to acquire property. Education Code
11.155, 130.084; Atty. Gen. Op. M-700 (1970)
APPOINT COLLEGE PRESIDENT
15. Appoint the College President, evaluate the College President, and assist
the College President in the achievement of performance goals. Education
Code 51.352(d)
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EMPLOYMENT OF PERSONNEL
16. Appoint or employ agents, employees, and officials as deemed necessary or
advisable to carry out any power, duty, or function of the Board; employ a
dean, or other administrative officer; upon the College President’s
recommendation, employ faculty and other employees of the College
District. Education Code 130.082(d)
PASSING RESOLUTIONS OR ORDERS
17. Proceed by and through resolutions or orders adopted or passed by the
Board. The affirmative vote of a majority of all Board members shall be
required to adopt or pass a resolution or order. Education Code 130.082(d)
RENTALS, RATES, AND CHARGES
18.

Be authorized to fix and collect rentals, rates, charges, or fees from
students and others for the occupancy, use, or availability of all or any of its
property, buildings, structures, activities, operations, or facilities, in such
amounts and in such manner as may be determined by the Board.
Education Code 130.123(c)

PROPERTY ACQUISITION
19. Execute, perform, and make payments under a contract for the use or
purchase or other acquisition of real property or an improvement to real
property. Local Gov’t Code 271.004
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LEASE OF PERSONAL PROPERTY
20. Execute, perform, and make payments under contracts, which may include
leases, lease with option(s) to purchase, or installment purchase, with any
person for the use, acquisition, or purchase of any personal property, or the
financing thereof. The contracts shall be on terms and conditions that are
deemed appropriate by the Board in accordance with state law. Local Gov’t
Code 271.005
LAWSUITS
21. Sue and be sued. Education Code 11.151(a); 130.084
COMMUNICATE WITH COORDINATING BOARD
22. Ensure that its formal position on matters of importance to the College
District is made clear to the Coordinating Board when such matters are
under consideration by the Coordinating Board. Education Code 51.352(d)
23. Set campus admission standards consistent with the role and mission of the
College District and considering admission standards nationwide having a
similar role and mission, as determined by the Coordinating Board.
Education Code 51.352(d)
MANAGEMENT OF COLLEGE DISTRICT FUNDS
Act as a fiduciary in the management of funds under the control of institutions subject to
the Board’s control and management. Education Code 51.352(e) (Texas Association of
School Boards, 2012, p. BAA (Legal))
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These significant fiduciary and governance responsibilities are entrusted to public
servants who have no formal training for this role. The stability of a community college
can be negatively impacted when the trustees do not have the skills necessary to be
effective.
Some accountability in student success could be inferred in the following parts of
Texas law regarding trustee responsibilities:
•

“nurturing the college district under its governance to the end that it achieves its
full potential within its role and mission;” Education Code 51.352(e)

•

“providing policy direction for the college district and adopting such rules,
regulations, and bylaws as the Board deems advisable;” Education Code
51.352(b), 130.082(d)

•

“establishing goals consistent with the College District’s role and mission”
(Texas Association of School Boards, 2012). Education Code 51.352(d) (Texas
Association of School Boards, 2012, p. BAA (Legal))

What stands out is that there is no specific mention of board responsibility for student
success in these legal duties. In spite of that, there are external factors pressuring trustees
to embrace student success.
External Influences Impacting Change
Because of a more resolute effort toward accountability in higher education
(Basham, Campbell, & Mendoza, 2008), boards of trustees are expected to have an
understanding of more than budgets and enrollment numbers. As McClenney and Mathis
noted in the first two sentences of their book:
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It will come as no surprise that…over the past decade there have been heightened
calls for increased accountability, equity in educational attainment, and success
for all students by accreditation agencies, legislatures, educational and policy
organizations, parents, and the public-at-large. During the same period,
businesses have placed demands upon colleges to meet the rapidly changing
needs of the global knowledge economy. (2011, p. 1)
All of the above forces are at play in Texas, but recent major external influences have
caused community colleges to pay close attention to the shift from access to student
success.
ATD is an initiative that is taking place in over half of the community colleges in
Texas, so its focus on student success is on the agenda of most any meeting about
community colleges. The Lumina Foundation and the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation
are major funders for national student success research. Due to the passage of the Higher
Education Outcomes-Based Funding Act of 2011(“Higher education outcomes-based
funding act,” 2011), it is almost certain that the funding formula passed during the 2013
legislative session will include outcomes-based funding (Texas Higher Education
Coordinating Board, 2011a).
Achieving the Dream
Now in its seventh year, ATD includes 165 community colleges in 24 states and
the District of Columbia. There are 26 participating Texas community colleges
(Achieving the Dream, 2012). In over half of the Texas community colleges, ATD has
had a major impact on community college attention to student success. In its Field Guide
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for Improving Student Success, ATD provides a college readiness assessment to
determine how well each principle of ATD has been implemented. The four principles
are:
1. Committed Leadership
a. Vision and values
b. Commitment
2. Use of Evidence to Improve Policies, Programs, and Services
a. Information Technology (IT) and Institutional Research (IR)
capacity
b. Process for identifying achievement gaps
c. Process for formulating and evaluating solutions
3. Broad Engagement
a. Faculty and staff
b. Students and external stakeholders
4. Systemic Institutional Improvement
a. Institutional management
b. Organization
c. Professional development (Achieving the Dream, 2009)
ATD colleges who have committed to these principles are keenly aware that
changing their institutional culture is not easy and that when faced with the evidence
regarding student success, the results are often abysmal. But for those colleges who have
embraced the focus shift from access to access plus student success, ATD has had
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influence on the development of a growing culture of evidence of what works and what
does not work. One study suggests that most student success measures did not change in
a statistically significant way during the first five years of ATD; however, the many
factors that influence student success were not disaggregated. ATD has had an influence
on the community college sector that is immeasurable (Rutschow et al., 2011).
“Achieving the Dream was at the vanguard, anticipating–and helping spur–the growing
national focus on institutional accountability in community colleges” (Rutschow et al.,
2011, p. xi).
Lumina Foundation for Education
Established in 2000, the Lumina Foundation for Education is a private
foundation based in Indianapolis, Indiana. They are the nation’s largest foundation
dedicated exclusively to increasing student access and success in postsecondary
education. Lumina provided the start-up funds for ATD and continues to be a major
funder for research related to student success. In 2011 they approved grant amounts for a
total commitment of more than $47 million (Lumina Foundation, 2012). The Lumina
Foundation’s support helps fund many of the major studies on student success this
researcher has discovered (Achieving the Dream, 2012; Association of Governing
Boards of Universities and Colleges, 2010; Community College Survey of Student
Engagement, 2012; Lumina Foundation, 2012; McClenney & Arnsparger, 2012).
Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation
The Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation, headquartered in Seattle, Washington, has
as one of its domestic goals postsecondary success. The Foundation believes that
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research and practical experimentation at postsecondary schools can reveal solutions to
the challenge of increasing graduation and certification rates. The Foundation sees its
role as serving as a catalyst in the development of student success initiatives (Bill &
Melinda Gates Foundation, 2013). They have provided major funding for trustee
education on student success through ACCT (Association of Community College
Trustees, 2013) and through the GISS (Governance Institute for Student Success, 2012).
Outcomes-Based Funding
At this writing, some measure of outcomes-based funding is expected to be
adopted during the 83rd Texas legislative session, but it was not in effect during this
study. The impact of outcomes-based funding will have future ramifications for
community college funding. This has been an internal factor influencing change for
several years, but particularly since the 82nd Texas legislative session. Outcomes-based
funding, known outside of Texas as performance-based funding, is the current
“buzzword” in discussions of higher education financing. Legislation was enacted
during the 82nd Texas legislative session in 2011 to authorize some outcomes-based
funding for higher education institutions, including community colleges. The Texas
Higher Education Coordinating Board (THECB) was instructed to include student
success measures achieved by colleges during the last two years as part of a formula for
outcomes-based funding. Among the success measures the Board could consider were:
•

successful completion of English and math developmental courses,
successful completion of first college-level English and math courses,
and the first 30 semester credit hours;
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•

transfer to a 4-year institution after completion of at least 15 semester
credit hours and the number of associate’s degrees awarded;

•

those certificates identified by the Board as effective measures of student
success (Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board, 2011a)

The legislation also required biennial review of these student success measures in order
to ensure their effectiveness. The Community and Technical College Formula Advisory
Committee (CTCFAC) mandated by legislation and appointed by the Commissioner of
Higher Education is composed of community college presidents and leaders and one of
its charges was to make recommendations regarding outcomes-based funding that
support student success (Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board, 2011b).
THECB’s formula funding recommendations were released in April 2012. The
recommendations stress that “more emphasis must be placed on student success and the
effective use of state, institutional, and student resources in retaining and graduating
students” (Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board, 2012a, p. 4). In the overview of
THECB’s recommendations, one of the headings is aptly titled “Access AND Success:
The Outcomes-Based Funding Model” (Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board,
2012a, p. 7).
The combination of these major external influences–ATD, major funding from
both the Lumina Foundation and the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation, and outcomesbased funding–occurring simultaneously have certainly hastened the acceleration of a
community college focus shift from access to access plus student success. These
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influences are demanding the attention of trustees in their expanding role and have led to
trustee professional development related to student success.
Trustee Professional Development Related to Student Success
The need for trustees to understand their expanding role in student success does
not imply that they actually understand it. Fowler pointed out the mere fact a new policy
has been promulgated does not imply it will be implemented. Student success is a policy
issue that requires trustees to comprehend and accept their expanding role, but first
generation research has shown the difficulty of implementing change. “Change is hard
and the status quo is comfortable. Policies are implemented only if the formal
implementers and the intermediaries are willing and able to work hard to put them in
place” (Fowler, 2009, p. 273). Although there is acceptance that the role of the
community college trustee is expanding because of the emphasis on student success, the
actions of the trustees should provide the leadership needed for an institutional student
success culture change. This leadership occurs only when trustees have a full
understanding of student success and their role in it.
In a May 2012 reflective work session, ATD leadership and data coaches
reviewed the top 10 core elements they saw as necessary for institutional change. After
discussions, voting, and a weighted data analysis, the group determined that the number
one reason a community college makes “progress with institutional transformation to
improve student success” is having engaged leaders, including board members, who
focus on student success (McClenney, 2012). Dr. Byron McClenney, ATD National
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Director of Coaching, has taken the lead on training trustees to govern for student
success.
Board of Trustees Institute (BOTI) and Governance Institute for Student Success
(GISS)
From the beginning, ATD has placed committed leadership as the first of four
principles necessary for institutional improvement, but in 2009 the initiative published
practices essential to college leadership commitment that included
…bringing other leaders such as colleges’ senior administrators, boards of
trustees, and faculty and staff leaders, into the colleges’ institutional
improvement work and garnering the commitment of those individuals to make
changes in policies, procedures, and resource allocations to improve student
success. (Rutschow et al., 2011, p. 19)
The Board of Trustees Institutes, developed by the Community College Leadership
Program at The University of Texas at Austin, are held annually and include intensive
professional development for trustees and presidents over a 3-day period. Expert faculty
work with trustees and presidents in setting institutional goals for improving student
success outcomes.
The researcher attended the 2011 BOTI and found it to be intensive and of great
value in helping trustees come to understand the many dimensions of a trustee’s role in
student success. The purposes of the BOTI are listed here:
•

Communicate background, commitments, purposes, and vision that guide
the Board of Trustees Institute;
43

•

Convene Board and CEO delegates from Achieving the Dream
community colleges to share and elevate knowledge of how effective
governance contributes to student equity, success, and completion;

•

Gain knowledge about assessing institutional readiness, improving
outcomes, cultivating public awareness and political commitment, and
developing institutional capacity to introduce, foster, and sustain a
student equity, success, and completion agenda;

•

Enhance understanding of Board/CEO roles and responsibilities in
establishing policies, priorities, goals, and practices to increase
completion rates;

•

Acquire resources and build a common body of knowledge about
integrating a student equity, success, and completion agenda and
performance indicators into policies and operations; and

•

Contribute to a community of Board members and CEOs as life-long
learners and advocates for improving student equity, success, and
completion. (Community College Leadership Program, 2011, p. 2)

The Governance Institute for Student Success (GISS) enhances ACCT’s
governance training by expanding the BOTI model. With major funding from the Bill &
Melinda Gates Foundation, the GISS combines elements of the ACCT Governance
Leadership Institute and the BOTI. The program was piloted in Ohio in 2010-2011 and
was expanded to Texas and Washington in 2011 (Governance Institute for Student
Success, 2012).
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These two institutes focus on leadership of the president and the board.
Respected scholars in the community college, business, and nonprofit worlds all agree
that great leadership is required for transformational change in an institution (Baker III,
1998; Collins, 2001; Covey, 2008; Drucker, 1990; Gardner, 1990; Roueche, Baker III, &
Rose, 1989; Roueche et al., 2001). Expanding leadership opportunities for the trustees
and the presidents to work in partnership promotes better governance that should
ultimately lead to student success.
The Role of the Board of Trustees in Student Success
Studies, conferences, and academic articles focus more and more on student
success, but trustees are rarely mentioned as a key group in accomplishing a culture
change that is necessary for colleges to focus on student success. Almost 50 years ago,
Herron recognized the importance of forward thinking trustees open to change who
could expand their roles to have greater impact:
In a world of rapid change the role of trustees takes on new urgency and
increasingly becomes a channel for sophisticated talents. The world has
mushroomed into a jet age and many a college governance board has not adapted
to it…The trustee needs to understand his role because of all the organizations in
the world institutions of higher learning are the most dynamic…because they are
rightfully committed to social improvement and dynamic because they challenge
hierarchies of thought and structure. Their social thrust which breeds controversy
needs to be interpreted and reinterpreted to legislators, alumni, demonstrators,
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and other support groups…To meet the challenges of today modern trustees must
be the most knowledgeable trustees of any generation. (1969, p. xv)
In spite of this recognition a half a century ago, research on the topic of the trustee has
been sparse.
As recently as 2010, Floyd and Antczak wrote their reflections on key works
done in community college research over the last 50 years. They concluded that
although there was “depth and breadth” to the research done, there was no agreed upon
national research agenda (Floyd & Antczak, 2010). Burns provided a review of the
literature on community college student success variables in the same year. Although
she notes that “research identifying the institutional characteristics and policies that
promote student success is still in its infancy,” (Burns, 2010, p. 39) she does not mention
the role of trustees in student success as an institutional characteristic. Trustees were not
included even as a possible topic for consideration in either of these literature reviews.
On January 21, 2013, Community College Week, included an excellent column
by Christine Johnson McPhail addressing the importance of professional development
needs of faculty, staff, and administrators. Although she stated that when it comes to
professional development that addresses student success the “responsibility for
supporting student success must be shared between all stakeholders” (McPhail, 2013, p.
4), trustees are not mentioned anywhere in the article. If trustees do not understand why
professional development is imperative to student success, the key stakeholders on how
money is spent, the trustees, may easily choose funding for professional development as
an easy target for budget cuts.
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As crucial as the board of trustees is in the transformation of a community
college from a focus on access to one of student success, there is not a gap, but a gaping
hole in the peer reviewed literature addressing the expanding role of the community
college trustee in student success. The researcher looked at 189 peer-reviewed articles
related to student success in community colleges. The majority of those focused on
colleges, professors, administrators, or programs. The words trustee, governance, and
boards were found in a relatively small number of the articles and even when the words
were found, the role of trustees in student success was not addressed (Basham et al.,
2008; Hom, 2011; Mendoza et al., 2009).
The researcher also spoke with the Association of Community College Trustees
communications specialist, David Conner, in an attempt to ascertain for certain that
there was no peer reviewed journal for community college trustees. Mr. Conner is the
managing editor of Trustee Quarterly, the major publication of the association, and he
provided the following rationale for the lack of a community college trustee peer
reviewed journal:
By nature and by design, community college trustees are locally elected or
appointed members of their communities who represent businesses and other
community interests. Because trustees are not formally educated or trained in a
measurable way (e.g., one cannot pursue a degree or certificate in trusteeship), it
would be a difficult task to identify a formal “professional” review committee by
which to form a peer-reviewed trusteeship journal. In other disciplines, it is a
relatively simple task to identify outstanding leaders in their professional fields
47

to serve on a review committee; it would be much more difficult to objectively
identify appropriate trustees to serve a similar role and effectively “vet”
information. (personal communication, June 19, 2012)
He also confirmed that there is very little research available about trustees and their role
in student success. That lack of research provides an opportunity for this study to
contribute to any existing research.
Change magazine focused on ATD with a section called “Courageous
Conversations: Achieving the Dream and the Importance of Student Success.” In an
article that mentions numerous colleges who are part of ATD, Lincoln discusses the
change that occurred at San Jacinto College after Trustees and the Chancellor attended a
trustee institute sponsored by ATD. She noted that prior to attending the institute the
Trustees talked more about enrollment as it related to funding than about what happened
to the students after the first day of class. She went on to note that trustees at most
community colleges typically focus on facilities and finances, but that they can have a
significant impact when they focus on student success (Lincoln, 2009).
The literature reviewed below addresses the need for effective trustee
involvement in institutional effectiveness:
•

Cohen and Roueche suggested that trustees should not spend all of their
time asking questions about “buildings, budgets, and bonds,” but should
ask appropriate questions of the college president related to “matters of
student learning,” otherwise there would be little focus on the topic
(1969, p. 34).
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•

Smith postulated that, “Wise boards foster a climate that supports
monitoring institutional effectiveness” (2000, p. 158).

•

Carver wrote that “a powerful model would have the board not only
establish a mission in terms of an outcome but procedurally enforce such
a mission as the central organizing focus” (2006, p. 30).

•

Ewell explained that “Ensuring academic quality is a fiduciary
responsibility; it is as much part of our role as board members as ensuring
that the institution has sufficient resources and is spending them wisely”
(2006, p. vii).

•

Dickeson pointed out the anomalous situation of a board.
On the one hand, it is pledged to support the president and his or
her administrative team...On the other hand, a good board member
wants to know what is really going on at the institution. It is the
fiduciary duty of the board to protect the institution from a
president who may be leading in the wrong direction…It is the
institution, after all, to whom the duty is owed, not any particular
person in it. But how a board reconciles this anomaly is critical.
An appropriate balance between enthusiastic support and healthy
skepticism is required. (2010, p. 32)

•

McClenney and Mathis made a valid point:
Leading educational organizations and policy institutions write
extensively about access, engagement, retention, equity, and
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success. However, relatively little was identified that was geared
specifically to effective board development for community and
technical colleges to improve student equity, success, and
completion. (2011, p. 11)
In a review of the literature, the researcher came to the same conclusion. Few have
written about the role of trustees in student success. The McClenney and Mathis book,
Making Good on the Promise of the Open Door, appeared to be the only “how-to” guide
for trustees on their expanding role in student success.
The researcher discovered two recent dissertations related to governing boards
and student success. Prater’s 2009 dissertation “examined the extent to which
community college governing boards use mechanisms to understand or monitor student
success and how governing boards alter or prioritize their policymaking agenda by
reviewing or analyzing briefing of student success interventions” (p. 174). Welsh’s 2010
dissertation “only examined factors that influenced board engagement in student
success” (p. 267). Neither of these dissertations studied the expanding role of
community college trustees in student success.
A review of the literature confirms, over the last decade, awareness has evolved
nationwide of the necessity for trustees to be involved in the discussions of student
success. A 2011 study by the Association of Governing Boards of Universities and
Colleges pointed out that 78.9% of college trustees polled indicated a majority of board
meeting time was still spent on finance and budget issues while 61.5% of trustees stated
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that student outcomes did not receive enough of their attention. The report concluded
that:
Without a clear understanding of how assessment works at their institutions and
without the necessary time to gain that understanding, boards will not be able to
oversee it effectively, fulfill their fiduciary responsibility, or be as fully
accountable as the times demand. (Association of Governing Boards of
Universities and Colleges, 2010, p. 5)
The role of the community college trustee is expanding with the focus on student
success.
Summary
Chapter two, a review of the literature, explored the history of community
colleges and the roles and responsibilities of community college boards of trustees
nationally and specifically in Texas. It addressed external influences impacting change
and trustee professional development related to student success. The expanding role of
the board of trustees in student success was examined. The limited but growing amount
of research in this area was assessed.
From the founding of the first American community college, the role of the
trustee has been vital to the health and wellbeing of the nation’s community colleges.
Trustees have an expanding role in leading their colleges toward student success. A
critical component for a board of trustees in fulfilling that broadened role is for them to
understand how the role has changed. Chapter three describes the research design and
methodology for answering the research questions introduced in chapter one.
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Chapter Three: Research Design and Methodology
Introduction
The purpose of this chapter is to explain the methodology and procedures used to
conduct this study on the expanding role of community college trustees in student
success. The chapter restates the purpose of the study and describes the research design,
the participants, the data collection instruments, the procedures and data collection, and
the data analysis. The researcher examined these questions:
1. How has the Board’s role expanded with the increased focus on student
success?
2. How do senior administrators perceive the role of the Board has expanded with
the increased focus on student success?
Restatement of Purpose
The purpose of this case study was to document how the Board’s role at one
community college expanded as the college moved to an institutional focus on student
success. The study also sought to determine how senior administrators perceived the
expansion of the Board’s role as it moved to an institutional focus on student success.
Research Design
This study used a qualitative methodology with a single case study design.
Creswell described qualitative research as follows:
Qualitative research is a means for exploring and understanding the meaning
individuals or groups ascribe to a social or human problem. The process of
research involves emerging questions and procedures, data typically collected in
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the participant’s setting, data analysis inductively building from particulars to
general themes, and the researcher making interpretations of the meaning of the
data. The final written report has a flexible structure. Those who engage in this
form of inquiry support a way of looking at research that honors an inductive
style, a focus on individual meaning, and the importance of rendering the
complexity of a situation. (2009, p. 4)
Given the characteristics of qualitative research, it was the most appropriate
method for this study. Further, a case study design was employed. Creswell defined a
case study as:
…a strategy of inquiry in which the researcher explores in depth a program,
event, activity, process, or one or more individuals. Cases are bounded by time
and activity, and researchers collect detailed information using a variety of data
collection procedures over a sustained period of time. (2009, p. 13)
Willis emphasized that in a case study “the focus is on understanding the intricacies of a
particular situation, setting, organization, culture or individual” (2007, p. 243). A single
case study allows the researcher to gather rich data that can provide a “full, rich
understanding (verstehen) of the context they are studying” (240). The single case study
was used to explore deeply and thoroughly the expanding role of community college
trustees in student success.
Purposeful selection was used for choosing the research participants. “This is a
strategy in which particular settings, persons, or activities are selected deliberately in
order to provide information that can’t be gotten as well from other choices” (Maxwell,
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2005, p. 88). The participants were chosen because “they have particular features or
characteristics which will enable detailed exploration and understanding of the central
themes and puzzles which the researcher wishes to study” (Ritchie, Lewis, & Elam,
2003, p. 78).
Additionally, a grounded theory approach was used to interpret what was
discovered. Maxwell described grounded theory as:
…not referring to any particular level of theory, but to theory that is inductively
developed during a study (or series of studies) and in constant interaction with
the data from that study. This theory is “grounded” in the actual data collected, in
contrast to theory that is developed conceptually and then simply tested against
empirical data. In qualitative research, both existing theory and grounded theory
are legitimate and valuable. (2005, pp. 42-43)
There are numerous strengths in a qualitative single case study design including
in-depth, rich description of participants observed and interviewed and the possibility of
unexpected insights, but there are also limitations. The sample size of participants and
purposeful selection are limitations, so the research may or may not be able to be
generalized or be transferrable beyond the particular research participants and setting.
However, Maxwell stated that in qualitative studies “there is no obvious reason not to
believe that the results apply more generally” (2005, p. 114). Many times the study is
based on “the development of theory that can be extended to other cases” (p. 116).
Traditionally, the background and expertise of the researcher has been treated as
researcher bias “despite the fact that qualitative researchers have long recognized that in
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this field, the researcher is the instrument of the research” (Maxwell, 2005, pp. 37-38).
Maxwell pointed out that when a student ignores her or his own experiences the
proposal’s credibility is damaged (2005). The researcher for this study found her
previous role as a community college trustee helpful for gaining access to relevant
conferences and gatherings of trustees, administrators, and scholars who were focusing
on student success. In this regard, the researcher attended and accepted invitations to
participate in and present at state and national conferences focused on student success.
Access to these venues was a valuable tool for gaining direct knowledge about ATD,
student success, and the roles and responsibilities of community college trustees.
For example, she was one of approximately 100 invited participants in:
•

the first Association of Community College Trustees (ACCT) Summit
on Completion, held in Toronto, Ontario, Canada, in 2010 that focused
on the role of the community college trustee in addressing student
success, and

•

the first ACCT Symposium on Student Success, held in Dallas, Texas, in
2011 that focused on the development of model board policy goals for
student success.

Both of these meetings received major funding from the Bill & Melinda Gates
Foundation (Association of Community College Trustees, 2013).
The researcher was a presenter for the THECB annual governance conferences in
2010, 2011, and 2012 and she was a trustee of an ATD college. She also served as the
elected state chair of the Community College Association of Texas Trustees. Other
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conferences the researcher attended and gained knowledge from regarding ATD, student
success, and the roles and responsibilities of community college trustees, included the
six annual ACCT National Congresses from 2007 to 2012, and the 2012 AACC Annual
Conference. She was also a trustee participant in the first session of the 21st-Century
Initiative Listening Tour held in Austin, Texas, in January 2011 and in the 2011 Board
of Trustees Institute in Santa Fe, New Mexico.
Additionally, the researcher gained experience for conducting qualitative studies
through the satisfactory completion of qualitative research courses in her doctoral
program at The University of Texas at Austin. The researcher had a robust interest in the
role of the community college trustee in student success and utilized her background as a
trustee in conducting the study. Maxwell stated:
The explicit incorporation of your identity and experience in your research has
gained wide theoretical and philosophical support…there cannot, even in
principle, be such a thing as a “God’s eye view,” a view that is the one true
“objective” account. Any view is from some perspective, and therefore is shaped
by the location (social and theoretical) and “lens” of the observer. (2005, pp. 3839)
Description of Participants
Participants were selected using a purposeful approach. “The idea behind qualitative
research is to purposefully select participants or sites (or documents or visual material)
that will best help the researcher understand the problem and the research question”
(Creswell, 2009, p. 178). Specific selection criteria included that the community college
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was in an urban Texas setting, was accredited by the Commission on Colleges of the
Southern Association of Colleges and Schools, had a focus on student success, and was
a participant in Achieving the Dream.
San Jacinto College District (SJCD), founded in 1960, is in an urban Texas setting
serving the citizens and communities of East Harris County and the college is fully
accredited by the Commission on Colleges of the Southern Association of Colleges and
Schools (San Jacinto College District, 2012c). The student body is generally
representative of the Texas population. According to statistics compiled by THECB,
SJCD enrolled 29,392 students in the fall of 2011. The racial and ethnic composition of
those students was as follows: White - 32.8%; Hispanic - 40.3%; African American –
10.2%; Asian/Pacific Island – 4.9%; International and Other & Unknown – 11.8%
(“Texas higher education data,” 2012). The fall 2011 student body characteristics show
that 68.5% of students attend part-time with 31.5% attending full time; 42.9% are male
and 57.1% are female; the average age of students is 24 (San Jacinto College District,
2012c).
The college was purposefully chosen because of its focus on improving student
success rates. This community college began participation in Achieving the Dream in
2006. In March 2007, the Trustees and Chancellor attended the first Board of Trustees
Institute. By 2008, internally recognizable changes in student success were taking place.
The college is recognized nationally as having a Board of Trustees and administration
that have embraced a student success transformation. Examples of this
acknowledgement are the numerous presentations on student success that have been
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made at annual conferences by the SJCD Board Members and administrators as well as
by national community college leaders. Those include most recently the 2011 ACCT
Congress (Flickinger, Roueche, Hellyer, & Waiwaiole, 2011), the 2012 AACC
Convention (Flickinger, Hellyer, Noonan-Terry, & Roueche, 2012), and the 2012
NISOD Convention (Williamson & Hellyer, 2012).
The participants for this study were limited to current SJCD Board Members and
senior administrators who were members of the strategic leadership team and who were
involved with the ATD initiative from 2006-2009. These parameters assured that the
researcher was interviewing participants who were at the college before or near the
beginning of the focus on student success and as the transition occurred. Trustees or
administrators who arrived after 2009 had only worked with a SJCD Board of Trustees
focused on student success and did not observe the initial and early phases of embracing
student success and thus were not participants in the study. The participant group was 15
adults that included five Trustees and 10 administrators. Participants were not identified
by name. Trustees were randomly identified as “Trustee n.” All administrators,
including the Chancellor, were randomly identified as “Administrator n.”
Data Collection Instruments
Qualitative researchers use a variety of methods for gathering data. For the
purpose of this study, the data collection instruments included in-depth
phenomenological based interviewing and documentary analysis. Seidman described indepth phenomenological interviewing as follows:
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In this approach interviewers use, primarily, open-ended questions. Their major
task is to build upon and explore their participants’ responses to questions. The
goal is to have the participant reconstruct his or her experience within the topic
under study. The range of topics adaptable to this interviewing approach is wide,
covering almost any issue involving the experience of contemporary people…the
interviewer explores complex issues in the subject area by examining the
concrete experience of people in that area and the meaning their experience had
for them. (2006, pp. 15-16)
A second data source was relevant documents. “Documentary analysis involves the
study of existing documents, either to understand their substantive content or to
illuminate deeper meanings which may be revealed by their style and coverage”
(Ritchie, 2003, p. 35). Documents reviewed were SJCD Board Minutes from January
2006-December 2012, all ATD Core Team Meeting Minutes from 2006-2011, and all
ATD Reports from 2008-2012.
Data Collection Procedures
After the treatise committee approved the research proposal, the researcher
applied for The University of Texas at Austin Institutional Review Board (IRB)
approval. She received approval and exempt status on September 17, 2012. She applied
to the SJCD IRB and received its approval on September 18, 2012. At that point the
researcher began her study.
The researcher contacted the designated community college point person by
phone to discuss the research data collection methods that would include interviews and
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relevant documents. Working with the point person, the researcher scheduled and
conducted all interviews in convenient and appropriate locations for the participants
after the participants had completed the “Consent for Participation in Research” form
(Appendix A).
Each Trustee participant was interviewed using the interview guide (Appendix
B) developed by the researcher for this study. Each senior administrator participant was
interviewed using the interview guide (Appendix C) developed by the researcher for this
study. The interview guides consisted of open questions allowing the participants to
freely express their thoughts. As noted by Glesne, “The process of drafting and
redrafting interview questions requires time, thought, and effort” (2006, p. 86). The
researcher developed the questions through feedback from her professors and peers.
These collaborators:
…bring their logic, uninvested in your study, to the assessment of your
questions…Your greatest challenge is to create questions that your respondents
find valuable to consider, and questions whose answers provide you with
pictures of the unseen, expand your understanding, offer insight, and upset any
well-entrenched ignorance. (Glesne, 2006, p. 85)
The interviews of Trustees and administrators occurred over a 6-week period.
The length of the interviews was approximately one hour each. With in-depth
interviews, the participants had the opportunity to express their thoughts and
perspectives in their own words. All of the interviews were in-person interviews. There
were some follow-up telephone interviews to assist with data analysis.
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All in person interviews were recorded and transcribed thus providing a complete
record of what was said. Respondent validation was crucial, so the transcribed
interviews were shared with the interviewees, giving them an opportunity for
clarification, but not editing (Lewis & Ritchie, 2003; Maxwell, 2005).
The researcher kept a field notebook that included detailed notes taken during the
interviews. Self-memos written as new ideas occurred helped preserve the researcher’s
personal thoughts that contributed to the final analysis (Glesne, 2006). Autobiographical
notes were also included. “Autobiographical notes are the personal journaling that
situate the researcher within the research process. They become a means for thinking
about how the research is co-created among you and research participants” (Glesne,
2006, p. 60). These notes were used to help inform and refresh the memory of the
researcher during review of the interviews.
Relevant documents, such as SJCD Board Minutes, ATD Reports, and ATD
Core Team Minutes dating from the time the college began participation in ATD until
the conclusion of the research were used to triangulate the information gathered.
Triangulation is considered a key way of validating qualitative research as it “assumes
that the use of different sources of information will help both to confirm and to improve
the clarity, or precision, of a research finding” (Lewis & Ritchie, 2003, p. 275). Seeking
data from several sources enhanced the researcher’s capacity for conducting a more
thorough analysis.
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Data Analysis
“Data analysis involves organizing what you have seen, heard, and read so that
you can make sense of what you have learned” (Glesne, 2006, p. 147). This study
included data collected through in-depth interviews and documents. To organize the data
for interpretation, open coding was used. Open coding involves “breaking down,
examining, comparing, conceptualizing, and categorizing data” (Strauss & Corbin, 1990,
p. 61). Glesne defined coding as follows:
By putting like-minded pieces [of data] into data clumps, you create an
organizational framework. It is progressive in that you first develop, out of the
data, major code clumps by which to sort the data. Then you code the contents of
each major code clump, thereby breaking down the major code into numerous
subcodes. Eventually you can place the various data clumps in a meaningful
sequence that contributes to the chapters or sections of your manuscript (2006, p.
152)
Coding allowed the researcher to discover what themes and patterns emerged, to arrange
them into clumps or categories, and then to break them down into smaller clumps or
subcodes.
Each major code should identify a concept, a central idea, though not necessarily
a chapter or section of the final product... There should be as many major codes
as needed to subsume all of the data, appreciating that more may develop than
will hold up as separate codes. The blending of codes occurs over and over as
you reread and reinterpret. (Glesne, 2006, p. 153)
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To this end, the researcher reexamined the data for revised themes and categories
to continually clarify and improve the analysis. The researcher also gained insight by
reviewing SJCD Board Minutes, ATD Reports, and other documents that enriched the
data analysis.
Analysis of transcribed interviews was conducted by using Dedoose, a web
based coding software used for qualitative and mixed methods research. Dedoose was
developed by a research psychologist and a professor of anthropology at UCLA
(SocioCultural Research Consultants, 2013). This research software provided instant
electronic access to coded materials that were then sorted by participant, descriptor,
and/or code. The technology enhanced the coding that was also done manually.
Trustworthiness permeates a study from start to finish and overlays the whole
research process (Glesne, 2006). The steps taken to increase reliability and validity of
this study are outlined below. Each of these was considered a primary strategy for
determining validity (Creswell, 2009).
Creswell asserted, “validity means that the researcher checks for the accuracy of
the findings by employing certain procedures” (2009, p. 190). Triangulation and
member checking were utilized in this study to enhance the researcher’s ability to assess
the accuracy of the findings. To aid in triangulating the data, the researcher repeatedly
examined the transcripts, field notes, self-memos, and all relevant documents. Member
checking was done through follow-up telephone and in-person interviews with various
participants.

63

Summary
Chapter three included four sections explaining the research design and
methodology to be used in this study. Those sections were: Research Design,
Description of Participants, Procedures and Data Collection, and Data Analysis.
Chapter four will present the findings from the case study.
Calendar of Events
The following Calendar of Events represents the timeline for the activities:
August 17, 2012

September 2012
October 2012

November 2012
December 2012
January 2013
February 2013
March 2013

April 16, 2013

Research proposal presented to Treatise Committee
Institutional Review Board (IRB) application submitted
for approval
After approval by UT IRB, San Jacinto College District
(SJCD) IRB application submitted for approval
After SJCD IRB approval, initial contact by phone with
college point person to discuss plans and schedule
interviews.
Review of relevant documents and data collection through
interviews
Review of relevant documents and data collection through
interviews
Continue data collection
Initial analysis of data
Wrap-up of findings and conclusions
Submission of findings and conclusion to treatise chair
Submission of findings and conclusion to treatise
committee
Presentation of dissertation defense
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Chapter Four: Findings
Introduction
This chapter describes the institutional environment of San Jacinto College
District and the study participants. It documents the findings of the single case study
using qualitative methodology to illustrate how the SJCD Board’s role has expanded as
the college moved to an institutional focus on student success. The chapter also relates
how senior administrators perceived the expansion of the SJCD Board’s role as it moved
to an institutional focus on student success.
Community college trustees are generally neither academics nor teachers, but
instead they are most frequently community leaders and business people. Research is
usually written for academics. Following Seidman’s guidance, this researcher has
studied the interviews and relevant documents “for thematic connections within and
among them” (2006, p. 119). She presents her results as a composite narrative profile,
because the researcher’s desire is that the community college trustee cohort may
determine value in the discoveries that can be used to enhance their understanding of the
expanded role of community college trustees in student success. These findings as
presented may also serve as a guide to help trustees prioritize student success in their
trustee role without stepping over the line into the daily operations of the college.
According to Coffey and Atkinson,
There are no formulae or recipes for the “best” way to analyze the stories we
elicit and collect. Indeed, one of the strengths of thinking about our data as
narrative is that this opens up the possibilities for a variety of analytic strategies.
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Such approaches also enable us to think beyond our data to the ways in which
accounts and stories are socially and culturally managed and constructed. That
is, the analysis of narratives can provide a critical way of examining not only key
actors and events but also cultural conventions and social norms. (1996, p. 80)
First person description of events formed the basis for much of the writing in
chapter four. Board and administrator perceptions are presented as narrative. The
researcher found greater value in the original heartfelt words of the participants than
could ever be derived from digested and restated summaries of their statements.
This chapter includes the institutional environment of SJCD and a description of
the study participants. Next are findings through narratives of SJCD Board and senior
administrator perceptions. Through coding, these developed into eight predominant
themes:
•

Achieving the Dream (ATD),

•

Board of Trustees Institute (BOTI),

•

Student Success,

•

Data,

•

Leadership,

•

Partnership

•

Trust, and

•

Vision.

Two other themes of note emerged: outcomes-based funding and the influence of Dr.
Byron McClenney.
66

As a follow up to steps identifying the themes, the researcher inspected written
data including time expenditure on Trustee duties and professional development through
the review of SJCD Board Minutes, ATD Core Team Minutes, and ATD Reports. This
triangulation confirmed and added detail to the discoveries on the expanding role of
SJCD Trustees in student success. The chapter concludes with a summary of the
findings.
Institutional Environment
What is today known as San Jacinto College District was founded in 1960 when
voters in the Channelview, Deer Park, Galena Park, LaPorte, and Pasadena Independent
School Districts (ISD) approved by ballot measure the creation of an East Harris County
Union Junior College District, the election of a seven member Board of Trustees, and a
property tax to fund the institution. Even though the ballot measure passed overall, the
voters of Channelview and Pasadena voted against joining the district, but they were still
included. Soon after the Board took office, suggestions for a permanent name for the
college were solicited from the local communities. The Board voted to name the school
San Jacinto Junior College District on June 20, 1960, and renamed the district to its
current official designation, San Jacinto College District (SJCD) on December 4, 1995
(Modica, 2012).
San Jacinto opened in the fall of 1961 with 876 students attending classes in
leased storefronts (Modica, 2012). Today, the district has three campuses and ranks
among the larger community colleges in Texas, at 7th out of 50 in terms of student
enrollment, with 33,382 students enrolled in the fall of 2011 (“Texas higher education
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data,” 2012). SJCD’s service area, as opposed to the taxing district, was established by
Texas statute in 1995 and includes the territory within the Channelview, Deer Park,
Galena Park, La Porte, Pasadena, and Sheldon ISDs; and the part of the Clear Creek ISD
that is located in Harris County (“Junior college district service areas,” 1995).
The first decade of the 21st century brought tremendous changes in both
leadership and overall structure to SJCD. With three campuses and three presidents,
each had created over time independent operating procedures. Budget cuts by the state
of Texas forced SJCD to look for efficiencies. Admissions and enrollments were
streamlined and cost savings were realized due to centralized operations noted as the
one-college concept (Modica, 2012).
In 2006, SJCD was named as a participant in the national Achieving the Dream
(ATD) initiative and affiliated with The University of Texas at Austin Center for
Community College Student Engagement (CCCSE) (Modica, 2012). From SJCD Board
Workshop and Meeting Minutes, the following events are documented. In April 2007,
Trustees Marie Flickinger and Dr. Ruede Wheeler gave a report on their attendance at
the first ATD Board of Trustees Institute. At this same meeting, the Board voted to
approve a $3 tuition increase per semester credit hour, with $1 of the increase dedicated
to student success. The May 2007 SJCD Board Workshop Minutes reflect that a 7.5 hour
workshop was held concerning the reorganization of the college. On June 4, 2007, there
was another Board Workshop on a succession plan for a new chancellor. On June 14,
2007, three special Board Meetings were held. In the final one, Brenda Hellyer was
named as the sole finalist to assume the position of SJCD Chancellor in May 2009. In
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the July Board Meeting, the retirement of Chancellor Bill Lindemann was announced to
be effective on April 30, 2009, and Brenda Hellyer was named the SJCD Chancellor to
be effective May 1, 2009. The transition period was included so that Brenda Hellyer
could achieve her doctorate degree. Two days later, the Board held a workshop that
included presentations on the Institutional Information System, ATD, and Instructional
Program Improvement Efforts. That meeting lasted 4.75 hours. In conversations with
SJCD Trustees, the researcher discovered that at this meeting they realized that their
current systems were unable to provide them with data they were seeking. Immediately,
they began to demand both relevant and current data that was eventually produced. On
May 1, 2009, Dr. Brenda Hellyer began her duties as the first female Chancellor of
SJCD.
Today, SJCD offers nationally recognized academic and technical programs and
numerous community opportunities for partnerships (Modica, 2012). Active in ATD
since 2006, SJCD was named an ATD Leader College in 2011 (Achieving the Dream,
2013). The Board Chair actively participates in the Achieving the Dream Core Team.
On June 7, 2010, the Board approved the College Vision and Mission Statements
both of which are found in the SJCD Strategic Plan 2010-2013.
Mission: Our mission is to ensure student success, create seamless transitions,
and enrich the quality of life in the communities we serve.
Vision: San Jacinto College will be the leader in educational excellence and in
the achievement of equity among diverse populations. We will empower students
to achieve their goals, redefine their expectations, and encourage their
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exploration of new opportunities. Our passions are people, learning, innovation,
and continuous improvement. (San Jacinto College District, 2010, p. 2)
The 2010 percentage of all population by ethnicity within the SJCD taxing
district and the percentage of SJCD student population by ethnicity is shown below.
•

Population
38.5% Hispanic population

Student Population
40.7% Hispanic students

•

8.6% Black population

10.6% Black Alone students

•

66.4% White population

37.5% White Alone students

•

25% Other population

11.2% Other students

Census 2010 data on ethnicity includes Hispanic origin population as a separate
classification since Hispanics are Caucasian and blended races. This resulted in
percentages adding to more than 100% of the population. “Other” includes Asian,
Pacific Islanders, Native Americans, and other races (Demographic study for San
Jacinto College district and effective catchment areas, 2012).
SJCD’s unduplicated enrollment by ethnicity for 2000 and 2010 and the
projected changes for 2020 and 2030 are shown in Figure 2 (Demographic study for San
Jacinto College district and effective catchment areas, 2012).
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Figure 2. Ethnicity of SJCD Students
The fall 2011 SJCD student body characteristics were:
• Male
• Female
• 17-under
• 18-21
• 22-34
• 35-49
• 50-over
Average age

42.9%
57.1%
8.6%
45.3%
35.3%
8.9%
1.8%
24 (San Jacinto College District, 2012c).

The Hispanic population is the fastest growing population reflecting the Texas
trend and that growth has been on a continuum. Figure 3 shows SJCD certified
headcount and enrollment by ethnicity for the years 2007-2011. Hispanic headcount and
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enrollment from Fall 2007 through Fall 2011 is continuing to increase while Anglo
enrollment is decreasing (San Jacinto College District, 2012b).

Figure 3. SJCD Headcount and Enrollment by Ethnicity
SJCD earned the ATD Leader College status in 2011 because of their effort and
commitment in closing the gaps in student retention and their success among an
ethnically diverse population. Persistence rates are also increasing (Achieving the
Dream, 2012). Since 2009, SJCD has implemented numerous programs to increase
access and success for students from these underserved and underrepresented
populations. Late registration is no longer allowed. Orientation and a student success
course are mandatory. Programs include educational planning resources and centers for
interactive learning, careers, math, science, student success, and writing. Supplemental
instruction, the shared counselor program, 24-hour online access to free tutoring, and the
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Men of Honor program for African-American students are available. SJCD is
participating in the Houston Pathways Initiative, a program designed to increase student
success with the alignment of curricula among public schools and colleges. Three
Centers of Excellence for Veteran Student Success opened in the fall of 2012 for
educational outreach to veterans. These centers provide in one location the information
and resources needed by veterans to help them get a degree (San Jacinto College
District, 2012a).
SJCD enjoys a stellar reputation for providing quality education. Data from the
Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board (THECB) indicate that among its peer
group of very large colleges as defined by the THECB, the SJCD full time attendance, 3year graduation rate ranks second in the state and first in the Houston area (Texas Higher
Education Coordinating Board, 2012c).
Study Participants
The participants for this study were limited to current SJCD Trustees and
strategic leadership team senior administrators who became involved with the ATD
initiative by 2009. Five of the seven members of the SJCD Board of Trustees and 10
members of the SJCD strategic leadership team fit the criteria for this study. All 15
eligible Trustees and administrators agreed to participate and were interviewed.
Three of the Trustees interviewed have been on the SJCD Board from the
beginning of SJCD’s participation in ATD with board service starting in 1985, 1986, and
2002. One of the Trustees joined the Board in 2007 and one joined in 2009. One Trustee,
who has been on the Board since the beginning of the ATD initiative, is a Hispanic
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female and has served as Chair of the Board since June 2007. The other four Trustees in
the study were Anglo males.
The beginning year for each senior administrator’s SJCD employment is shown
here:
1977
1984
2000
2006
2007
2008

(1)
(1)
(2)
(2)
(3)
(1)

Five of the senior administrators interviewed were female and five were male. One of
the females was the Chancellor. One of the administrators was a Hispanic male. The
other four male and five female administrators were Anglo.
Board and Administrator Perceptions
Trustees and administrators used the terms Achieving the Dream, ATD, Santa
Fe, Board of Trustees Institute, and BOTI interchangeably. SJCD’s participation in
Achieving the Dream (ATD) and SJCD Trustee participation in the Board of Trustees
Institutes (BOTI) held in Santa Fe were mentioned by all Trustees and administrators as
key motivating factors in expanding the Board’s role in governance to include student
success. ATD was the initiative that brought the Trustees to the Board of Trustees
Institute (BOTI). The researcher has noted, when necessary, the correct term for
clarification.
During the interviews, key themes emerged as the participants answered the
interview guide questions expressing their thoughts and perspectives. As participants
shared their experiences through narrative, the researcher listened for patterns and
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stories that would confirm or enrich what each participant said. In the process of coding
the interviews, the data--like puzzle pieces--began to connect with other data to produce
a more complete illustration.
The frequency of themes developed from the Trustee and administrator
interviews is displayed in Table 1. Following the Code Applications Table are
participant personal experience narratives representing the ten themes that emerged
during the interviews to tell the story of the expanding role of the San Jacinto College
District Trustees.
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Table 1
Code Applications Table

Trustee 1
Trustee 2
Trustee 3
Trustee 4
Trustee 5
Admin 1
Admin 2
Admin 3
Admin 4
Admin 5
Admin 6
Admin 7
Admin 8
Admin 9
Admin 10
Totals

Achieving
the Dream

3
5
7
4
1
3
2
4
4
4
2
4
3
2
6
54

BOTI

Student
Success

Data

11
8
7
8
3
2
6
3
4
11
3
6
2
1
4
79

9
8
16
22
17
8
26
10
11
13
16
10
10
10
24
210

17
9
16
13
14
6
16
10
11
7
17
13
11
6
16
182

Leadership

25
14
13
32
27
11
25
18
14
12
13
15
3
5
17
244

Partnership

9
9
12
17
8
4
9
10
8
11
6
9
6
5
12
135
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Trust

Vision

OutcomesBased
Funding

7
6
8
11
5
4
4
4
6
7
6
4
4
1
8
85

5
2
3
23
12
3
11
7
8
3
4
7
5
6
5
104

0
0
2
1
1
1
1
2
1
0
0
0
3
1
1
14

McClenney

Totals

1
3
0
1
0
1
2
1
0
3
0
1
0
0
1
14

87
64
84
132
88
43
102
69
67
71
67
69
47
37
94

Achieving the Dream (ATD). SJCD became a member school of the ATD
network in 2006 when the Houston Endowment provided funding for all public 2-year
colleges in the Houston area to join (The University of Texas at Austin, 2006).
Administrator 5 noted:
When we were asked to participate in Achieving the Dream and the Houston
Endowment was going to fund it, they took a leadership team to a meeting in
Denver and that meeting was to tell us the requirements of what was needed to
become part of Achieving the Dream. They were letting us know about the
institutional research component, the IT component, and that this had to be led at
the highest level of leadership. We signed an agreement, and in there it also
stated that our Trustees had to participate in a trustee institute. We have one of
the only Boards where all Trustees have participated in the Trustee Institute .
Trustee 3 said, “When Achieving the Dream came around it was the very first time that
we had any way of really making some calculations of what student success was.”
Administrator 3 recognized that:
Achieving the Dream was the big thing that prompted the Board to look outside
of itself and to look at how this college compared to other colleges and to look at
the state and the nation and say, “How are we doing in that context?”
Other administrators concurred. Administrator 5:
The biggest thing was Achieving the Dream, the participation in that. In Texas or
at least in this Gulf Coast Area, a key component of ATD was the Trustee
Institute. That was something that Houston Endowment, as the funder, required. I
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think that was a critical component and one that has become a best practice for
Achieving the Dream. That was a critical factor.
Administrator 10:
I think Achieving the Dream was the tipping point. You know, this massive
national movement for student success – one of the key tenets of Achieving the
Dream is that the Board needs to be brought into the whole student initiative and
I’ve heard several Board Members talk about going to an Achieving the Dream
Institute specifically for Board Members. It’s like the blinders came off – the seal
came off their eyes and they saw for the first time. I think it was Achieving the
Dream showing our Board Members that data was important and them really
becoming aware of it. The Board Members are passionate about what they do so
immediately they were looking for solutions. To me, Achieving the Dream was
important and the Trustee Institute really was the tipping point for the Board.
Board of Trustees Institute (BOTI). As noted by Administrator 5, Trustees of
the ATD colleges funded by the Houston Endowment were required to participate in
trustee institutes. The 2007 Board of Trustees Institute (BOTI), which was the first
trustee institute, was open only to those colleges funded by the Houston Endowment.
The purposes of the first BOTI held in 2007 were to:
•

Convene with participating Houston/Gulf Coast area Achieving the Dream
college and university Board of Trustee and CEO delegates and resident faculty
to share and elevate knowledge of effective governance to improve student
success.
78

•

Communicate background, commitments, purposes, and vision that guide
Achieving the Dream and the 2007 Board of Trustees Institute.

•

Begin the process of building a learning community focused on data-informed
governance for student success that links college and university Boards of
Trustees and CEOs in a shared endeavor.

•

Acquire resources and build a common body of knowledge pertaining to
integrating a student success/Achieving the Dream agenda into strategic and
master plans, quality enhancement plans, and other institutional initiatives.

•

Contribute to Trustees and CEOs as life-long learners and advocates of learning
in service to improve student success.

•

Enhance understanding of Trustees’ and CEOs’ roles and responsibilities in
identifying gaps and establishing policies, goals, and priorities that emerge from
environmental, institutional, and student outcomes data.

•

Establish a foundation to assess institutional, Board, and CEO performance
related to policies and strategies to improve student success. (Community
College Leadership Program, 2007, p. 2)

Trustee 4’s observations about the BOTI:
It was totally attendance at the first Achieving the Dream (BOTI) conference in
Santa Fe, NM. There’s no doubt. That was one of the biggest events, no, not one
of the biggest, it was the biggest event since I have been a Trustee. We were
shocked at the data, had no idea how few of our students were successful. It
was like, “There’s just no way. This is totally unacceptable and we’re evidently
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part of it.” I think we both felt guilty that we were doing so poorly and we had
no idea even that we were doing so poorly. It hit both of us personally. It was
like we weren’t doing our job.
Trustee 2 confirmed:
Our Chancellor was with us and they started telling us things like, of all the
students that enter only a few percent complete, and it just opened our eyes to
things we had no knowledge of before. Our past administration used to glow in
telling us how many new students we were getting in the front door every year,
but they never bothered to tell us what percentage of them were immediately
going out the back door. That’s when we really started getting into student
success was that first Achieving the Dream (BOTI) conference. We’ve had
Board Members at each conference since then. …before we got involved with
Achieving the Dream, I think we were probably a pretty lax Board. We thought
we had a pretty good administration and we kind of let them drive the wagon.
Certainly, we set goals and evaluated things, but we probably didn’t do a very
good job of it. I think that when we first got involved with Achieving the Dream,
it changed the mentality of the administration and the Board. We went in a
different direction and have been going that way ever since then.
Trustee 1 conveyed:
As Board Members, we learn just like students learn. You learn from the people
that are already on the Board, so it’s one of these self-perpetuating deals. If the
Board is going down the right path, that’s great. But if the Board is going down
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the wrong path and you’re new, you get wrapped up in that same wrong path that
everyone else is on. So you follow that lead cow right down to the knocking
chute, that’s my past history. Things have to happen to get you off of that path. I
will give ourselves credit, we were looking down that wrong path before we
went to Achieving the Dream (BOTI). Then enough of us went and there was
enough interaction and enough education that we said, “Now at least we know
what questions to ask.” And we started asking them. When we didn’t get the
answers, we asked again. When we still didn’t get the answers, we pressed
harder and dug our heels in deeper until we started getting it going in the
direction we wanted it to go. We realized how far off the path we were. I don’t
think we really knew. Sometimes you just don’t know what you don’t know. We
didn’t know the right questions to ask. Once we went to the conferences (BOTI),
we started coming back knowing the right questions to ask and we started asking
them. It’s like we got the deer in the headlights look, and we said, “No, we’ve
got to fix this.” I know when I went to my first one, I came back like “wow” and
it started to make sense. You could see what other schools were doing that was
working. We started to know what questions to ask. Now we know what to ask
for and make sure we can get it.
Administrators clearly agreed that the BOTI was where the Board realized their
governance role should expand to include monitoring student success. Administrator 5
stated:
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The tipping point was our participation in Achieving the Dream, and with
Achieving the Dream, the Trustees all had to go to a Trustee Institute. So it was
the two Trustees along with the CEO that went to that first session and saw data
on student success that shocked them. That data, I think, just surprised them from
a standpoint they’d always been focusing on enrollment. It seemed as long as
enrollment was increasing every year, we were doing great. They’d never looked
at the student success data. That first conference just shocked those Board
Members.
Administrator 2 reflected:
At that meeting in Santa Fe (BOTI), I think they understood just how important
the success agenda was. From then on the priorities for the college changed. The
Board’s interaction with administration changed, all in favor of student success.
Administrator 9 expressed:
At that institute (BOTI), at that conference, they really became excited and
engaged in student success. I think that was the catalyst for where we are now.
Student Success. The Trustees who had attended the first BOTI returned and
wasted no time in sharing what they had learned with the other Trustees, thus beginning
a transformational change on how the SJCD Board interpreted their governance role.
The BOTIs were the catalyst in motivating the SJCD Trustees to expand their role to
include student success as an integral part of their governance duties. Trustee 4 shared:
At the very first Board Meeting after New Mexico, we both told everybody in
attendance, things are going to change. Today the Board as a whole is all on the
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same page. Achieving student success is our top priority. If you’re sitting in the
audience at our meeting, right over us on the wall behind us is a metal sign
(Figure 4) that says, “Achieving Students’ Dreams.” I felt after our first meeting
that we needed to have a public symbol that would tell whoever entered the room
and was in the audience what the Board’s priority was. When we’re there, I want
everybody in the audience to know that’s where their priority needs to be. To me,
the Boards’ responsibility is student success. In the Boardroom, we needed a
visual reminder of the focus. And it’s kind of neat, because there have been
many different people who have noticed and comment on it. It is a good visible
sign of our focus and purpose for serving.

Figure 4. Achieving Students’ Dreams
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Administrator 4 saw the change happening and conveyed:
The difference is a sign that’s over where they sit, the student success sign. That
is a major change to actually hang that sign above where they sit, because they
really believe that that’s what they’re doing [achieving students’ dreams].
They’ve come to understand it’s not about generating money for this institution,
even though that’s a good thing. It is about the student. It’s not about having a
position in our community, even though that is important, but the student has
become the major focus of what we do here.
Administrator 6 noted:
At the beginning, when I first started giving reports to the Board, they didn’t
spend as much time reviewing them as they do now. They didn’t have very many
questions four years ago and now there are plenty of questions asked by the
Board trying to understand the data and trying to be thoughtful about the
questions that they ask. They definitely spend much more time focused on and
thinking about the student success agenda than they did six or seven years ago.
Administrator 1 confirmed:
I think they’re looking at student success factors and indicators more than they
ever have before. Persistence, retention, first time in college success,
developmental education, and the successes we’ve had there. We used to never
have a presentation at the Board Meeting on student success, but now that the
Board has become fully immersed in Achieving the Dream and the student
success agenda in general, we have a presentation on student success almost
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every month. I see interest in the faces and demeanor of the Board Members
when these presentations are being given, so it’s obvious that they’re tuned in to
student success at this point.
Administrator 4:
They understand now, it’s not about the people walking in the door. It’s what we
do with them when they’re here and ultimately what happens when they leave
here. So it’s a change in focus. I think they truly understand what we’re talking
about. There were times I would talk and their eyes would kind of glaze over and
they had no idea what I was talking about. I think they have come to understand,
how difficult this is.
Administrator 3 shared:
Everybody wishes that it would happen faster, you know, that we would move
the needle more quickly, but part of the Board learning process is how difficult it
is to move the needle. It’s no easy process.
Trustee 2 expressed:
One of the things from the first Achieving the Dream [BOTI] conference I
remember is a statement made that we should talk about Achieving the Dream
and student success at every single Board Meeting. We never talked about it at
one Board Meeting for about two years after that, never. Since then, we do
indeed have a presentation bringing us up to date on a number of things at each
Board Meeting. We do have something about Achieving the Dream and student
success at each Board Meeting...I’ll just use this as an example. They said when
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students come into the college for the first time, we had a program that students
could participate in if they chose to and it would help them prepare for taking the
tests. The tests determined whether they were competent to enter regular math or
English, but it was at their option to participate. I know at the BOTI, they had
done a bunch of research on that and determined that the success rate of students
was much greater if they participated in that program. Because we know this
now, we found funding and now students have to participate in that. They don’t
have an option, but that took a fair amount of funding to do. There were some
other things just like that that were brought up at this Achieving the Dream
[BOTI] conference. It was very valuable and we determined we wanted to do
everything we possibly could to help students succeed. We found funding to do
that. Sometimes you have to take a little funding away from something else
that’s not deemed as important.
Trustee 4’s description points out not only how far SJCD has come since the
beginning of their embracing the student success agenda, but also how student success
today is a national movement:
Bill Lindemann (former SJCD Chancellor) and I had a presentation in New York
on student success and I think it was probably one of the only student success
presentations at the ACCT Conference in 2008 in New York five years ago. We
only had 10 to 12 people in the audience. One of them was my husband. We had
our other San Jac people there, but nobody else really. I remember asking people
afterwards, “Oh did you go to [our session]?” “Oh no, no, that’s for minority
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students.” I was told that many times, that Achieving the Dream and student
success, were all about minority students, which is wrong. It’s about all students,
but there’s been a tremendous change in thought since then. At this last ACCT
conference, you could hardly find anything that wasn’t student success. I look at
it this way, they’ve finally caught up with where San Jac was already heading.
The SJCD Board has been a leader in embracing their role in the demands for
educational accountability and effectiveness. Trustee 5 noted, “When you focus on
student success as your overriding goal everything else becomes clear and easy.”
Data. “Anecdotal stuff is great, but you have to have the data,” Trustee 1 said.
With a Board now focused on student success, there was a demand for accurate data that
did not exist when SJCD began their participation in ATD.
Because understanding the nuances of statistics about student success is a
challenge, board members should be careful not to over-interpret such measures.
Understanding what goes into them and what they really mean is important,
however. Similarly, managing student flow to create the right kinds of
efficiencies and to intervene effectively to maximize student success is a job
faculty and staff need to be doing every day---and presidents need to motivate
them to continue. Once boards are assured that the right things are being done,
they need to ask for periodic reports on effectiveness and stay out of the way.
Bur there definitely are some “big picture” questions in this arena that board
members ought to ask. (Ewell, 2006, pp. 25-26)
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Once the data started to become available, the Trustees had to learn how to comprehend
it in order to ask the right questions.
Technology makes the collection of accurate data possible. The data were
necessary to address student needs, to determine what programs worked and which ones
did not, and to measure success rates. The SJCD Trustees understood after attending the
BOTI that they needed to comprehend and utilize data in their decision-making.
Trustee 3 reflected:
When we came back from Achieving the Dream (BOTI), we all said we wanted
current data and the Chancellor said to his staff, “We want current data from
somebody and we need it quick.” It did not happen, but it has evolved into what
we have now which is staying on top of everything with data pretty well. Now,
all of us know what we’re looking for. The first question to ask is, “Can you
obtain current data for us within a short period of time?” Not last year’s, not last
semester’s, but current data on a monthly basis. Can the Institutional Research
Department stay current, so that we can stay current with the student data? I
think that’s big. If you can’t get that data, we have no way to measure any of
this. With data, we can keep up with who’s staying in, who’s dropping out,
where they’re going. We have a program that if you miss a couple of classes
other students call you. It is phenomenal what we’ve done here. Once we learned
how to create and use data that was current, not dated but current data, we really
interjected student success into our system. We had an idea of what we were
trying to accomplish. Until then, we just knew they were pretty words…student
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success, student success.
Trustee 5 verbalized the importance of getting current data:
We’re constantly working on getting the information faster, on a more timely
basis, because getting information from two years ago today does not help you
plan tomorrow.
Trustee 4 stated:
We get a regular reported agenda item every month that has to do with some
phase of student success and not just success stories. These are harder to take,
but there are some failures, where we’re falling down. We do have those brought
to us when the numbers just aren’t what they should be. That’s necessary
because it’s part of the entire picture. Definitely, the emphasis is on student
success.
Administrator 6 observed:
I think early on they just needed to understand what the definition of student
success was and understand what the student success measures were. That first
year they really hadn’t looked at any data. Now that we’ve been on the student
success agenda for several years, I think the Board has taken a more active role
in helping lead the college in cooperation with our Chancellor. They are much
more involved in understanding the data. When I first got here and started doing
presentations to the Board of Trustees, they didn’t have a whole lot of questions
and that may have been because they didn’t have a full grasp of what the data
was saying. They fully embraced the idea of using data. They’ve made decisions
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based on data that we’ve put in front of them, so I think now they are helping the
Chancellor, or they support the Chancellor much more effectively in helping lead
the student success agenda.
Administrator 10 expressed:
As we were getting into Achieving the Dream and as we started really looking at
the data, that has changed what the Board does. Understanding the data or hearing
the data on a national level of community colleges was shocking.
Administrator 3 said:
The Trustees began to attend the Achieving the Dream Trustee retreats (BOTI) and
the college began to look at its data. I think that the data they looked at on student
achievement--such as completion rates, graduation rates, retention, A through C
success, all those things--when they looked at that, it was startling. They realized
that it wasn’t just about enrollment, but it was more about what you do with them
after they enroll in order to achieve success, so that students achieve those goals.
That was not happening. We’ve made incredible strides on our student success
agenda and we see it in the data. I remember that the first college community day
that we had where we brought all 1200 plus employees together and showed them
the data, people were surprised to say the least. In fact at that meeting, they stood
up in the audience and said, “This cannot be true, you’re just putting something up
there to scare us and make us think.” No, this is us. This is us and it’s not pretty.
The Trustees led this by saying that we had to turn this around for the good of our
community and for the good of the students that we serve. Their emphasis changed
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in my first year here. I remember them talking about it at the Board Meeting. Their
emphasis changed from just watching enrollment and asking, “Is enrollment up?”
to “How are we doing with students?” That was the turning point. I don’t think San
Jacinto is atypical in this. Prior to Achieving the Dream and these entities coming
together--- the Lumina Foundation, Achieving the Dream, here locally the Houston
Endowment---before they forced that agenda to the national stage about student
success, I think Boards were concerned about enrollment numbers and budget
numbers. And I think that you could add into that facilities, you know, how many
buildings we’re going to build, what’s it going to cost us, how much is it costing to
run the college, is enrollment up, is it down? I think that was their purview. I think
once these national movements began to say to Boards of Trustees you need to be
concerned more about how your students are doing and you need to look at the
data that tell you how your students are doing- once Boards began to be exposed to
that data and saw frankly, how badly things were going, they began to say, “Oh my
goodness, we need to be paying attention to this. It’s not just about how many
people we get in the door, but what do we do with them afterwards.” And our
Board is a very good board. They took that to heart and said, “Our job is to
monitor this, the progress and the success of our students.” And so we do that by
looking at some data element, some highlighted element about student success at
every Board Meeting…And the Board’s asking questions on the data, “What about
this? What percentage of students were x, y, and z?” They are being more
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analytical about it and it’s not just the standard numbers. They are, like us, trying
to figure out why and they want to support the why.
Administrator 4 concurred:
They’re really trying to understand the data. They’re given a lot more data than
they probably have ever gotten. We can put numbers in front of them, but people
who are not here every day do not necessarily grasp what they’re looking at. While
something may not look good, it may have provided us with rich knowledge. An
example is, a math emporium in the North Campus where the success rates did not
look good, but what we were able to do with that was we asked the why. We dug
down and drilled down and we found the students that were successful. Seventy
percent of them could read at a college level. They tended to be women, especially
Hispanic women, and they tended to be a little older. So, those are the kinds of
things our Board was never aware of in the past. They would have just said, “Your
emporium failed.” No, it didn’t. It helped us identify a group of students that were
successful and now they understand that. So when they hear about other initiatives
and we say that the students have to be college ready in reading, the Board now
gets why we’re saying that. It’s not because we’re trying to put up barriers, it’s
because of that knowledge we’re gathering from our data.
Administrator 8’s thoughts on data:
It really is sliced and diced. Sometimes we look at cohorts, sometimes it’s by
program, by campus. One of our challenges is being able to meet the multitude of
information needs. We’ve become a lot more sophisticated in terms of the way that
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we’re looking at this information. I think from the Board’s perspective, they have
the ability to get it down to a granular level in any shape or form. I don’t think they
particularly look at just one dimension of this.
Administrator 6 articulated:
I think they’re always interested in the overall picture, so the student success
measures that we regularly put in front of the Board are student retention,
success, persistence, progress through the developmental education sequence,
graduation rates, numbers and types of degrees that we award on a yearly basis.
They look for all of that. They also look at the data for all of those measures,
delineated by race and ethnicity and by campus. That’s the type of data that
they’re used to seeing and they regularly ask for. …Our office put together a
very extensive report that looks at the course retention and success rates for
every single program at the college. We just finished another report that looks at
discipline enrichment groups and so that puts data in front of the department
chairs and the faculty and we even have it down to the faculty member level. We
can get as detailed as we need to be or as rolled up and summarized as we need
to be.
Trustee 2 is pleased:
Dr. Hellyer [is] deeply involved and we’ve made great strides I know, in
Achieving the Dream in the last 3 years, more so than ever before. We have
accurate statistics now.
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Trustee 3 concluded:
In determining student success you can’t do it without figures, data, data, data.
We weren’t getting data, we were getting data after our students had been gone a
year. Student success means you’re getting current data, you’re staying on top of
it, you’re contacting the students, and you’re helping them in every way to stay
in college and achieve something.
In a review of SJCD Board Minutes and relevant documents, the researcher
looked at numerous data reports that were presented to the Board. One of those data
reports, “Fall Term Retention, Success, and Persistence,” is included (Appendix D). This
is only one example of the comprehensive data reports given to the SJCD Trustees on a
monthly basis.
Leadership. Leadership from the Board has been instrumental in changing the
college culture and fiscal policies to a focus on student success. Administrator 10 voiced
this:
It’s just the passion of our Board, the passion of our administration, the attitude
of we don’t want to settle for mediocre, we don’t want to be a college that’s not
successful. So we started really looking at student success.
Administrator 10 expressed:
We have a strategic plan – we have a vision – we have a goal of what we want
to accomplish, when we want to accomplish it, and we have many initiatives in
place to accomplish it. That work has been done through workshops and
strategic planning where the Board looked at it – we started with the Board. Dr.
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Hellyer has taken the executive team through this and shows our data to our
staff. It is put into our performance plan, everything has to impact student
success…What we are all evaluated by is how are we impacting student
success. That is coming from the Board.
Administrator 2 noted:
This Board did something that’s amazing. About four years ago, they added an
extra dollar a semester credit hour to the tuition and dedicated that to student
success initiatives within the college. That’s been tracked and I think it is
effective. We’ve done more things as a result of that. There was, a walking the
walk, and pardon the cliché, but putting their money where their mouth is.
Administrator 2 reflected on the Board’s leadership:
When you look at the top colleges across the United States, these are practices
that work. They’re not easy. These didn’t come with great applause and great
popularity. Teach a new course, stop late registration, and require orientation--the students and teachers are not always overjoyed about this. This was not a
popular path that the Board took, but I think these are ways that the policy
changed because of the student success agenda.
Administrator 1 discussed Board expectations:
They want us to change a little faster and demonstrate success a little sooner. But
there are no financial constraints or concerns about things that we’re not doing.
They just want to have the results show up a little quicker.
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Trustee 4 provided a clear example of Board leadership in making unpopular
decisions:
Before we approve things, we really do discuss, and let the administration know
that it must be something for student success. We don’t need to be spending
money on anything that doesn’t involve student success. I’ll give you one
example. We have kind of a “sacred cow” over here at the college forever. It’s
called a golf course. It’s a 9-hole golf course. In years gone by the golf course
made money, but not anymore. A number of years ago we spent a lot of money
improving it and it was supposed to make us a lot more money. Well, it hasn’t
happened. People enjoy it, but it’s losing money. In previous times, preAchieving the Dream times, we would never have even considered closing it, but
we’re losing money on it and if we’re losing money on it, that’s money that
could go to student success. There’s been concern because some of our older
citizens use it, but we’re in the education business, not the golf course business.
We have spent considerable time on this problem… Ten years ago, we never
would have thought of closing the golf course, we would just accept it as an
additional expense. Today with the focus on student success, there is a different
discussion. Another example is that we’re probably going to have an even bigger
battle coming up shortly and that will be on what do we do with our basketball
gymnasium. It’s old, it’s going to cost about 20 million plus to replace it. We’ve
won national community college championships, not lately, but we have. Is it
worth 20 million to keep that program? If the student success agenda wasn’t on
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our plate, going back again to say 10 years ago before we ever realized we
weren’t doing our job, it’d be a no-brainer, there would be a new basketball
court. I don’t think it’s going to happen today, don’t know for sure, but it’s going
to be a lot harder to get something like that approved, because the money that
goes for that, compared to the return, for student success is not going to balance
out I believe. So it makes a difference that we understand data and student
success. We’re making harder decisions than we would have previously made.
Trustee 2 did not mince words:
One of the biggest things has been getting our professional staff on-board,
particularly our faculty. You know faculty tend to get set in their ways--- in the
way they want to teach, who they want to teach, how they want to teach, when
they want to teach. We had to change all that you know. We had to change all
that, got to get them on-board, give them a different mindset, and I think we’ve
done a pretty good job of that.
Administrator 5 shared:
Let’s take late registration, the elimination of late registration. We debated that
back in probably, 2006. It got stalled out because there were enough naysayers…
Then the Board came back from their Achieving the Dream (BOTI) conference
two years ago and had heard that it was a best practice, heard about what the data
was showing and said, “make it happen.” They told those naysayers they needed
to get on-board and they needed to find solutions. So the Board can help move a
CEO’s agenda. They can put some power behind it. Now is that a sign of a weak
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leader when you need the Board to help do that? No, it just helps move the
agenda a lot faster when you can say this is when we’re going to do it and there’s
no backing down.
These Trustees are making leadership decisions to “just do it” as one Trustee
said, even when the decisions are difficult. A few of those difficult decisions have
included mandatory orientation, mandatory student success courses, and dropping late
registration, More full-time faculty have been employed at a time when many colleges
are hiring adjuncts rather than full-time faculty. And Trustee 1’s comments on
administrators, faculty, and staff point out the toughest decisions:
We’ve made some personnel adjustments over the course of the last several years
because from a Board perspective, you’re either part of the team or you’re part of
the problem… We want people to focus on the student… So if you’re not
focused on the student, you know what? Why are you here? That has to be from
the housekeeper to the police chief to the counselors to the student aid people to
the teachers, faculty, whatever. The majority of people at San Jacinto College are
on-board and have been on-board since we first started talking about student
success. But there was a percentage of people that didn’t get it, didn’t see it.
They were old school, if you will, and most of those people aren’t here anymore.
You have to do what you’ve got to do.
Partnership. All administrators saw the relationship between the Trustees and
the Chancellor as a partnership. Administrator 1 conveyed:

98

I see the Board and the Chancellor working together more closely. They can
have a common conversation, if you will, around student success because they
have become much more immersed in the process. It used to be a relationship
between what I would describe as overseers and caretakers. It is more of a team
effort now. They’re having a common conversation. They have some common
understanding and they’re excited about what we’re doing.
Administrator 2 said:
I feel closer to the Board and that we have more in common. They communicate
better. If I went back 30 years, the conversations would be with the Chancellor as
the dominant partner in the conversation. The Chancellor would know the facts
and about the only thing a Trustee might say was, “One of my friends came to
me and said their daughter was mistreated in a biology class.” The Chancellor
would say, “Well I’ll look into it.” That would be the kind of thing discussed.
Now, I think the conversations are right “dead on” about student success. I get
the sense that the seven Trustees and the Chancellor are on the same page.
Administrator 3 articulated:
It has gone from siloed roles, “Well I’m the Chancellor and I have these duties.”
“I’m the Board and I have these duties.” “This is the faculty and they have those
duties.” This is the Vice Chancellor and she has these duties.” I think it is now
more of we’re in this together. There are still those organizational structures.
There is still the reporting, but we are all looking at this, embracing the student
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success agenda and the needed changes. The Board now wants to know, “Where
do you need our support?” rather than the Board being on the outside.
Administrator 4 voiced these thoughts:
It is a partnership, it’s not one reporting to the other, it’s more of a team effort
and they have included administrators in that team. So we see Board Members
on campus, not because they’re looking for stuff, but because they want to find
out what’s going on and share in the excitement of what our students are doing.
Administrator 5 reflected:
At first they were pulling us along and that was a very uncomfortable situation.
Now we know the expectation for data. We all have that same expectation and so
it becomes more of a partnership and not a pointing fingers, but a let’s figure out
how we’re going to come up with solutions. I think it’s brought the role of CEO
and Board of Trustees much more in alignment. I have conversations with them
about challenges that I’m not sure the prior CEOs would have had with them, but
that’s because we’re all on the same agenda together.
Administrator 6 stated:
Now that we’ve been on the student success agenda for several years, I think the
Board has taken a more active role in helping lead the college in cooperation
with our Chancellor… I think now they are helping the Chancellor, or they
support the Chancellor much more effectively in helping lead the student success
agenda. This Board is much more thoroughly concerned about doing the right
thing and ensuring that they help make the best decisions for San Jacinto
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College, the community, and the students specifically. I think that this Board is
much more personally invested in terms of embracing the student success agenda
and embracing their role; not as dictating to the Chancellor, but being partners
and supporting the Chancellor and the strategic leadership team. Comparing the
boards that I’ve had experience with, this Board is much more supportive and
engaged and not in any way dictating. That’s very contrary to my previous
experience. This Board is much more engaged, as I mentioned earlier, in helping
support the Chancellor, helping support the strategic leadership team and really
understanding the initiatives that take place; whereas, before under the previous
Chancellor, they didn’t ask questions and maybe didn’t understand completely
what initiatives were taking place at the time early on in the student success
agenda. Because the Chancellor is much more open and she shares things and
she’s transparent in terms of how she engages with the Board, the Board is much
more informed and in tune with what’s going on at the college.
Administrator 7 conveyed:
I see them probably more as a partner than I have in years past, which is kind of
interesting. I hadn’t really thought of that. I’ve not seen them as in a negative
light at all, but I’ve seen them as somewhat external drivers in that they represent
the community and they certainly keep us legal, keep us out of jail, and they help
us be sure that we’re stewards of the public trust. In seeing them do those things,
I probably did see them more external and less like a partner and now I would
say I see them more as a partner. An epiphany for me. Yeah. Wow! Thank you.
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Interesting. I like the partnership piece and it’s different. It’s a healthy
partnership that stays at the appropriate level. It’s not micromanaging. It’s not
who to hire. It’s not doing the things that a board should not do, in the sense of
being too involved in day-to-day business, but it’s still steering the organization
in the right direction. I think they steer with a greater understanding of what
we’re all about and what we’re trying to do for our students.
Administrator 8 communicated:
I don’t really see the Board here as the Board, and then there’s the Chancellor
and then there’s the strategic leadership team, and there’s the college. I see a
very tight knit management team with pretty clear understanding of roles and
responsibilities and working very functionally. I’m saying that because if I look
at what I perceive as their concerns, they’re our concerns as well. We’re working
on them every day. They’re in our strategic plan and in our strategic action items
and we work toward them daily.
Administrator 9 noted:
I think my vision, my perception of Trustees has changed somewhat. Originally
it was, “Okay, hire the Chancellor, set the budget and don’t micromanage us. Let
the professionals run this.” Now I look at the Trustees as setting the agenda with
the Chancellor and the faculty administration. I look at it now more as part of a
team. Before it was the Trustees and the employees. Now I look at them as part
of our team.
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Administrator 10 concluded:
When you’re sitting on the outside watching, it seems that the Board and the
Chancellor have the same level of passion for the student success agenda, so
they’re operating on the same level. They have a great relationship that way. It
seems to me that she has their support and where she doesn’t, they tell her, “I
can’t support this and here’s why. Here’s what you need to do to get me on your
side.” I know not all boards are that way. We have a good Chancellor and a good
Board.
Trust. There is a trust among the Board Members on decisions they make. The
trust between the Board and the Chancellor is also strong. Trustee 3 gave an example of
how the Board listens to fellow Trustees while making decisions:
We did all the things that were talked about at Achieving the Dream. Zap, we did
them just about like that because we knew they were all red flags. We added a
mandatory student success course and mandatory orientation. When some of
them that didn’t go to Achieving the Dream said, “Well what does late
registration have to do with it?” I told them what late registration does and the
rest of them said, “Makes sense, do away with late registration.”
Trustee 4 succinctly described the Board support of the Chancellor. “The Board’s
behind her 100%.”
Trustee 5 confirmed:
The Chancellor is responding to our questions. We increasingly give the
Chancellor support to make changes and understand that they may not all be
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successful. This increases the Chancellor’s confidence level, because she has our
support. That is conveyed to the faculty and staff that know that they need to pay
attention and proceed. While they need to proceed, they also have the
opportunity to give feedback to her, but it has to be focused on student success.
Trustee 3 expressed:
We have a very close relationship, because she knows what we would like and
she strives to accomplish what we’ve all defined as student success. She went off
to the Achieving the Dream [BOTI] just like we did, so she knows what we’re all
talking about and how we can measure student success. She came back and
immediately demanded data and shared it with us. We’ve all grown closer,
because we all now have the same goal. We support the Chancellor, because we
told her that if you have problems with faculty that don’t want to do this, we’re
going to stand behind you. You can tell the faculty that this is what the Trustees
want to happen. We’ll stand behind you. We’re not going to let them come
around and talk to us. We want this. You do it. We’ll stand behind you. You
don’t need to worry. We have created a good relationship.
Trustee 1 said:
I don’t go out and talk to faculty. I’m very mindful of what my role as a Trustee
is. I’m not here to manage or run this school. I’m not here to tell anyone how to
teach History 101 or who should teach History 101. That’s not my job. My job is
to make sure we have the right people here who can do that. Then when we ask
for the data on how well we’re doing with retention rates, how well we’re doing
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with persistence rates, how many of our students are actually achieving their
degrees and certificates compared to the percentage of those who start; those are
the things that we look at to know if everyone else is doing their jobs correctly.
We’ve seen slow, steady progress. I don’t think anyone expected us to turn
around overnight. I haven’t run into a college out there that seems to have all the
answers. We knew it was going to be a process and that was okay. We don’t
mind the fact that it’s a process. It’s a learning process for everybody and it can
be enjoyable. You’re working for a purpose and you’re trying to figure out how
to get there together. That’s fun. We want the student to get where it is they want
to be, so we make sure we get those programs in place and that they’re working.
If they’re not working, let’s change it. It’s okay to try something and it not work.
We’re okay with that. If we try something and it doesn’t work, we’ll learn from
that and we’ll go on to the next one. You have to keep trying, because sometimes
there’s just not a magic bullet out there.
Administrator 1 supported the Board comments:
I think the Board is less inclined toward micromanagement now that they
understand the real mission of the college and see the focus on student success
and see us living out our values. They’re less inclined to try to micromanage
processes than they were in the past. They’ve gotten a larger view of our role in
the community and they’re more absorbed in that view than they are the minutia
of how the college works.
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Vision. The Trustees clearly communicated that they wanted the SJCD focus to
change from access to access plus student success. Administrator 9 pointed out:
The Trustees set the tone and lead, “Here’s where we want to go [student
success].” Then they hired the CEO and the team to get the institution there.
They don’t need to be passive. They need to be active participants in it, because
they’re going to set the major goals for the institution. They’re going to set the
tone. At the end of the day it’s called a community college for a reason. The
Board represents the community and its aspirations and goals as well.
Administrator 6 noted:
They [Trustees] ask good questions and they ask for data. They were willing to
pay for some things that I think prior to understanding the student success agenda
they would not have paid for, like tutoring. They wouldn’t have put a fee on
students to pay for tutoring. I think we’ve been able to hire full time faculty
when other colleges have not. They’ve been willing to step up and pay to replace
faculty who left and to hire faculty for areas like college prep, because they
believed it would improve student success. They wanted more for students and
so they did put their money where their mouth was.
Trustee 1 told a story that is often shared at conferences, but in concluding points
out how the SJCD Trustees had vision in selecting the Chancellor:
From what I gather, when a board asks for data, it doesn’t always work the way
it works here. From talking to other trustees, there seem to be lots of college
presidents and chancellors, who think the board is sort of a necessary evil. If you
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will, keep them in the dark, feed them fertilizer and keep them out of my way as
much as possible. Those boards need to grow a pair and take charge. That’s all
I’m going to tell them. When board members complain about that, they
obviously haven’t figured out who’s in charge, because that chancellor or
president, technically works for the board. The board can fire them and get
somebody in there that will work with the board and that’s probably what they
need to do. I don’t care who they are, how good they are, everybody’s
replaceable. I’m replaceable with my job, they’re replaceable at their job. Some
of these board members say, “Well, if we get rid of so and so, where are we
going to find another one?” You will and sometimes you get creative. When we
changed we got creative. I think what we did with Chancellor Hellyer when we
hired her was fairly unorthodox. But we knew the individual and figured, “Okay,
how do we go from here to get there?” Then we came up with a plan to get there.
Trustee 5 created an analogy that is a capstone for the theme of vision:
To me it’s like building a fire in the fireplace or on a campground. You start off
with the raw materials and then you have that first spark. If you take a match and
you put a quarter cut log on top of it, the match is going to die. You have to feed
it in little bits and pieces until it achieves momentum. Then you have to feed it
bigger pieces. Otherwise, it will burn out quickly. Then you have to feed bigger
pieces until you have enough sustainability so that you can add on the major logs
until you have a roaring fire. This seems to be very, very easy, but if you miss
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any one of those steps, the fire’s gone and you have to start all over again and it
will be a whole lot harder the second time.
Outcomes-Based Funding. Throughout the years, funding for publicly financed
community colleges has been based on enrollment and credit hours. Today there is a
move to link funding to student success and outcomes (Ewell, 2006). Administrator 8
noted, “If we are moving to completion based funding, student success is obviously very
important for the viability of the institution.”
Administrator 3 mentioned, “Although SJCD had already started looking at data
and using it for decision making, the administrators and Trustees were aware future
funding will be directly impacted by increased accountability and student success rates.”
As Administrator 10 thoughtfully reflected:
Funding is certainly an external pressure, but we’re well down the road on
student success. This wasn’t what caused us to go there, but it is putting a laser
focus on what we’re doing. Now when those external pressures are really hot,
we’re down the road. So that’s a good thing. Good for our Board for getting us
prepared for that.
Dr. Byron McClenney. Dr. Byron McClenney was the ATD coach for SJCD for
two years and also conducted board workshops for them. Administrator 3 stated, “He
[Dr. McClenney] helped us define that leadership came from the Board.”
Administrator 7 agreed, “Certainly, the workshops that Byron McClenney did
with them and the trustee workshops in Santa Fe were powerful.”
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It was pointed out by Administrator 5:
Dr. McClenney was frank with the Board on when they were getting into
territory they should not be getting into, but he also told them the questions they
should be asking to get the information they needed, so that was really important.
Also the Board had never done a Board evaluation and he did a workshop with
them on how they should be evaluating themselves and what data they should be
looking at and that was powerful for them.
Trustee 2: He’s very effective, gets you thinking. He gets you thinking in
different ways about Achieving the Dream.
Time Expenditure
A review of the SJCD Board Minutes proved to be quite relevant in documenting
the number of hours that SJCD Trustees are spending on governance duties as their role
has expanded to include student success. Table 2 compiles from the official SJCD Board
Minutes the time spent by Trustees in Board Meetings and Workshops from 2006-2012.
It does not include professional development beyond the regularly scheduled meetings
and workshops.
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Table 2
Minutes Matter
Year

Time Spent

Notes

2006

989 Minutes = 16.48 hours

Pre ATD benchmark

2007

2356 minutes=39.27 hours

2008

1473 minutes=24.55 hours

2009

1702 minutes=28.37 hours

2010

2066 minutes=34.43 hours

2011

1841 minutes=30.68 hours

2012

1574 minutes=26.23 hours

Implementing performance
compensation management

These figures represent all SJCD Board Meetings and Workshops from 2006-2012.

When asked about the amount of time Trustees were spending on Board duties
and professional development now that they had embraced student success, Trustees and
administrators agreed there was an increase. Trustee 1 reflected, “I probably spend 3
times as much time as I used to, easily that or more.”
Administrator 5’s perception on how much time the Board spends on Board
duties and professional development was thorough:
They’re spending more time. You know the Trustee Institute is an annual event,
so that’s 3 days for 3 Board Members. Now that ACCT is really talking about the
student success agenda, that has been a motivator for the board and so I have
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more Board Members wanting to go to that. They’re also going to a THECB
conference centered around accountability in the student success agenda. When
you start adding that up, that is 3, 4, probably 7 days of professional development
focused externally on student success beyond regular Board duties. I figure it’s
about 8 hours a month on Board duties. Before that I would have thought it was
probably 3 to 4 hours a month. Internally, I think our workshops are professional
development for them and so, there [are] a couple of hours a month that are
focused on that that they weren’t having before. And from a Board Chair’s
standpoint, she spends even more time, because I prep her and make sure we go
over all of her issues even before any of the workshops or meetings, so she’s
probably spending another 2 or 3 hours a month more than everyone else.
Administrator 6 shared:
The interaction that takes place in the Boardroom now is definitely longer than it
was. Before, I would get up there, give my presentation and that would kind of
be it. But now I’ll get stopped in the middle of the presentation and asked a
question by a Board Member. Even for instance, last Monday I gave a
presentation to the Board, anticipating 5 or 6 minutes and it wound up being a
12-minute interactive kind of session.
Administrator 7 expressed:
Absolutely they spend more time and it’s a very different kind of professional
development. Before it would have been a budget workshop, and I don’t know
how much professional development that really was. But with this, there’s a lot,
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because it is a very different way of looking at what we do. It is really looking at
what we do.
Administrator 9 articulated:
Historically it was probably none on professional development. And how much
time do they spend now, much more. To me that’s evident. I think before the
only data the Board was interested in, my instincts tell me, was they were
primarily concerned with, “Are we up in enrollment or down in enrollment?”
They equated growth with success and now they’re looking at all of the data
regarding GPA and withdrawal and graduation. How many students do we have
on financial aid? Are we up in financial aid or down? What’s the demographic
breakdown of the institution and what’s the ethnicity of our institution? Where
are they coming from? I think now it’s a much more sophisticated examination
of the nature of our institution by the Board. They want to know. So time spent
has increased significantly, I’m certain of it.
Administer 2 conveyed:
I think in the old days, Board Members went to conferences and just went and
ate dinner and partied and came home and we didn’t hear anything about what
they learned at the ACCT meetings and here’s what we’re going to do. We didn’t
hear anything like that, but they enjoyed the meetings because they were always
in pretty places and nice hotels. I don’t think that happens anymore. I think they
go and it’s a lot of work. I’ve heard them say, “We worked our tails off at that
meeting. We went to the meeting in Santa Fe and it was 8 hours, 10 hours a day,
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and then we worked at dinner.” To have our Board be able to talk intelligently
about the completion agenda or to know the phrase “The Lumina Foundation” or
“The League for Innovation” and to know what those mean and to have been to
those meetings, that is so refreshing. I’ve been here 35 years and the first 25 that
wasn’t true; our Board couldn’t do those things. That’s part of their training,
opening their minds up to the global perspective.
Summary
Chapter four presented the findings from the case study on the expanding role of
the SJCD Trustees in student success. The chapter included the institutional environment
of San Jacinto College District and a description of the study participants. Board and
administrator perceptions were documented through direct quotations of the participants.
Those perceptions developed around eight major themes: Achieving the Dream, Board
of Trustees Institute, student success, data, leadership, partnership, trust, and vision.
Two other themes of note were considered: outcomes-based funding and the influence of
Dr. Byron McClenney. Time expenditure on SJCD Trustee duties and professional
development concluded the findings. Chapter five will present the analysis of the case
study.
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Chapter Five: Analysis And Discussion
Introduction
Chapter four presented the findings from the case study on the expanding role of
SJCD Trustees in student success. “Data analysis is the process of making sense out of
the data” (Merriam, 1998, p. 178). Chapter five begins with an overview of the findings
that includes an analysis of the data. This is followed by answers to the two research
questions, implications for practice, and recommendations for future study. The
conclusion revisits the assumptions made in chapter one and confirms that the role of the
SJCD Trustees has expanded as a result of their focus on student success.
Overview of Findings
SJCD Trustees today understand that effective governance is more than
approving the budget and asking about enrollment. Effective governance is imperative to
implementing a student equity, success, and completion agenda. SJCD Trustees have
become knowledgeable of the student equity, success, and completion agenda in order to
set policies that enable the Chancellor and her team to carry out the day-to-day activities
necessary to improve outcomes for all students. Having a well-trained and engaged
Board is the first step in implementing policies that provide the framework for colleges
to close the achievement gaps among low-income students and students of color while
also improving success and completion rates of all students.
The SJCD Board of Trustees has taken the lead in changing the college culture
by pushing for student success through ATD.
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“The hardest work is not changing practice, but changing cultures,” added Dr.
Kay McClenney, director of the Center for Community College Student
Engagement at the University of Texas at Austin.” “The board plays an
extremely important role in …shifting to an understanding that access without
success in 21st century America is an empty promise…and [that] we’re not
talking about itty-bitty changes around the edges.” McClenney told trustees it is
critical to “frame the way you think about what you need to think about. “It’s not
your role to decide what the curriculum and interventions are going to be,” she
said. “But it surely is your role to ask questions about what the college is doing
and monitor the data to see if these actions are closing achievement gaps.”
(Toner, 2012, pp. 12-13)
Although the BOTI opened the Trustees’ eyes to their role in adopting student
success policies, asking the right questions, and monitoring data; it was necessary for the
Board to take action once they returned. Mactaggart states, “While operational change
occurs within an institution and behavioral change is connected to an enterprise,
adaptive or cultural change is transformation of a college or university” (2011, p. 30).
These types of changes are major, requiring a more active board role in supporting the
President or Chancellor (Mactaggart, 2011). The SJCD Trustees embraced this expanded
and very active trustee role. Without the transition from the regular board role to the
expanded role and without the leadership and partnership between the SJCD Board and
Chancellor, it is difficult to imagine that the immense changes focused around student
success would have occurred.
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SJCD’s Strategic Plan 2010-2013, adopted as policy by the Board of Trustees,
has four goals. Goal 1 is Student Success (San Jacinto College District, 2010).
Administrator 7 pondered about the definition of policy and guidelines:
We always debate…is it policy, or is it guidelines? There was much discussion
of whether the practices were policy or guidelines. The Board did not specifically
pass a policy that said mandatory student success class, no late registration, but
they did vote on those issues. Policies have changed at San Jac as a result of the
focus on student success.
Whether the SJCD Board called them policies or guidelines, the message was clear that
the Board was calling for change and leading the efforts.
Achieving the Dream, BOTI, Student Success, Data. The San Jacinto College
District Board of Trustees student success focus was initially driven by participation in
the Achieving the Dream program, which led them to the Board of Trustees Institute.
Becoming an ATD college in 2006 when the Houston Endowment provided funding for
all public 2-year colleges in the Houston area to participate, opened the door for the
beginning of transformational change in how the Board saw their role. With the
requirement for trustees of ATD colleges funded by the Houston Endowment to attend
trustee institutes, there was the assurance that at least some SJCD Trustees would
participate in those institutes. Attending the very first BOTI in 2007 was the tipping
point that began the journey for the SJCD Trustees in their expanding role to focus on
student success. There the SJCD Trustees started to quantify what the measures for
student success were.
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In a review of the contact information for the participants at the BOTIs from
2007-2013, the current SJCD Chancellor has participated in six of them. In 2007, the
former Chancellor attended. The SJCD Board Chair has participated in five and the
other Trustees interviewed have been participants at least two times each (Community
College Leadership Program, 2007, 2008, 2009, 2010, 2011, 2012, 2013). It was outside
the scope of this study to focus solely on the role of the Board Chair, but the researcher
notes the Board Chair’s high level of commitment and long tenure could be a variable
that needs further research.
On numerous occasions, the researcher has heard Dr. Kay McClenney, Director
of the Center for Community College Student Engagement at The University of Texas at
Austin say, “Students don’t do optional.” In a review of all attendees at the BOTIs from
2007-2013, the records reflect that the colleges with consistent attendance are those
funded by the Houston Endowment, who from the beginning were required to
participate, bringing this researcher to conclude that “students don’t do optional” and
neither do trustees (Community College Leadership Program, 2007, 2008, 2009, 2010,
2011, 2012, 2013).
The SJCD Trustees have realized how valuable the annual in-depth training is
that they receive at the BOTIs. They have learned what questions to ask of the
administration about student success and they ask those questions. As they learned what
questions to ask, they understood that accurate data were essential to measure student
success. With the demand for accurate data, the Trustees have supported the changes and
monetary investment necessary to get accurate data.
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The SJCD Trustees continue to upgrade their skills in understanding and
interpreting data on a monthly basis. The Chancellor and her team present the data to the
Board at each meeting and the data are used to measure results and to plan
improvements. Appendix D provides a sample SJCD data report.
Leadership, Partnership, Trust, and Vision. “Change cannot be achieved
without committed and courageous leaders” (21st-Century Commission on the Future of
Community Colleges, 2012, p. 17). Leadership is never about doing what is easy; it is
about doing what is right. That means making tough decisions. The SJCD Board has
been willing to make those tough decisions from the moment two of the Board Members
returned from the first BOTI in 2007.
All administrators see the relationship between the Board and the Chancellor as a
partnership. They also communicate that there is a partnership between the Board and
the strategic leadership team. There is complete trust among the Trustees, the
Chancellor, and the strategic leadership team.
Vision is seeing the pathway forward, not a mirrored vision of where one has been.
What the SJCD Board has done in support of student success is completely novel to the
past. Even though they were good stewards of the taxpayers’ money and property, their
previous idea of success was an increase in enrollment. Today their vision is for all
students to achieve success as is visibly evidenced by the sign in the Boardroom,
Achieving Students’ Dreams. They have taken ownership of the student success agenda.
Outcomes-Based Funding. One of the assumptions underlying this study is a
continuation of higher expectations from both the government and the public to improve
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student success. The researcher asked the participants about external factors impacting
the Board’s adoption of the student success agenda assuming that outcomes-based
funding was a contributing factor. SJCD Trustees and administrators are aware future
funding will most likely be directly impacted by increased accountability and student
success rates, but they had already begun to use data for decision making prior to the
state focus on outcomes-based funding. SJCD Trustees and administrators saw
themselves as being “ahead of the game” on outcomes-based funding and the
relationship to student success.
It is of note that the state of Texas has continually cut unrestricted community
college funding since 1990 (Holda, 2011). In 1990, 57% of community college
unrestricted funding came from the state. In 2010, that percentage had dropped to 29%.
These figures are shown in Figure 1 found in chapter one (page 6). The THECB has
recommended an outcomes-based funding formula for consideration by the 83rd (2013)
Texas Legislature. Implementing outcomes-based funding is the THECB’s top priority
for community colleges (Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board, 2012b).
From a national perspective in 2013, outcomes-based funding is increasingly
being adopted as state policy. Reports completed by the National Conference of State
Legislatures (NCSL) in August 2012 and February 2013, indicate there was an increase
in activity that is presented in Table 3. The NCSL broke this activity into three areas:
formal discussions, in transition, and in place funding formulas (National Conference of
State Legislatures, 2012; 2013).
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Table 3
Outcomes-Based Funding
August 2012

February 2013

Formal Discussions

15

19

In Transition

8

4

In Place

7

12

30

35

Total

(National Conference of State Legislatures, 2012; 2013)
“Twelve states-Illinois, Indiana, Louisiana, Michigan, Minnesota, New Mexico, Ohio,
Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, South Dakota, Tennessee and Washington-have a funding
formula in place that provides some amount of funding based on performance
indicators…” (National Conference of State Legislatures, 2013, p. 1). Texas falls into
the category of “Formal Discussions.”
Even though SJCD participants did not see outcomes-based funding as a factor in
their adoption of a focus on student success, it will most likely be a factor for all Texas
community colleges in the future. Colleges that have not seriously begun to pursue a
student success and accountability agenda may begin to struggle to meet the
expectations for accurate data and accountability.
Dr. Byron McClenney. Dr. Byron McClenney, National Director of Coaching
for ATD, conducted Board workshops and served two years as the ATD coach for
SJCD, so it was natural that his name came up during interviews. It is evident that his
influence was crucial in informing and motivating the Board. What became obvious as
the researcher reviewed the literature, interviewed the participants, and continued her
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study on the expanding role of community college trustees in student success, was that
Dr. McClenney has been at the forefront of creating the environment for trustees to
recognize and embrace their expanding role in student success. The genesis of in-depth
community college trustee training on the Board’s role in student success began with the
creation in 2007 of the Board of Trustees Institute (BOTI) led by Dr. McClenney.
Research Question One
How has the Board’s role expanded with the increased focus on student success?
The SJCD Board leadership expanded their role by expanding their minds to
accommodate the message of the student success and equity agenda they found at the
BOTI. Their evangelization of the student success message to fellow Board Members
and the Chancellor followed this necessary first step. Immediately after that first BOTI,
the Board transformed fiscal policy with a tuition increase dedicated to financing the
student success and equity agenda. Since that April 2007 Board Meeting, the primary
focus of the Board has been on how its actions affect student success. Trustees
developed an expanded skill set of awareness and acuity about student success data in
order to interpret and use it effectively. In addition to the previous attention to
enrollment numbers and “buildings, budgets, and bonds,” data driven choices about
student success are at the core of all decisions. Budget decisions are based on how and
whether each item will affect student success.
Rather than only an oversight role, the Trustees and the Chancellor have
developed a genuine and open partnership. Trustees have also increased the amount of
time spent on Board duties and training. The Board does not find the extra time onerous
121

or burdensome and in fact, they have welcomed their added responsibilities. The
Trustees continue to observe the boundaries of their policy-making roles. The
transformational culture shift that has occurred around student success began with the
Board. Appendix F provides a summary of these findings.
Research Question Two
How do senior administrators perceive the role of the Board has expanded with
the increased focus on student success?
The senior administrators positively acknowledge the expanded role of the SJCD
Board. They believe that the culture shift at SJCD toward student success began with the
Board. They are aware of the leadership and focus the Board has brought to student
success. They appreciate that the Trustees understand the data. The senior administrators
recognize the benefit of the high levels of trust and partnership between the Board and
the Chancellor. They also identify the partnership as extending to them and see the
Trustees no longer as “passive observers, but as part of the process and partners”
(Administrator 9). They credit the vision of the Board with enhancing the probability of
student success. The value added for the college with the Trustee involvement in student
success is a very positive working relationship among the SJCD Trustees, Chancellor,
and senior administrators.
The administrators emphatically discussed the extended amounts of time that the
SJCD Board now spends performing its duties at meetings and in professional
development since leading the adoption of the student success agenda. The
administrators do not see the Board role in student success as contrary to their policy122

making role. The Trustees are considered to be prominent members of the team. The
development of this alliance is recognized as positive with the Board having the ability
to help move the Chancellor’s agenda due to the power of their position.
Implications for Practice
Maxwell points out that a qualitative study “may provide an account of a setting
or population that is illuminating as an extreme case or ideal type (Maxwell, 2005, p.
115). He goes on to define the “ideal type” as a group that is recognized for its
leadership in a particular area. The SJCD Board not only leads locally, but statewide and
nationally. They are recognized nationally as having embraced a student success
transformation and therefore qualify as an “ideal type.” They are advocates for the
community college community, not just SJCD.
Conclusions drawn from this research can be generalized for use by other college
boards that choose to move their college toward a focus on student success. The SJCD
Board provides a blueprint for other college trustees to emulate. The findings from this
study may serve as a guide to help trustees prioritize student success without stepping
over the line into the daily operations of the college.
Making student success a priority is not a simple task. The legal duties for
trustees as prescribed by Texas law are still the same; but unlike the past, when boards
attended a monthly meeting to affirm the desires of the President, there is now a demand
for increased transparency, more accountability, the call for outcomes-based funding,
and student success expectations. Trusteeship today necessitates an expanded skill set of
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awareness and acuity about student success data in order to interpret and use the data
effectively.
Shifting the paradigm toward student success and completion requires a level of
partnership among many players. Community-college governing boards must
take the lead in precisely defining student success and completion in the context
of their own institutions. Once defined, boards should place high priority on
assessing and highlighting student success and completion on [the] board
meeting agenda. This would send a powerful signal to audiences that the board is
serious about making completion a priority and is focusing college resources and
energies on equipping students for success. (Brown, 2012, p. 82)
Expectations for boards of trustees are quite different today in this age of
fundamental change than in the past, but these words written over a decade ago are more
applicable now than when they were written:
Without doubt, taxpayers, government officials, and accreditation associations
have given sufficient notice that demands for educational accountability and
effectiveness, and increased scrutiny of the measures by which others and we
will judge our performance, will continue to escalate. It is clear that public faith
in the capacity of higher education to improve teaching and learning must be
restored. (Roueche et al., 1997, p. 181)
Helping prospective board members comprehend the time commitment and expectations
that will be required for them to fulfill the expanded trustee role is important. This may
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encourage possible candidates to self-select or perhaps, de-select themselves from
consideration.
Cultural change toward a focus on student success requires a fully committed
Board and Chancellor. To institute needed change is often difficult because of history,
traditions, and an attitude of “This is the way we have always done it.” The SJCD
Trustees have set broad student success policies and provided the Chancellor with
unquestionable support to implement those policies. Should a college embark upon
changing the college culture to one with a student success focus, the Chancellor must be
fully engaged with the Board or the effort will fail (Mactaggart, 2011). Boards that are
willing to work with their Chancellor in facing the forces of change and creating a
student success culture will be the survivors and the victors in a world of new
accountability expectations.
Because the SJCD Board understands student success, they decisively support
the Chancellor’s decisions and ask what they can do to support her. Malcolm Forbes
once said:
One provocative and not easily dismissed approach [about the function of
corporate directors] was simply put by Isaiah Bowman, the retiring head of Johns
Hopkins University: “Every time the board of trustees meets, the agenda should
contain but two items. The first item ought always to be, ‘Shall we fire the
president today?’ If the answer is ‘yes,’ then item two should be, ‘Who are to
serve on the committee to select a new president?’ But if the decision on the first
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question is ‘no,’ number two should be ‘What can we do to support the
administration?’” (Forbes, 1997, p. 284)
As harsh as this example may appear, it is a reminder that the responsibility of the Board
is to hire the President, set policy, and then allow the President to implement those
policies. Sometimes referred to as “noses in, hands off,” the board role is not to make
day-to-day and operational decisions, but it does include asking the right questions. The
SJCD Board fully understands this and provides an example for other boards to follow.
With the example provided by SJCD, the researcher has compiled a guide of
suggested questions for trustees to ask on student success (Appendix E) developed from
SJCD Trustee and administrator interview data. In the process of initiating student
success measures, the questions are appropriate for Trustees to ask of their President or
Chancellor.
Recommendations for Future Research
Chapter two pointed out that Floyd and Antczak wrote their reflections on key
works done in community college research over the last 50 years. They concluded that
although there was “depth and breadth” to the research done, there was no agreed upon
national research agenda (Floyd & Antczak, 2010). Burns provided a review of the
literature of community college student success variables, but does not mention the role
of trustees in student success as an institutional characteristic (Burns, 2010). Trustees
were not included even as a possible topic for consideration in either of these literature
reviews. Research on student success and the factors impacting it continues to grow.
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Further research on student success that includes trustees should be incorporated,
because there is a paucity of research in this area. Research should also consider the
effect of other variables on student success such as stable and strong board and campus
leadership and the impact of student demographic changes on student success rates since
earlier studies have not disaggregated all of the factors that influence student success.
Recommendation One. Replicate this study in other Texas ATD community
colleges where the trustees have attended the Board of Trustees Institutes (BOTI). The
study could also be repeated in other states where community college trustees have
attended the Governance Institute for Student Success (GISS).
Recommendation Two. Compare student success rates of Texas community
colleges where trustees have attended the BOTIs to student success rates of Texas
community colleges where trustees have not attended the BOTIs. This study could also
be repeated in other states where the GISS has been implemented.
Recommendation Three. This study considered the expanding role of the
community college trustee from the perspective of trustees and senior administrators.
Conduct an extension of the study about the trustee and administrator relationship on
student success as perceived from a faculty perspective.
Conclusion
At the beginning of this study, the researcher made the following assumptions:
1. The role of the community college trustee has expanded with the increased
focus on student success.
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2. Trustees who make the decision to embrace student success can make
substantive changes to impact the lives of students.
3. The trustees in this study have embraced student success as part of their role.
4. There will be a continuation of higher expectations from both the government
and the public to improve student success.
As a result of the research through extensive interviews with trustees and
administrators, personal observations by the researcher about the operations of SJCD,
and verification by triangulation through Board Minutes and other documents, the
researcher concluded that the first three assumptions are accurate. Assumption 4 is not
situation specific; therefore, it is not verifiable in a universal manner. The researcher
does predict that this assumption will also hold to be true.
Terrence Mactaggart points out in Leading Change: How Boards and Presidents
Build Exceptional Academic Institutions,“…adroit board members working in tandem
with strong presidents present a formidable change team that transcends the power of
either working alone” (2011, p. 32). Administrator 2 illustrated that this partnership
extends to administrators as well:
I didn’t feel as close to the Board when they didn’t have this [student success]
agenda. There wasn’t much we had in common and there wasn’t much to talk
about. They were very powerful figures that could affect my life in very negative
ways, so distance was fine. I’m talking about the old Board of years past. I think
that part of the cultural shift is, we have some common goals and we have more
to talk about. The more data they look at, the more they understand the reality of
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our world. It’s hard to shift 1200 people, that [is] about how many people work
at San Jac, shift their focus and then change 30,000 students, have impact on
30,000, that’s not easy. You are basically changing the direction of a battleship.
It’s going to happen slowly and they understand that. I think that’s the cultural
change I see. I feel closer [to the Board]. I feel we have more in common if that’s
the kind of cultural change you’re asking about.
Prior to the student success movement, most trustees focused mainly on
enrollment, budgets, buildings, and bonds. Educational quality was considered to be
solely the realm of the faculty and administration. Trustees were excluded from
conversations on this topic. Today SJCD Trustees are acting differently, thinking
differently, and behaving differently with new priorities focused on student success.
They are interpreting data and asking relevant questions. They are still performing their
state mandated duties, but have expanded their role and learned a new skill set for
providing effective governance and leadership in student success. The three longest
serving SJCD Trustees embraced ATD, student success, and their expanding role from
the beginning. It should also be pointed out that since 2006, when SJCD became an
ATD college, four long-serving Board Members have retired from the Board.
In May 2011, as the researcher began The University of Texas Community
College Leadership Program, she and her classmates visited SJCD. On that visit, Dr.
Laurel Williamson, Vice Chancellor for Learning and Student Success, made a
statement that the researcher finds to be a perfect summary of the attitude and
commitment at SJCD:
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The education world can spend forever studying a problem. The sky is blue, the
sun is shining, the birds are singing, so now we can act. You can’t wait for
perfect. You have to take some risks. We are going to act. There is nothing
perfect or sacred here. If we find that something is not working, we are going to
back up and make a change. Student success must be the beginning and end of
all discussions.
With strong leadership, partnership, trust and vision, SJCD Trustees and
Chancellor Brenda Hellyer “embrace[d] the effectiveness tiger” (Roueche et al., 1997, p.
190). Chancellor Hellyer stated in an article for Community College Week, “I’m excited
about the direction we are headed. It’s been a challenging process, but every day I see
that hard work paying off ” (Hellyer, 2012, p. 4).
Achieving student success involves risk and a willingness to change, which San
Jacinto College District has embraced. The culture shift from a focus on access only to a
focus on access and student success at SJCD began with the Board. It has now been
embraced by administrators and faculty alike.
Reclaiming the American Dream: Community Colleges and the Nation’s Future
concludes with the “Three Rs”:
•

Redesign students’ educational experiences.

•

Reinvent institutional roles.

•

Reset the system to create incentives for student and institutional success.
(21st-Century Commission on the Future of Community Colleges, 2012,
p. 25).
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This student success work is not easy, nor ever complete, but it is changing lives. The
transformational culture shift from a focus on access only to a focus on access plus
student success at SJCD began with becoming an Achieving the Dream college and the
Board’s attendance at the Board of Trustees Institute where they learned the importance
of data for measuring student success. Through the partnership, leadership, trust, and
vision of the SJCD Trustees and Chancellor, San Jacinto College District has embraced
the 3Rs. The Trustees are living the words on the Boardroom wall, “Achieving Students’
Success, ” through their expanded role in student success.
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Appendix A
UT IRB Study Number: 2012-09-0026
Approval Date: 09/17/2012, Exempt Status
Expires: 09/16/2015
SJCD IRB Approval Date: 09/18/2012
Consent for Participation in Research
Title: The Expanding Role of Community College Trustees in Student Success
Introduction
The purpose of this form is to provide information that may affect your decision regarding
participation in this research study. The person performing the research will answer any of
your questions. Read the information below and ask any questions you might have before
deciding whether or not to take part. If you decide to be involved in this study, this form
will be used to record your consent.
Purpose of the Study
You have been asked to participate in a research study about the expanding role of
community college trustees in student success. The purpose of this study is to explore how
Trustees of one community college perceive the expansion of the Board’s role as it moved
to an institutional focus on student success. The study also attempts to determine how
senior administrators perceive the expansion of the Board’s role as it moved to an
institutional focus on student success.
What will you be asked to do?
If you agree to participate in this study, you
•
•
•
•
•

will be interviewed by the researcher for one hour;
will be provided a copy of the transcribed interview for review;
may have a follow-up telephone interview if necessary for clarification and data
analysis;
will be one of 10-20 persons who will be individually interviewed; and
will be audio recorded.

What are the risks involved in this study?
There are no foreseeable risks to participating in this study.
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What are the possible benefits of this study?
Any knowledge gained and reported from this study may add to the available literature on
college trustees and their role in student success. The findings might provide information of
value to other trustees and college presidents. Conclusions drawn from this study could be
used to enhance the education of Texas trustees on their expanded role. This study may also
serve as a guide to help trustees understand how to prioritize student success in their trustee
role without stepping over the line into the daily operations of the college.
Do you have to participate?
No, your participation is voluntary. You may decide not to participate at all or, if you start
the study, you may withdraw at any time. Withdrawal or refusing to participate will not
affect your relationship with The University of Texas at Austin (University) in any way.
If you would like to participate, please review this informed consent form, sign it, and return
it to your interviewer. You will receive a copy of this form.
Will there be any compensation?
You will not receive any type of payment for participating in this study.
What are my confidentiality or privacy protections when participating in this research
study?
Participants will not be identified by name. Trustees will be randomly identified as “Trustee
n.” Administrators will be randomly identified as “Administrator n.” The Chancellor will
not be identified as “Administrator 1.” The informed consent forms, which will include
your name will be kept separate from data in a locked file cabinet. Electronic data will be
stored on a password-protected computer.
If you choose to participate in this study, you will be audio recorded. Any audio recordings
will be stored securely on a computer that is password protected and erased one year after
the researcher’s graduation. All related materials will be kept until one year after
graduation. The data resulting from your participation may be used for future research or be
made available to other researchers for research purposes not detailed within this consent
form.
Whom to contact with questions about the study?
Prior, during, or after your participation, you can contact the researcher, Molly Beth
Malcolm, at 903-293-4621, or send an email to mollybeth@malcolmconsultants.com.
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Whom to contact with questions concerning your rights as a research participant?
For questions about your rights or any dissatisfaction with any part of this study, you can
contact, confidentially, if you wish, the Institutional Review Board by phone at (512) 471-8871
or email orsc@uts.cc.utexas.edu.
Participation
If you agree to participate, please sign this form and return to the interviewer.
Signature
You have been informed about this study’s purpose, procedures, possible benefits and risks,
and you have received a copy of this form. You have been given the opportunity to ask
questions before you sign, and you have been told that you can ask other questions at any time.
You voluntarily agree to participate in this study. By signing this form, you are not waiving
any of your legal rights.
_________________________________
Printed name
_________________________________
Signature

_________________
Date

As a representative of this study, I have explained the purpose, procedures, benefits, and the
risks involved in this research study.
__________________________________
Printed name of person obtaining consent

_________________
Date

_________________________________

_______________

Signature of person obtaining consent

Date
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Appendix B
Interview Questions for Trustees
Introductory Questions
1. In chronological order, please describe your professional relationship with the
college.
2. How did you become interested in serving on the Board?
3. What is your definition of student success?
The Board’s Role Then and Now
4. What created the tipping point in moving the Board of Trustees to fully embrace
the student success and equity agenda?
5. What were the Board’s major responsibilities prior to embarking on a student
success agenda?
6. What are the Board’s major responsibilities now that the college has embraced a
student success agenda?
7. Please discuss changes you have noticed in Board Meetings because of the focus
on student success. As a follow-up, please tell me how priorities and funding
allocations have changed.
Questions on Data and Expanded Role of the Board
8. Please describe the types of information that you look for as the Board considers
how well students are doing with the student success agenda.
9. How often does the Board look at data or information on student success and
completion?
10. What are the data points and information that help you determine if students are
more successful now that you have adopted a student success agenda? As a
follow-up, is the Board comparing last year completion rates to this year? If so, is
the Board doing this by looking at course completion by class, by GPA?
11. What were some of the external factors that encouraged the Board’s adoption of
the student success agenda?
12. What, if any, policies have changed because of the Board focus on student
success?
13. What Board professional development needs arose when the Board pursued
student success?
14. How much more time, if any, does the Board spend on Board duties and in
professional development than prior to adopting the student success agenda?
15. Are there any Board concerns about the increased focus on student success? If so,
what are they?
16. Please share any impact this shift in focus to student success has had on how you
look at your role as a Trustee.
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Questions Helpful to Other Trustees
17. Has there been a cultural shift in the Board as it embraced student success? If so,
please describe how this occurred.
18. On an annual basis, how much time did you spend on Board duties prior to
pursuing the student success agenda? How much time do you spend now?
19. For a Board that is making the shift to a focus on student success, what are
questions Trustees should ask of the President to understand whether their college
is making progress in retention and completion?
Questions on Board and Chancellor Relationship
20. Has the relationship between the Chancellor and the Board changed?
21. How does the Board support the Chancellor in carrying out the student success
agenda?
22. What results are being produced by the college’s focus on student success?
Final Question
23. Is there anything I have not asked you that you think is pertinent to the expanding
role of community college trustees in student success? If so, please share that.
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Appendix C
Interview Questions for Senior Administrators
Introductory Questions
1. In chronological order, please describe your professional relationship with the
college.
2. How did you become interested in working in a community college?
3. What is your definition of student success?
The Board’s Role Then and Now
4. What created the tipping point in moving the Board of Trustees to fully embrace
the student success and equity agenda?
5. What were the Board’s major responsibilities prior to embarking on a student
success agenda?
6. What are the Board’s major responsibilities now that the college has embraced a
student success agenda?
7. Please discuss changes you have noticed in Board Meetings because of the focus
on student success. As a follow-up, please tell me how priorities and funding
allocations have changed.
Questions on Data and Expanded Role of the Board
8. Please describe the types of information that you perceive the Board looks for as
the Board considers how well students are doing with the student success agenda.
9. How often does the Board look at data or information on student success and
completion?
10. What are the data points and information that help the Board determine if students
are more successful now that the college has adopted a student success agenda?
As a follow-up, is the Board comparing last year completion rates to this year? If
so, is this being done by looking at course completion by class, by GPA?
11. What were some of the external factors that encouraged the Board’s adoption of
the student success agenda?
12. What, if any, policies have changed because of the Board focus on student
success?
13. What Board professional development needs arose when the Board pursued
student success?
14. How much more time, if any, do you perceive the Board spends on Board duties
and professional development than prior to adopting the student success agenda?
15. Do you perceive any Board concerns about the increased focus on student success?
If so, what are they?
16. Please share any impact this shift in focus to student success has had on how you
look at the role of the trustee.
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Questions Helpful to Other Trustees
17. Did you perceive a cultural shift in the Board as it embraced student success? If
so, please describe how this occurred.
18. On an annual basis, how much time did Trustees spend on Board duties prior to
pursuing the student success agenda? How much time do they spend now?
19. For a Board that is making the shift to a focus on student success, what are
questions Trustees should ask of the President to understand whether their college
is making progress in retention and completion?
Questions on Board and Chancellor Relationship
20. How do you perceive the relationship between the Chancellor and the Board has
changed?
21. How do you perceive the Board supports the Chancellor in carrying out the student
success agenda?
22. What results do you perceive are being produced by the college’s focus on student
success?
Final Question
23. Is there anything I have not asked you that you think is pertinent to the expanding
role of community college trustees in student success? If so, please share that.
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Appendix E
Suggested Questions for Trustees To Ask on Student Success
These suggested questions on student success were developed from SJCD Trustee and
Administrator interview data. The questions are appropriate for Trustees to ask the
President or Chancellor.

Do we have current and accurate data? If we do not have the data, what will it take to
get it?
Does our budget process reflect our commitment to student success?

Ask about:
•

persistence rates

•

retention rates for all programs---academic, workforce, technical

•

completion rates

•

graduation rates

•

number and types of degrees and certificates awarded on an annual basis

•

percentage of students completing courses with the grades of A through C

•

percentage of students completing the developmental education sequence

•

transfer rates

Do we get data from our major transfer universities on how our students are performing?
Look at data based on student characteristics:
•

ethnicity

•

gender
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•

economic status (where possible)

•

financial aid

Track the data for multiple years by:
•

cohorts

•

first time in college

•

fall to spring retention

•

fall to fall retention

Track graduation rates by cohorts for 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6-year graduation rates.
If the college has multi-campuses, look at data by campus and by district.
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Appendix F
Summary of Findings
The Expanded Role of Community College Trustees in Student Success
A Case Study of San Jacinto College District

1. The Trustees expanded their minds to accommodate the message of the student
success and equity agenda found at the Board of Trustees Institute.
2. This was followed by their evangelization of the student success message to
fellow Board Members and the Chancellor.
3. The primary focus of the Board is now on how its actions affect student success.
4. The Board transformed its fiscal policies to reflect the student success agenda.
5. Trustees developed an expanded skill set of awareness and acuity about student
success data in order to interpret and use it effectively.
6. Data driven choices about student success are at the core of all decisions.
7. Development of a genuine and open partnership emerged between the Board and
Chancellor. Senior administrators also recognize this and see themselves as part
of the partnership.
8. There is an increased amount of time spent on Board duties and training.
9. The Trustees continue to observe the boundaries of their policy-making roles.
10. The transformational culture shift at SJCD that has occurred around student
success began with the Board.
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