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SUPERINTENDENT/PRESIDENT’S PROLOGUE
INTERIM SUPERINTENDENT/PRESIDENT MESSAGE TO THE ACCREDITATION COMMISSION AND SITE
VISITATION TEAM:
Having been a Team Member on many WASC teams over the past 25 years, I appreciate the work the
Commission, the Team, and particularly the Team Chair does in helping a College retain their
accreditation. I also know that when the Commission has been flexible, giving institutions years to
resolve Recommendations, there comes a point when the excuses and explanations no longer matter. I
have shared this perspective with the constituents at Southwestern College, as I would not be helping
them by presenting anything other than the truth.
Within a few days of my arrival as Interim Superintendent/President in late January 2011, I realized that
the Southwestern College community had been diligent about addressing all of the Accreditation
Recommendations during the prior year and that nearly all of the Recommendations were ready or nearly
ready for full resolution by the time I arrived. What was missing was the conduit to pull the pieces
together, spearheading action to make all of their efforts realized, if not by March 15, by the end of the
spring 2011 semester.
All were aware of the requirement to fully resolve Recommendation Numbers Six, Nine, and Ten by this
spring and were ready and prepared to do so. For Recommendation Numbers One, Two, Three, Four, and
Eight, the constituent leaders and participants believed they had two full years responding to and
resolving these items. Although the necessary work and preparation had been completed to fully resolve
all of the remaining Recommendations, the Accreditation Oversight Committee intended to use the spring
2011 semester, to fine-tune operations with the intent of full resolution occurring next fall (occurring
within the two-year timeframe). Because the College was ready for full implementation, there was no
reason to delay action. As a result, meetings were held with the College leadership groups and we worked
the timeline backwards from an anticipated November 2011 site visit and October 2011 final report.
Everyone quickly realized that there was no reason to delay the action required to completely address all
ten (10) of the Recommendations within the spring 2011 semester, demonstrating commitment and
sustainability during the remainder of the two-year timeframe. The institution was ready. Because the
detailed work and effort had been completed during 2010, the institution is firmly positioned to move to
full resolution on all of the Recommendations, carrying out the work and focusing on continuous
improvement.
The College goal is to legitimately and ethically earn the determination of Full Reaffirmation as quickly
as possible. In reading the College’s October 2010 Report, although much dialog and preparation had
taken place, there had not been a focused effort to take the next step: action steps. SWC, recognizing they
had not taken major action steps at the time of the previous site visit, agreed they were ready and
committed to taking immediate action beginning in January 2011, providing documented proof of
resolving the Recommendations and moving forward toward continuous improvement. Faculty members,
administrators, staff, and students contributed hours of evening and weekend time to provide the
Commission with documented proof of reconciliation of the issues. The College also deserves
commendation for accepting the Interim Superintendent/ President’s guidance and suggestions for putting
into action all that had been designed and developed over the past year. It took a leap of faith to believe it
could be done, not waiting until October’s report to demonstrate full resolution, and recognizing a need to
do it now. Many discussions were held at all levels and in many venues in which the constituents
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determined that we cannot misrepresent what we are doing or what has been accomplished. Just because
we want desperately to be off of probation is not enough, we have to ethically demonstrate that we have
earned it.
The College District and community have suffered greatly as a result of having the Probation status
placed on them, and the intense desire to alleviate the community’s perception that SWC had lost their
accreditation motivated everyone to expedite the resolution process.
I am sharing this with you because it is important to understand our motivation for diligently addressing
all of the Recommendations in an escalated timeframe. Starting with the Office of the
Superintendent/President, I can personally and professionally attest that Southwestern College ensures
College-wide understanding and full implementation (resolution) of the Accreditation Recommendations
by providing:





An environment of trust in the Office of the Superintendent/President and in senior management
overall.
An environment for improved morale.
A forthright approach to the collegial consultation/shared decision-making process afforded through
Title 5 and the Education Code.
Institutional leadership for:
□ a structure for an effective and transparent collegial consultation model,
□ a structure for a transparent budget development process whereby institutional priorities generated
through Program Review and ranked in order by the Shared Consultation Council drive budget
decisions,
□ an integrated Strategic Planning process,
□ an institutional cycle and value for Program Review,
□ an institutional cycle and value for Student Learning Outcomes Assessments and Measurements,
□ an effective Institutional Technology Plan that is integrated with other planning efforts,
□ an effective Staff Development Plan that meets the needs of a diverse teaching and learning
environment, and
□ the annual meaningful review of the Mission statement through the Shared Consultation
Council.

Evidence will show that the current Governing Board has already publicly demonstrated its understanding
of their role in governance. They are committed to the ethical practices required of elected officials
showing respect for differing opinions, but maintaining an emphasis on policy development while
entrusting the operations of the institution to the Superintendent/President.
LEADERSHIP: My tenure as Interim Superintendent/President at Southwestern College began on Monday,
January 24, 2011. This is the sixth Superintendent/President within the past eight years. In the same
amount of time, there have been over 12 changes in vice president positions. Even under the best of
circumstances, this amount of change would leave its mark. The Commission has previously noted
stability in management has to be addressed. However, much of the recent change at the
Superintendent/President and vice president levels were necessary to restore stability, collegiality, and to
move the College forward. The Governing Board and I are working towards remedying these leadership
deficits, providing direction for greater longevity and stability in Southwestern College’s senior
management. I have agreed to stay on through the end of the fall semester, maintaining continuity and
stability, overseeing and guiding the action required to maintain and advance all Accreditation Standards,
5

and providing general leadership in the integrated Strategic Planning process so that by the time the
permanent Superintendent/President is hired in January 2012, all major operations are running smoothly.
SHARED CONSULTATION COUNCIL AND ANNUAL REVIEW OF THE MISSION STATEMENT: Although
SWC’s Shared Consultation Council (SCC) has been active for many years, meeting monthly, the actual
collegial consultation/shared decision-making impact was minimal and marginalized. SCC accepted the
Interim Superintendent/President’s recommendation to meet weekly, redesigning and enhancing its
purpose and operations to serve as a valid and effective shared decision-making model. The newly
revised model for shared decision-making is fully operational and is serving as the constituent-based,
recommending body to the Superintendent/President. There now exists a clear structure for planning and
shared decision-making (diagram included in Response to Recommendation Two). In addition, a
comprehensive Shared Decision-Making Handbook has been designed to provide support to the collegial
consultation process. The faculty who have worked diligently on developing and producing the
impressive handbook are to be commended for their insights and efforts.
It is important that the processes and structures that are being strengthened are not ―person-dependent.‖
They must be strong and secure and fit with any leadership style. Constituents are confident that the
Shared Consultation Council with its new purposes of Strategic Planning, Issue Management, Policy and
Procedure Approval, and College Communication, and the Shared Planning and Decision-Making
Handbook, consistent with Board Policy 2515, will serve effectively as the primary leadership entity for
the institution. I am also confident that the members understand that ―collegial consultation‖ does not
mean that all groups always get what they want but rather that there is a guarantee for respectful dialog,
exchange of ideas, and opportunities for feedback and input. This process and commitment to the shared
planning and decision-making process ensures that there are no surprises when final decisions are made.
The changes surrounding shared planning and decision-making are significant in fully resolving
Recommendation Eight.
SCC has also re-implemented an updated Request for Consultation form that provides the process and
accountability for the dissemination of information to constituent groups. There is also a very strong
commitment from the Academic Senate, Faculty (SCEA) and Classified (CSEA) unions, the Associated
Student Organization (ASO), Administrators Association (SCCDAA), and the Confidential Employee
Group for an effective collegial consultation process that is based on trust and mutual respect. The
College community has demonstrated nothing but the utmost desire to regain an environment that
experiences a forthright approach to transparency and shared decision-making. As a result of many
constituency presentations and much institutional discussion, in fall 2010 the Shared Consultation Council
(SCC), through a collegial consultation process, reviewed, vetted and made changes to the Mission
Statement. The Mission Statement has been widely disseminated and is on display throughout the SWC
campus and in each of the College’s Centers. SCC recognizes the value of annually reviewing the
Mission Statement and has placed this as an item on the first SCC meeting agenda of each fall semester to
attest to the Commission that Recommendation One has been addressed and has been fully resolved.
BUDGET DEVELOPMENT AND PRIORITY-BASED BUDGET ALLOCATION: Although not specifically noted
in the original Accreditation Evaluation Report, part of the mistrust noted in Recommendation Eight had
to do with the lack of function and transparency in the SWC budget. Previously, the Budget Committee
received the prioritized lists from the four vice presidents and made allocation decisions (priority
determinations) based on the availability of funding. The Budget Committee also had little to do with the
actual budget development process, creating an environment of mistrust. Changes made through the
collegial consultation process in the scope and purpose of the Budget Development Committee (see
diagram on the following page), have promoted trust and transparency, contributing to resolving
Recommendation Eight.
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The SWCCD budget overall is healthier than most in light of the critical nature of the impending State
reductions. Although controversial for inconsistent internal reporting and lack of transparency in the past,
the College District’s fund balance and
DRAFT
Board reserves are significant and will
SWC BUDGET
DEVELOPMENT PROCESS
allow the institution to plan ahead for
the next 3-5 years to minimize damage
done by severe state budget cuts.
Within 10 days of the arrival of the
Interim Superintendent/President, the
former Vice President, Business and
Financial Affairs resigned. The
College has secured an Interim Vice
President, Business and Financial
Affairs, who has the reputation for
competency and collegial budget
development processes (transparency).
SWCCD
GOVERNING BOARD

Superintendent/
President

BUDGET COMMITTEE
BUDGET DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

1. Training / Knowledge of Budget

Income/FTES
Unrestricted / Restricted/Capital Outlay/Prop R/ Enterprise/Auxiliary, etc.

2. Develop Budget Assumptions

What do we know or believe about the future funding issues?

3. Identify Budget/Funding Priorities
What do we know we want to or must fund?

4. Make Suggestions for Cutting the Budget

Where can we cut first? Look at expenditure trends.
Prioritize levels of cuts depending on State situation.
Create budget cut scenarios depending on the severity of
the problem. Look ahead to potentially develop 2-5 year
plan

4a. Budget Development
Instructions to Divisions/
Areas [Need in MARCH]

4b. Budget Presentation to
Governing Board in April

5. Identify New Sources of Income
Increase in non-resident student enrollment?
Grant funding?
Business/industry partnerships?
Capital funding – where can it be used to off-set cuts?
Other?

To mitigate speculation regarding
inappropriate prior budget decisions,
contract awards, and Prop R contracts,
in conjunction with the Interim Vice
President, Business and Financial
Affairs, the Governing Board has
approved the recommendation that a
comprehensive special audit review
take place whereby the College can
dispel rumors and/or correct past problems if found. At this writing, it is unclear how long such a special
audit review will take but the important aspect is that the institution is taking direct action to assess and
mitigate the speculations and negative perceptions surrounding the budget which will enhance the
confidence and credibility of the College’s fiscal status.
6. Finalize 2011-12 Budget

6a. Tentative Budget Approved in June
6b. Final Budget Approved in September

Faculty leadership for years have disputed fund balance and reserve numbers but received little or no
response from the College senior administration. Given that there has been little transparency regarding
the budget, speculation and mistrust festers. This mistrust was due to past misunderstanding of the
collegial consultation process and integrated strategic planning by past administration. This is being
actively addressed to foster a transparent and collegial approach to the budget process.
The Budget Committee had been making priority and budget decisions (budget driving the plan). In
meeting with College constituent leaders and describing a process in which priorities, generated through
Program Reviews and incorporated into planning, drive the budget plan, the College has shifted the
Budget Committee’s purpose to:
 Provide complete transparency in the budget development process,
 Understand the budget process,
 Review revenue and expenditure trend data for patterns,
 Develop budget assumptions based on State funding projections, FTES projections, mandated costs,
etc.,
 Develop budget priorities for funding,
 Identify alternatives for implementing budget cuts,
7





Identify options for new sources of
income/revenue,
Provide direction for the budget
development process, and
Provide a finished budget and submit
to the Shared Consultation Council
for funding college priorities.

SWCCD
GOVERNING BOARD

SWC BUDGET
PRIORITY FUNDING PROCESS

Superintendent/
President

SHARED CONSULTATION COUNCIL
-Institutional Priority Development
- Strategic Planning

IPRC

·
·
·
·
·
·

BUDGET DEVELOPMENT
COMMITTEE
Budget Knowledge
Budget Assumptions
Budget Values
Budget Cuts
New Sources of Income
Determine Final Budget

INSTITUTIONAL
The Budget Committee, and other
PROGRAM REVIEW
COMMITTEE
interested individuals, participated in
training in February 2011. The
Committee is meeting no less than
BUSINESS/FINANCE/
INSTRUCTIONAL
STUDENT SERVICES
weekly to provide College-wide direction
ADMINISTRATIVE
PROGRAM REVIEW
PROGRAM REVIEW
PROGRAM REVIEW
to the budget development process.
Efforts for transparency in the budget
funding and budget development process
have already significantly improved
morale and trust in management as well
5 YEAR
PRIORITIES ANNUAL
COMPREHENSIVE
SNAPSHOT
REVIEW
REPORT
as in the budget committee. These
processes are reflected in the charts on
the previous page. As the College
community goes through this process,
I anticipate that a higher level of budget knowledge and involvement will ultimately mitigate former
concerns.

INTEGRATED STRATEGIC PLANNING:
The Commission will continue to find that SWC has a dynamic Strategic Planning process that is cochaired by the Academic Senate President and the Superintendent/President through the Shared
Consultation Council (SCC). A formal structure and sub-structures continue to be utilized to clearly
depict the planning processes. Strategic Planning now reports directly to the Superintendent/President. It
also is the primary responsibility of the SCC, providing on-going attention and involvement Collegewide. The Commission will find that the College community has a clear understanding of the depth and
breadth of the strategic planning cycle, how various planning efforts feed into the master plan, and how
internal and external data are used for evaluation and continuous quality improvement resulting in a living
document that is not shelved or ignored. The College is confident that SWC’s integrated planning process
is providing direction for College decisions and is sustainable over time. The College also recognizes that
the complete integrated planning cycle has not yet been fully realized but action is underway to
demonstrate that institutional planning is being effectively implemented, resulting in full resolution of
Recommendation Two in the near future, demonstrating to the Commission that our process is working as
expected by Accreditation Standards. Integrated planning diagrams are included in the Responses to
Recommendations Two, Three, Four, and Eight.
RE-STRUCTURING FOR AN OFFICE OF INSTITUTIONAL EFFECTIVENESS:
It is critical that the Superintendent/President demonstrate clarity about the strategic planning process and
take direct responsibility for planning leadership. Approximately seven years ago, the former Office of
Institutional Advancement, which centralized all of the planning, data, and program review components,
was disbanded. This disruption and decentralization of key planning, data, and research elements,
resulted to a large degree, in many of the Accreditation problems facing the institution today. Although
data had been used to provide for data-driven decision-making, the lack of leadership left the planning
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and follow-up process lacking. Recently, the Shared Consultation Council approved the recommendation
that these components be recentralized into the newly formed
OFFICE OF INSTITUTIONAL EFFECTIVENESS
TRANSITIONAL ORGANIZATIONAL CHART
Office of Institutional Effectiveness to
3/9/11
report directly to the
SWCCD
Superintendent/President and includes
GOVERNING BOARD
the following components:
research/data, strategic planning,
SWCCD
program review, student learning
SUPERINTENDENT/PRESIDENT
outcomes, grants, development, and
the Foundation. At the present time,
each of these components report
Office of Institutional Research,
Accreditation
directly to the
Planning, and Grants
Superintendent/President, ensuring
on-going sustainability of effort.
Institutional Program Review
Data/Research
Although the reporting structure may
change over time, at this point in the
Institutional Student Learning Outcomes
Foundation
(SLO) Assessment/Measurement
institution’s progress in resolving
Accreditation Recommendations,
Grants
having these important components
report directly to the
Institutional Reports
Superintendent/President ensures
diligent monitoring to assure the
Commission that the College is doing
Strategic Planning
exactly what they say they are doing.
It is anticipated that structure will be
modified after the Shared
Consultation Council reviews data as to how other colleges organize such components.
(ARRC. IPEDS, Chancellor’s Office
Annual Report, etc.)

INSTITUTIONAL PROGRAM REVIEW: Program Review is fully institutionalized having all units and areas
completing comprehensive Program Reviews or Snapshot Reports during fall 2010 or spring 2011.
Although it did not happen quickly, the College clearly understands the ―institutional‖ Program Review
concept and has created an integrated cycle whereby all areas complete a comprehensive Program Review
over a two-, three-, or six-year period. Having said that, for the Business, Financial, and Human
Resources areas, spring 2011 is the first time they have ever participated in a Program Review cycle.
Although it was initially discussed that these areas would complete a comprehensive Program Review, it
was determined that such a process would lack integrity. During spring 2011, all Business, Financial, and
Human Resources areas will complete the Program Review Snapshot Report and go through Program
Review orientation/training for the on-cycle comprehensive reports commencing fall 2011.
The College desires to demonstrate action and sustainability by going through the spring 2011 and fall
2011 cycles and area trainings. To this extent, Recommendation Three is ―Nearly Resolved‖ at this point
in time. While academic program reviews had been occurring prior to its incorporation into a larger
institutional approach, I cannot provide the Commission with an explanation for why it took the
institution so long to include all administrative units, but the important consideration now is that all
sectors of the College are on-board and current action is occurring to ensure full institutional compliance.
Institutional Program Review is comprised of two aspects: Comprehensive Program Review occurring
intermittently over time, and the Snapshot Report, which occurs annually. The concept of annual
Snapshot Reports is newly-designed to provide a venue for a brief annual review, along with the
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prioritization of needs which will be used in the funding allocation process. Combined, all areas submit
some form of Program Review annually as required by the WASC Rubric for Institutional Effectiveness
for Program Review.
A full-time faculty Institutional Program Review Co-Chair, with full reassigned time and reporting
directly to the Superintendent/President, has been identified to spearhead College-wide Program Review
participation. The College understands that the regular fall cycle for Program Review/ Snapshot Reporting
allows for institutional priorities to be generated typically in anticipation of the Budget Development
process occurring in the following spring. An institutional SLO Assessment/Program Review/
Prioritization/and Budget annual cycle has been adopted, linking the components together in a logical
sequence [Note: Diagram A is provided in the Response to Recommendation Three and depicts the
Program Review Cycle that is linked to the Shared Consultation Council for funding and allocation].
Because Program Review had not been completed by all non-instructional areas in the past, all noninstructional areas are currently participating in a ―transition cycle‖ by either completing a comprehensive
Program Review or a Snapshot Report off-cycle, allowing the College to utilize an SCC-generated
Prioritization list (from Program Reviews/Snapshot Reports) for use in the budget cycle this spring. To
implement changes in how the budget is developed and allocated, all areas had to have the opportunity
this spring to complete their Program Reviews or Snapshot Reports off-cycle.
To provide research, data, and support for full Institutional Program Review efforts (as well as SLO
efforts) the Office of Institutional Effectiveness is being provided with additional data/research assistance.
A request for an additional full-time Research Analyst is being submitted through the Program Review
and prioritization process this spring.
STUDENT LEARNING OUTCOMES ASSESSMENT/MEASUREMENTS: Although you may find that some were
completed recently, as required, and with integrity, the institution has fully defined SLOs at the course
and program levels in accordance with ―Development‖ status of the Accreditation Rubric by the
March 15, 2011 deadline. Furthermore, the Academic Senate and the Faculty Union (SCEA) have
publicly voiced commitment for the completion and integration of the SLO Assessment cycle by the 2012
deadline. Although there may continue to be issues regarding faculty work load and compensation, there
is no issue regarding the commitment to fully complete and integrate SLO/Assessments into the
institutional efforts for continuous improvement.
A full-time Institutional SLO Coordinator has been identified and is responsible for providing leadership
for the development and assessment of student learning outcomes College-wide. SLO Assessments may
occur in any semester, including summer, so that faculty have the opportunity at any time to review data
as to the progress students are making in meeting Student Learning Outcomes. Diagram A is included in
the Response to Recommendation Four and depicts the typical spring and fall cycles for SLO Assessment
allowing this information to be used in the Program Review and prioritization for funding allocations.
Training, workshops, and meetings will continue to be held with instructional and non-instructional
departments and divisions ensuring active participation in SLO development and assessment. With the
Institutional SLO Coordinator currently reporting directly to the Superintendent/President, the
Accreditation Commission can trust that appropriate leadership, guidance, and support is provided to
ensure on-going sustainability and integrated use of SLO assessment data for continuous improvement.
INSTITUTIONAL TECHNOLOGY PLAN: SWC has been diligent about Technology Planning in that there
have been two plans since 1999. The previous technology issues appear to be around ―integrated‖
planning and action to actually implement the prior plans, in part due to lack of administrative leadership.
Certain plan components have been addressed and fully implemented, and some have not.
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The Interim Superintendent/President witnessed a lack of leadership in Computer Systems and Services
(CSS) and had concerns with the process used to develop the proposed Institutional Technology Plan.
Although the initially proposed Institutional Technology Plan was developed and designed starting in
spring 2010 and had been presented to constituents in early fall 2010, there was considerable
disagreement to the technology planning process and objections to having a consultant, and as a result,
the plan was stymied. [Note: Had the initial plan been approved by the Academic Senate due to the
pressure of time constraints to meet the March 15 Accreditation Report, it never would have been
effectively implemented or supported because there were simply too many objections to the manner in
which this plan was developed.]
To move the plan to action, it was necessary to suspend Work Group 6 (with support and approval from
the Academic Senate and the Shared Consultation Council) in January 2011, allowing a newly assigned
Technology Task Team to step back, review the College’s draft plan, and former SWC institutional plans,
review other college plans, and re-write (as necessary) and re-submit a collegially-designed Institutional
Technology Plan to the Academic Senate and the Shared Consultation Council for inclusion in the
March 15 Report. The campus community understood the time pressures required to meet the March 15
deadlines, but chose to re-write the previous technology draft plan rather than accept and submit one that
had many objections due to the non-collegial process used in the plan development. Although it would
have been easier to simply accept the submitted written draft plan, the campus community took the more
difficult route to ethically produce a dynamic plan that now represents a true collegial plan development
process. The Technology Task Team (comprised of faculty, staff, students, and administrators) are to be
commended for their phenomenal efforts in producing a quality Institutional Technology Plan. Hundreds
of hours were spent in a very short timeframe to produce a quality plan that is now integrated with other
planning components and meets College needs. It is a tribute to these individuals for their dedication,
expertise, and forthright commitment to imbue the Institutional Technology Plan with integrity.
To mitigate former leadership issues and to assure that the Institutional Technology Plan is not only
integrated with other planning processes and the institutional Strategic Plan, but also implemented,
monitored, and evaluated, it was recommended to the current Computer Support Services staff and to the
Shared Consultation Council (and subsequently approved) that:
1. The area reports directly to the Superintendent/President as an ―institutional‖ entity because
decisions made regarding technology ultimately impact every aspect of the College community.
2. The official name of the area becomes ―Institutional Technology,‖ representing that technology
goes beyond support for computers (while maintaining CSS as a necessary and important
component of IT).
I am also working with staff to identify and support an IT organizational structure that provides on-going
competency and leadership in providing SWC, its students, faculty, and staff, with state-of-the-art
technology. The Director of Institutional Technology (formerly Director of Computer Systems and
Services) vacant position is to be hired this spring. With these changes, I am confident that you will agree
that Recommendation Six is fully resolved.
STAFF DEVELOPMENT PLAN: SWC’s Staff Development Plan and issues were nearly resolved when the
Superintendent/President was recently notified by the Commission that Recommendation Seven needed to
be fully resolved by the June 1, 2011 extended deadline. The institution decided to take advantage of the
extended deadline to present a fully operational Staff Development Plan and a thorough response to the
Commission’s concerns. I have no concern or hesitation in attesting that Recommendation Seven will be
fully resolved to the Commission’s satisfaction by the June 1, 2011 submittal deadline.
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GOVERNING BOARD: Not unlike the College, the Governing Board has also suffered over the past few
years, but the dynamics of the new Board have already set forth a noticeable trusting environment. Not
only the College but also the surrounding community had concerns about the leadership and used their
electoral vote to make changes. The current Board is unified, respectful of differences, and committed to
providing an ethical approach in serving in their elected capacity. As presented in Response to
Recommendations Nine and Ten, the Commission will find that the current Board has moved forward,
demonstrating sustainability in adhering to Standard IV.
FINAL THOUGHTS: It is difficult for me to describe what I found when I arrived. I have not experienced
the wave of negativity or depression that members of the College and community refer to, due to past
non-transparent, non-collegial consultation, and other detrimental practices; but I feel their wounds.
What does exist is a faculty, staff, student, administrative, and College effort to address diligently and
with integrity, resolution of the Accreditation Recommendations, in spite of tremendous operational and
leadership challenges.
What I have witnessed is a College community that did not allow the negativity surrounding them, to
interfere with the teaching and learning environment. What you will witness is a College and community
that now have hope—hope that will lead to trust as they witness for themselves changes in the Governing
Board, the Superintendent/President, and senior management, honoring collegial consultation, and
respectfully working together to address and resolve institutional issues.
I submit this report to you with pride for the College community, and look forward to meeting with you in
April.
If there is anything I can do to provide you with additional information, please let me know.
________________________________________________
Denise Whittaker
Interim Superintendent/President, Southwestern College
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CERTIFICATION OF ACCREDITATION FOLLOW-UP REPORT
March 14, 2011
To:

Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior Colleges
Western Association of Schools and Colleges

From:

Southwestern Community College District
900 Otay Lakes Road
Chula Vista, CA 91910-7299
The Accreditation Follow-Up Report is submitted for the purpose of addressing the recommendations
cited in the Commission letter and providing a statement of progress on those recommendations.
We certify that there was broad participation by the College community, and we believe the Follow-Up
Report accurately reflects the facts and events herein described as of March 12, 2011. Facts and events
after March 12, 2011 will be addressed in an addendum to this Follow-Up Report.
Signed:
_____________________________________________________
Tim Nader, Governing Board President
______________________________________________________
Denise Whittaker, Interim Superintendent/President
______________________________________________________
Angelina E. Stuart, Academic Senate President
______________________________________________________
Ron Vess, Accreditation Oversight Committee Faculty Co-Chair
______________________________________________________
Terry Davis, Southwestern Community College District Administrators Association
______________________________________________________
Bruce MacNintch, President, California School Employees Association
______________________________________________________
Andrew MacNeill, President, Southwestern College Education Association
______________________________________________________
Manuel R. López, Jr., Associated Student Organization President, Student Trustee
______________________________________________________
Mink Stavenga, DBA, Accreditation Liaison Officer
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1. STATEMENT OF REPORT PREPARATION:
This report is submitted to the Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior Colleges (ACCJC)
in response to the Action Letter dated January 29, 2010 whereby Southwestern College was placed on
probation [1.1]. The College has addressed all ten recommendations and either resolved the issue or
developed an action plan that defines when it will be fully resolved as required by the Commission
and welcomes the opportunity to discuss these accomplishments. A list of acronyms used throughout
this Report can be found in the Appendix section as Appendix A.
After receiving the initial Action Letter on February 1, 2010, town hall forums were scheduled at the
Chula Vista campus and each Higher Education Center (HEC) campus to assist with disseminating the
findings and recommendations of the Commission to the College community, students, and
community at large [1.2]. The College Superintendent/President, a Cabinet member and/or the
Accreditation Liaison Officer (ALO) attended each forum to discuss the recommendations and answer
questions raised by the College community. All constituent groups mobilized to resolve the
recommendations outlined in the Evaluation Report.
To address the inquiries the College began to receive regarding its probationary status, the existing
website was updated with relevant information. This information was made available to the internal
and external community. Other relevant areas of the website have continued to be updated as new
information becomes available.
A committee of key College personnel was convened to assist in addressing the recommendations and
findings cited in both the Action Letter and the Evaluation Report. The Accreditation Liaison Officer
(ALO) worked with the Academic Senate President (AS President) and the Vice President for
Academic Affairs (VPAA) to identify faculty, staff, students, and administrators to serve on this
committee [1.3]. The members selected represent a cross-constituency of individuals who hold
historical College reference, previously worked on the self-study, have prior experience working on
Accreditation Teams, and/or co-chaired Steering Committees.
The Committee held the first meeting on February 4, 2010 and achieved the following outcomes
[1.4]: 1) committee composition [1.5]; 2) name; 3) purpose, mission, and vision statement [1.6];
4) formation of work groups to address the ten (10) individual ACCJC recommendations [1.7]; and
5) preparation of the meeting schedule [1.8].
The mission and vision statement of the Accreditation Oversight Committee (AOC) were adopted as
follows:
Mission: Oversight and coordination of Southwestern College’s ongoing accreditation
process; development and review of responses to ACCJC recommendations and
action plans.
Vision:

Achieve ongoing reaffirmation of accreditation.*

*This vision statement was subsequently changed in September 2010 to read as follows:
Ensure that the College is meeting the ACCJC Standards to achieve ongoing reaffirmation
of accreditation.
The composition of the Accreditation Oversight Committee (AOC) includes co-leads for each
respective work group and work group members representing all constituencies. To ensure broad
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representation, and to start re-building an environment of trust and respect, each constituency group
was asked to appoint its own representatives. The initial members were as follows (full titles of
members are listed in the appendices):
Mink Stavenga, Accreditation Liaison Officer
(AOC Co-Chair)
Angelina E. Stuart (Faculty)
Diane Gustafson (Faculty)
Philip Lopez (Faculty)
Michele Fenlon (Classified)
Kathy Tyner (Administrator)
Randy Beach (Faculty)
Margie Stinson (Faculty, SLOs)
Angelica Suarez (Administrator)
Nicholas Alioto (Administrator)
Gilbert Songalia (Student)

Ron Vess, Faculty
(AOC Co-Chair)
Valerie Goodwin-Colbert (Faculty)
Alexis Davidson (Faculty)
Mia McClellan (Administrator)
Bruce MacNintch (Classified)
Terry Davis (Administrator)
Kimberlie Rader (Confidential)
Marsha Rutter (Adjunct Faculty)
Mark Meadows (Administrator)
Michael Kerns (Administrator)
Veronica Burton (Faculty)

There has been some change in composition of the membership as new leaders of the constituent
groups came on board for the 2010–2011 academic year. A list of current members of the AOC is
also shown in the appendices.
The AOC formed ten work groups to address the ten recommendations identified in the Action Letter.
Co-Leads and members for each work group were identified by the AOC, and faculty, staff,
administrators, and students were invited to join any work group in which they had interest in
participating. Work groups interpreted the recommendation, planned strategy, and developed a
meeting schedule and timeline. In addition, the Accreditation Office prepared guides for the work
groups to follow as they addressed each recommendation [1.9].
The AOC was established as an official standing committee of the College and on
February 18, 2010 was moved under the Shared Consultation Council (SCC), the College’s shared
planning and decision-making committee [1.10]. A process for recommendation, communication, and
approval was developed by the members [1.11]. This approval process included the work groups,
AOC, SCC, Cabinet, and finally the Governing Board when appropriate. The Governing Board’s role
in the approval process was to act as a policy-making body. This clarified the shared planning and
decision-making process.
On March 1, 2010, a special Governing Board meeting was held to update the Board on the findings
of the Accrediting Commission and describe the plan and timeline developed by College leaders to
address each of the recommendations by their respective due dates. The update was provided by the
ALO and Faculty Co-Chair [1.12]. Subsequent status reports were provided to the Governing Board
by the AOC Co-Chairs at special Board meetings on April 28, 2010 [1.13] and February 5, 2011
[1.14], as well as regular Board meetings on July 14, 2010 [1.15] and September 8, 2010 [1.16].
During the July Governing Board meeting, Board members requested a status report of the College’s
response to Recommendation Six regarding Technology. This update was provided to the Governing
Board at its August 11, 2010 meeting. In addition, a one-hour Accreditation Presentation was made to
the entire College during the Opening Day Program [1.17] on August 16, 2010.
Numerous actions were taken to assure transparent processes and communications. AOC minutes and
agendas were posted to the Outlook email system [1.18], the College website [1.19], and BlackBoard
[1.20]. The Superintendent/President provided accreditation updates to the College community and
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the community-at-large [1.21]. The Governing Board highlighted the accreditation progress and
accomplishments in its monthly GB News [1.22]. The ALO and the Community & Media Relations
Office prepared a variety of communiqués to keep the College community informed and up-to-date
[1.23]. Constituencies were updated and informed through their respective representatives on the
work groups and the AOC. The College website was the central location in which to post all
communications, reports, newsletters, and minutes in order to make information accessible.
The AOC meetings were occasions for robust dialogue. Bringing everyone to the table to work
through issues brought constituency points-of-view to the forefront. Although agreement was
sometimes difficult to reach, and topics were sometimes brought back for further discussion,
committee members exhibited commitment to the process. The AOC met throughout the academic
year on the second, third, and fourth Wednesdays of each month.
It became evident to the AOC that all of the Commission’s recommendations, even though addressed
individually, are interdependent. It was determined that the review of the mission statement,
integrated planning, and program review should be addressed together by combining work groups
1, 2, and 3. Details of these activities are described in subsequent sections of this March 15, 2011
Follow-Up Report.
The ALO recognized the need to continue AOC meetings during the summer session when most
faculty would be off-contract [1.24]. Funding was identified and provided for faculty to participate in
the AOC meetings during the summer. AOC summer meetings were conducted twice a month so that
the rate of progress could be maintained.
The individual work groups assigned to address the recommendations due by March 15, 2011
submitted their draft reports on January 18, 2011. These drafts were initially distributed among the
AOC members for input and comments. The drafts were constantly updated as progress was made
and a Pre-Final Draft of this Follow-Up Report was distributed to the constituent groups on
February 25, 2011.
The Office of Accreditation was responsible for forwarding all input to each work group co-lead for
discussion and/or inclusion. Constituent group members were encouraged to direct their comments
and suggestions to the Accreditation Office.
The timelines for final completion and approval of the report are attached [1.25]. The Governing
Board reviewed and accepted this Follow-Up Report at the March 9, 2011 Governing Board meeting.
After final edits were completed and supporting evidence was collected, the Governing Board
President and the Interim Superintendent/President (I S/P) provided their signatures on
March 12, 2011.
Throughout the process of preparing this report the ALO consulted regularly with ACCJC staff for
clarification and direction. The AOC Co-Chairs held regular meetings with the
Superintendent/President to seek advice, communicate progress, and solicit input [1.26]. In addition,
consultants from Professional Personnel Leasing, Inc. (PPL) were retained in early September, 2010
[1.27] to provide suggestions and advice regarding this Follow-Up Report, and to provide
accreditation assistance to the College as it worked to resolve all ten recommendations by
March 15, 2011.
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Although there was a leadership change with the resignation of Superintendent/President
Raj K. Chopra on November 30, 2010 this transition did not impede progress resolving the
recommendations. The Superintendent/President position was temporarily filled by vice presidents
who had been directly involved with the AOC since its initial formation in March of 2010.
Interim Superintendent/President (I S/P) Whittaker was specifically selected by the Governing Board
for her experience and expertise with the ACCJC accreditation standards and her primary charge was
to lead the effort to achieve reaffirmation of accreditation [1.28]. The I S/P was selected and took
office on January 24, 2011 and immediately planned for a joint meeting of the AOC and the Shared
Consultation Council to identify any areas, or gaps, in the recommendations that needed to be
addressed in order to resolve the recommendations before the March 15 Follow-Up Report.
A College-wide summit, hosted by the AOC and SCC, was held on February 10, 2011. Summit I was
extremely successful in terms of attendance and outcomes. The College community was invited and
over one hundred College and community members actively participated in this evening summit.
During the evening, participants identified remaining action items toward resolution of
recommendations. This venue was another step in regaining a sense of collegiality, unity, and
improved morale. Summit II will be held on March 24 and will be another opportunity to report on
the completion of action items and continue to foster collegiality and improved campus climate [1.29].
In addition, the I S/P arranged for a Governing Board Study Session on February 16, 2011, and fully
resolved the two issues related to the Governing Board (Recommendations Nine and Ten). More
detail on this Governing Board Study Session is provided in the sections related to Recommendations
Nine and Ten.
________________________________________________
Denise Whittaker
Interim Superintendent/President, Southwestern College
EVIDENCE:

#
S of P
1.1
1.2
1.3
1.4
1.5
1.6
1.7
1.8
1.9
1.10
1.11
1.12
1.13
1.14
1.15
1.16

Section 1
Evidence Cited
ACCJC Action Letter: January 29, 2010
Town Hall Forums
VPAA Accreditation Email Invitation
AOC Minutes: February 4, 2010
AOC Committee Composition (February 2010)
AOC Vision Statement
AOC Work Group Composition
AOC Weekly Activity Calendar
AOC Work Group Guides
SCC Agenda and Minutes: February 18, 2010
AOC Recommendation, Process, and Approval Chart
Governing Board Presentation: March
Governing Board Presentation: April
Governing Board Presentation: February 2011
Governing Board Presentation: July
Governing Board Presentation: September
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1.17
1.18
1.19
1.20
1.21
1.22
1.23
1.24
1.25
1.26
1.27
1.28
1.29

AOC Opening Day Presentation
Public Folders: Accreditation
SWCCD Accreditation Link
SWCCD BlackBoard Accreditation Organization Link
Community Updates: Dr. Chopra
Governing Board Newsletters
CMR Communications: Outlook, General
AOC Agendas and Minutes: Summer Meetings
Follow-Up Report Project Timeline
ALO—Superintendent/President Meeting Agendas
Governing Board Agenda—PPL Contract Approval: September 8, 2010
Denise Whittaker Selection Flyer
AOC/SCC Summit Agenda

2. RESPONSES TO TEAM RECOMMENDATIONS:
The College’s response to the Accrediting Commission Recommendations follows below.
a. RECOMMENDATION ONE:
As previously identified in the 2003 ACCJC WASC Accreditation Report, the team recommends that
the college systematically and regularly evaluate and update the mission statement; assure that it
defines the college educational purposes, its intended student population, and its commitment to
student learning; and use it to guide institutional decisions and improvement goals [1.A.3; 1.B.2;
11.A.1].
1. RESOLUTION OF RECOMMENDATION ONE:
RESOLVED
Southwestern College systematically and regularly evaluates and updates the Mission Statement
assuring that it defines the college educational purposes and its intended student population, and its
commitment to student learning. A formal structure has been implemented to ensure the annual
review is completed. It is reviewed at the first meeting of the fall semester by the Shared
Consultation Council, revised if needed, and is used to guide institutional decisions and the
improvement of goals.
ACTION DEMONSTRATING RESOLUTION: District Policy 1200: Mission and Values, was revised
[2.a.1] and approved by the Shared Consultation Council (SCC) on November 18, 2010 [2.a.2] and by
the Governing Board on February 9, 2011. The College Mission is reviewed annually by the Shared
Consultation Council, disseminated and vetted to constituent groups, and serves as the guide to
institutional planning and decision-making. It is visibly placed on the agendas of our major collegial
consultation committees and councils. The Mission Statement posters have been widely disseminated
on campus and at all of the Centers and are visibly located throughout the buildings.
ESTABLISHED INITIAL WORK GROUP 1: MEMBERS
Lisa Ballesteros*(Faculty)
Alexis Davidson (Faculty)

Viara Giraffe* (Administrator)
*Work Group Co-Leads

As progress was made with this recommendation it became evident during the spring of 2010 that
Recommendations One, Two, and Three were inextricably linked. In order to achieve integration
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Work Groups 1, 2, and 3 realized a need to merge. To that end, a new Work Group was established
in June, 2010 and became Work Group 123.
WORK GROUP 123 MEMBERS
Valerie Goodwin (Faculty)
Patti Larkin (Administrator)
Angelica L. Suarez* (Administrator)
Kathy Tyner (Administrator)

Linda Hensley* (Faculty)
Angelina Stuart* (Faculty)
Dawn Taft (Classified)
Ron Vess (Faculty)
*Work Group Co-Leads

RELEVANT EXCERPTS FROM THE EVALUATION REPORT:
Southwestern College has a board-approved mission statement that is published in the catalog and on
college business cards (I.A.2). The statement by itself, however, is vague and does not define the
college’s education purposes or intended student population. The commitment to student learning is
stated as a commitment to providing an appropriate learning environment (I.A.1). The mission
statement therefore lacks the specificity needed to make it a usable touchstone for determining the
appropriateness of student programs and services. Some information about the college’s education
purposes, such as meeting the needs of under-prepared students and developing career skills, is
provided in the district policy (I.A)
There is also no documented process about how the statement is reviewed, the criteria used to
evaluate it, or a cycle that ensures its regular review (I.A.3).
Due to the vagueness of the mission statement and the lack of ongoing college planning, the college’s
assertion that the mission is central to institutional planning and decision making could not be
corroborated. The college’s interpretation of using the mission statement for planning is instead the
identification of the need to make the mission statement more visible. This supposes that the college
community is either unaware of the mission of the college, or, once aware, will automatically consider
the mission in all subsequent planning. A more concrete process needs to be established for using the
mission to provide parameters for institutional plans and decisions (I.A.4).
The College acknowledges and accepts the findings of the Commission.
BACKGROUND AND PROCESS USED TO RESOLVE RECOMMENDATION ONE:
2. DESCRIPTION OF PROGRESS:
Work Group 1 was established in February with membership that included faculty and staff. Work
Group 1 operated with the same membership throughout the spring 2010, and merged with Work
Groups 2 and 3 in summer 2010.
The groundwork conducted by the initial work group included the following:
A. Reviewed the WASC Evaluation Report Findings and California Education Code. The group
learned that there are three items that WASC requires a community college mission statement
to address: a) intended student population, b) broad educational purposes, c) commitment to
achieving student learning based on Education Code 66010.4.
B. Reviewed mission statements from nine other colleges who had received reaffirmation of
accreditation to identify key items that should be incorporated into the SWC Mission
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Statement. The following college’s mission statements were reviewed: American River
College, Chabot College, Citrus College, Cosumnes River College, Folsom Lake College, Las
Positas College, Napa Valley College, Sacramento City College, and Santa Barbara City
College.
Throughout this process, the work group learned that there has been a fundamental shift in
Mission Statements—a shift from short, business models to longer more educationally—based
statements that reflect the fact that community colleges are public institutions of higher
learning as stated in California Education Code. Consequently, community colleges are
moving away from developing mission statements that resemble the business model approach.
C. Developed proposed revision language for the existing District Policy 1200: District Mission
and Philosophy for consultation [2.a.3]. The revised Mission statement included three
components: a) Mission Statement, b) Commitment to Achieving Student Learning, and c)
Institutional Values. A ―Talking Points‖ handout was developed outlining how these areas are
linked to existing planning documents [2.a.4].
On June 23, 2010, the Accreditation Oversight Committee voted to combine Work Groups 1, 2,
and 3 [2.a.5]. The combined group was named Work Group 123.
During the summer 2010, the informal consultation process started on the draft mission
statement. The following actions took place:
A. May 14, 2010 [2.a.3]: Draft Mission and Talking Points documents were distributed by email
College-wide for preliminary review and input.
B. August 13, 2010 [2.a.6]: Vice President for Academic Affairs, Vice President for Student
Affairs, and Academic Senate President requested that the College community review and
provide input on the draft mission statement during School/Center meetings.
C. August 16, 2010 [2.a.7]: Draft Mission Statement was presented during the Fall Opening Day
Ceremony for review and input.
During the fall 2010 and spring 2011 semesters, a subgroup of work group 123 spearheaded by the AS
President and the VPSA engaged in the formal consultation process/dialogue on the draft mission
statement. The following actions took place:
A. October 27, 2010 [2.a.8]: At the AOC meeting, AS President and VPSA presented the
expanded plan for formal consultation to the AOC and requested approval. AOC approved the
expanded process for consultation. The expanded process included target presentations and
opportunity for dialogue with the various constituent groups.
B. October 27, 2010 [2.a.9]: The Formal Consultation Request form, accompanied by the draft
mission statement was e-mailed to all constituent groups (e.g., Academic Senate, CSEA,
SCEA, ASO, SCCDAA, Deans Council) with a deadline of December 1, 2010.
C. November 4, 2010 [2.a.10]: VPSA presented to the Higher Education Center in National City
at the regular faculty and staff meeting with opportunity for dialogue and feedback.
D. November 9, 2010 [2.a.11]: AS President and VPSA presented to the Academic Senate for
first reading, with opportunity for dialogue and feedback.
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E. November 10, 2010 [2.a.12]: AS President and VPSA to the Deans Council with opportunity
for dialogue and feedback.
F. November 11, 2010 [2.a.13]: VPSA presented to the Higher Education Center in Otay Mesa
at the regular faculty and staff meeting with opportunity for dialogue and feedback.
G. November 16, 2010 [2.a.14]: AS President and VPSA presented to the Academic Senate for
second reading (approval), with opportunity for dialogue and feedback. The Academic Senate
voted to approve the draft mission statement.
H. November 16, 2010 [2.a.15]: AS President and VPSA presented to the College Management
Team with opportunity for dialogue and feedback.
I. November 18, 2010 [2.a.16]: AS President and VPSA presented to the Shared Consultation
Council for formal approval. The Shared Consultation Council voted to approve the draft
mission statement.
J. November 22, 2010 [2.a.17]: AS President presented to the CSEA Executive Board with
opportunity for dialogue and feedback.
K. November 30, 2010 [2.a.18]: AS President presented to the Associated Student Organization
Executive Board with opportunity for dialogue and feedback.
L. December 1, 2010 [2.a.19]: AS President and VPSA presented to the Governing Board
Agenda and Policy/Procedure Review Committee (GBA&PPRC) for approval. The
GBA&PPRC voted to approve the draft mission statement.
M. December 14, 2010 [2.a.20]: The AOC voted to approve the draft mission statement.
N. December 14, 2010 [2.a.21]: Cabinet reviewed and approved the draft mission statement.
O. January 19, 2011 [2.a.22]: District Policy 1200: Mission and Values was submitted to the
Governing Board for first reading.
P. February 9, 2011 [2.a.23]: District Policy 1200: Mission and Values was submitted to the
Governing Board for second reading (approval). The Governing Board voted to approve
District Policy 1200: Mission and Values.
During the consultation phase with the various constituency groups, the dialogue included the
connection between the stated mission, institutional values, strategic priorities (and action items) and
the assessment and evaluation phase, which include institutional performance indicators, student
learning outcomes, and institutional program review. As an example, revision to the draft mission and
values was made to include ―shared planning and decision making‖—an institutional value outlined in
our strategic priorities. As we focused on the linkage between our mission and values, and strategic
priorities, it was evident that they were clearly reflected and integrated with our institutional
performance indicators and student learning outcomes.
The approved District Policy 1200: Mission and Values underwent several revisions to ensure that it
more clearly reflected the current priorities and values of our College in serving the student population
in Southern San Diego County.
Once the new District Policy 1200 was approved, a marketing campaign was initiated to promote the
Mission and Values throughout the District. This included displaying the Mission and Values on the
College website, in all publications, and in highly visible areas in the District.
3. ANALYSIS OF RESULTS:
The College Mission is reviewed annually and updated as necessary at the SCC retreat in August. As
part of the integrated planning cycle to correspond with strategic planning timelines, a comprehensive
review is conducted [2.a.24]. The criteria for the evaluation of the College Mission is based upon and
linked with the established institutional performance indicators and Institutional Student Learning
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Outcomes (ISLOs). There is commitment, awareness and understanding that decisions must be based
on the College Mission.
4. ADDITIONAL ACTION PLANS:
The integrated planning process, with the Mission at the heart of the process, links the Strategic Plan,
Institutional Program Review, Institutional Performance Indicators and Student Learning Outcomes
with the annual budget process. All of the policies and procedures to implement this process are now
in place. The College will complete a full cycle of implementation and evaluate the effectiveness of
these changes in the 2011–2012 Academic Year.
As part of our cyclical strategic planning process, forums will continue to be held with participation
by the College community; another presentation has been planned for the Opening Day Ceremony for
fall 2011.
Results of this dialogue will be widely communicated. The SCC will review and analyze the results at
its September 2011 meeting and incorporate any changes to the Mission as appropriate and submit any
proposed changes to the I S/P and to the Governing Board for adoption. This annual review of the
mission will take place every year at the September SCC meeting.
The College has fully resolved this recommendation.
5. EVIDENCE:
2.a
2.a.1
2.a.2
2.a.3
2.a.4
2.a.5
2.a.6
2.a.7
2.a.8
2.a.9
2.a.10
2.a.11
2.a.12
2.a.13
2.a.14
2.a.15
2.a.16
2.a.17
2.a.18
2.a.19
2.a.20
2.a.21
2.a.22
2.a.23
2.a.24

SECTION 2.a
Evidence Cited
District Policy 1200: Mission and Values
November 18, 2010 Agenda/Minutes: Shared Consultation Council (SCC)
May 14, 2010 Email to College community: Review of Mission Statement
August 13, 2010: Mission Statement Talking Points
June 23, 2010 Agenda/Minutes: Accreditation Oversight Committee (AOC)
August 13, 2010 Memo from VPAA: Review of Draft Mission
August 16, 2010 Opening Day Presentation
October 27, 2010 AOC Agenda/Minutes/Attachment on Mission consultation process
October 27, 2010 Email/Attachments: Formal request for consultation
November 4, 2010 Agenda: HEC National City Staff Meeting
November 9, 2010 Agenda/Minutes: Academic Senate Meeting
November 10, 2010 Agenda: Deans’ Council
November 11, 2010 Agenda/Minutes: HEC Otay Mesa Staff Meeting
November 16, 2010 Agenda/Minutes: Academic Senate Meeting
November 16, 2010 Agenda/Minutes: College Management Team
November 18, 2010 SCC Formal Approval of Mission Statement
November 22 2010 AS President Calendar shot: CSEA Meeting
November 30, 2010 Agenda/Minutes: ASO Executive Council
December 1, 2010 Agenda/Minutes: GBA&PPRC
December 14, 2010 Email: AOC approval
December 14, 2010 Calendar: Cabinet Meeting
January 19, 2011 Agenda/Minutes: Governing Board
February 9, 2011 Agenda/Minutes: Governing Board
Integrated Planning Chart
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b. RECOMMENDATION TWO:
As previously identified in the 2003 ACCJC WASC Accreditation Report, the team recommends that
the college establish and implement a collegial and comprehensive planning process that assures
improvement in student learning. Such a process integrates the various college plans; is informed by
quantitative and qualitative data and analysis; systematically assesses outcome within both
instruction and noninstructional services; and provides for an ongoing and systematic cycle of goal
setting, resource allocation; implementation, and evaluation [Eligibility Requirement 19; Standards
1.B.2; 1.B.3.; 1.B.4; 1.B.7; 111.A.6; 111.B.2.a; III.B.2.b].
1. RESOLUTION OF RECOMMENDATION TWO:
NEARLY RESOLVED
A collegial and comprehensive integrated planning process that utilizes quantitative and qualitative
data for trend analysis and unit/area assessments, assuring improvement in student learning is
designed and operational. Through SCC, the annual systematic planning cycle includes internal and
external data, a review and modification of goals, prioritization of needs through Program
Review/Annual Snapshot Report, resource allocation, and evaluation.
ACTION DEMONSTRATING RESOLUTION: It was agreed through consultation that the Shared
Consultation Council (SCC), formerly the College Leadership Council (CLC), serve as the point in
the decision-making process that considers all of its plans, determines how to align them and which
ones it will commit to, determines the sequence in which they might best be achieved, sets priorities,
and allocates resources and responsibilities to achieve the needed changes by determined dates.
[Source: Integrated Planning to Implement College Quality Improvement, ACCJC News Fall 2009].
The Shared Consultation Council (SCC) provides the following infrastructure to oversee program
review, develop institutional plans, and set budget priorities. The Institutional Program Review
Committee (IPRC) funnels requests generated through the program review process to the appropriate
Committee outlined below, which then forwards the request to the working committee. The
committees listed below form an integrated structure which will be described in more detail on the
following pages.


Strategic Plan and Accreditation Oversight Committee
□ Oversees the Institutional Strategic Plan and accreditation
□ Strategic Planning is Co-Chaired by Director of Research, Planning, & Grants (RPG) and the
Academic Senate President
□ The Accreditation Oversight Committee (AOC) is Co-Chaired by Accreditation Liaison
Officer & a tenured faculty member



Institutional Program Review Committee and Student Learning Outcomes/Assessments
□ Oversees the Institutional Program Review process
□ Co-Chaired by Dean of Instructional Support Services (ISS) and Academic Senate Vice
President
□ SLO Coordinator oversees the SLOs/AUOs



Educational Planning Committee
□ Oversees the Educational Master Plan and Enrollment Management plans and related budget
priorities
□ Educational Master Plan is Co-Chaired by Director of Facilities and Faculty member
□ Enrollment Management Committee is Co-Chaired by the Dean of ISS & the Presiding Chair
of the Council of Chairs
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Human Resources Committee
□ Oversees the Human Resources Plan, Staff Development Plan, and related budget priorities
□ Human Resources Plan Committee is Co-Chaired by Vice President for Human Resources
(VPHR) or designee and Faculty member
□ Staff Development Plan Committee is Co-Chaired by the VPHR and the Staff Development
Coordinator



Technology and Facilities Committee
□ Oversees the Technology Plan, implementation & prioritization and related budget priorities,
and the Master Facilities Plan & Construction Projects and related budget priorities
□ The Technology Plan is Co-Chaired by Vice President for Business and Financial Affairs
(VPBFA) or designee and Faculty member
□ The Master Facilities Plan is Co-Chaired by VPBFA or designee and a Faculty member

In addition to the planning committees listed above, the newly revised Budget Committee develops the
institutional process that integrates budget with planning, establishes budget assumptions, sets funding
values, conducts budget development, and submits the final budget allocation for use by the Shared
Consultation Council in priority allocation.
For purposes of ensuring that the college community as a whole clearly understands the strategic planning
process, and for depicting this process in a visual form, the Shared Consultation Council designed and
approved graphic ―layers‖ which represent the depth and breadth of the planning process.
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The overall leading diagram
is shown to the right and is
represented and known as
―P-I-E”: Planning,
Implementation, and
Evaluation. This process is
cyclical, comprehensive,
based on data, and is
evaluated for continuous
quality improvement and
institutional effectiveness.
Presentations to the College
regarding this integrated
strategic planning process
continue to be made,
ensuring College-wide
understanding of the
planning process.
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The diagram below depicts the next layer in the SWC planning process, providing greater SWC detail and
with a direct connection with our planning goals.

SWC INTEGRATED PLANNING PROCESS
P-I-E
Planning – Implementation - Evaluation
Integrated Planning

Institutional Research

Master Planning

SWC Strategic Plan

Committees

1. Program Review/Annual Snapshot and
SLO/AUO Review

EVALUATE
6. Evaluation and Analysis of
Implementation and Updating
Based on Findings

PLAN

SWC MISSION, VALUES
ACCREDITATION
STANDARDS

2. Strategic Planning, Institutional
Performance Indicators, Data Review
(IPS)

DATA

5. implementation of Institutional Master
Plans and Institutional Performance
Indicators (IPS)

IMPLEMENT

3. Review of Institutional Master Plans

4. Institutional Prioritization and
Resource Allocation

IMPLEMENT

Mutual Respect, Shared Planning and Decision-Making, Integrity, Accountability, Cultural Competence and Commonality,
Scholarship and Love of Learning, Critical Inquiry and Thinking, Practical and Responsive, Life-long Learning

The conceptual design for the integrated planning and institutional program review processes (as shown
on the following page) was approved by the AOC and SCC [2.b.1]; [2.b.2] and has been vetted by the
College community and constituent groups via the formal consultation process [2.b.3].
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Integrated Planning Operational Model
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SCCApproved
Strategic and
Institutional
Plans

Superintendent/
President

An important component of integrated strategic planning is Program Review. The College has a
Program Review cycle in which all divisions/units complete a comprehensive Program Review no less
than once every six years (CTE completes a comprehensive Program Review every two years; Student
Services and Administrative Services complete comprehensive reviews every six years). In noncomprehensive years, every year, all divisions/units complete the Snapshot Report which is used to
prioritize annual needs so that every year there is a form of Program Review being completed. By
April 1, nearly all units and programs are scheduled to complete either an annual Program Review
Snapshot or comprehensive Program Review for 2010–2011 according to the established schedule.
These program reviews are forwarded to the IPRC and used to develop recommendations for
institutional planning and funding priorities, which are then forward to the Shared Consultation
Council for final College-wide prioritization for funding.
As shown in the diagram below, the Program Review reports ultimately result in the generation of
institutional priorities which drive the College’s budget allocation process.
Diagram “A”: SWC Annual Cycle for Integrated Planning Utilizing Program Review/SLO
Assessments Leading to Budget Funding
SPRING
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SPRING
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The Office of Institutional Effectiveness (organization chart is shown in the Message from the
Superintendent/President), under the direction of the Superintendent/President, and the Shared
Consultation Council, provides the infrastructure to oversee annual planning updates and establishes
budget priorities that are generated from Program Review. This annual process takes place in April.
Data is provided to Divisions/Units for evaluation of program effectiveness and for continuous
improvement.
We are currently in the planning cycle for review and update for the 2011–2012 Strategic Plan, and
also reviewing internal and external data and evaluating success in meeting prior goals. A
comprehensive Strategic Planning cycle for 2012–2015 will begin in fall 2011.
Integrated Strategic Planning is in full operation. Components of planning are active and the Shared
Consultation Council is currently reviewing data as part of the 2011–2012 renewal process.
27

Southwestern College has integrated planning structures and, although a full cycle has not been
completed, submits that full resolution has occurred relevant to Recommendation Two.
ESTABLISHED INITIAL WORK GROUP 2 MEMBERS:
Angélica L. Suarez* (Administrator)
Kathy Tyner* (Administrator)
Dawn Taft (Faculty)
Rudy Villegas (Student)
Ron Vess (Faculty)
Patti Larkin (Faculty)

Valerie Goodwin-Colbert (Faculty)
Lisa Ballesteros (Faculty)
Dan Moody (Faculty)
Linda Hensley* (Faculty)
Angelina E. Stuart* (Faculty)
*Work Group Co-Leads

As progress was made with this recommendation it became evident during the spring of 2010 that
recommendations 1, 2, and 3 were inextricably linked. In order to achieve integration Work Groups
1, 2, and 3 realized a need to merge. To that end, a new Work Group was established in June, 2010
and became Work Group 123.
WORK GROUP 123 MEMBERS
Valerie Goodwin (Faculty)
Patti Larkin (Administrator)
Angelica L. Suarez* (Administrator)
Kathy Tyner (Administrator)

Linda Hensley* (Faculty)
Angelina Stuart* (Faculty)
Dawn Taft (Classified)
Ron Vess (Faculty)
*Work Group Co-Leads

Relevant Excerpts from the Evaluation Report:
The team recommends that the college establish, implement, and make known to the college
community its planning processes, integrating financial, facilities, technology, and human resources
plans to support its Educational Master Plan.
From 2003 through 2005, the college engaged in a collegial and systematic planning process that
resulted in a strategic plan based on enrollment trends and budget. This process appears to have
stalled in 2006, probably due to a rapid succession in college leadership. Very recently (since the
pre-visit in September), the Superintendent/President has restarted the planning processes by keeping
the goals of the 2006–2009 Strategic Plan in an effect until an updated plan can be created. The
Superintendent/President has recognized the confusion over the roles of the various college
committees and has begun to distinguish the roles of the College Leadership Council (CLC) and the
Executive Leadership Team (ELT) and their responsibilities in college planning. However, the team
validated that recent planning processes are dominated by administrators with few opportunities for
widespread input and that there is a lack of information about how financial planning occurs and is
monitored by the college.
The college has made a recent push to improve planning, and it recognized the need to integrate its
multiple plans and to connect planning with resource allocation. The Educational and Facilities
Master Plan, approved by the Governing Board in 2008, is one element of the strategic plan and is an
attempt to integrate institutional planning across two areas.
The College acknowledges and accepts the findings of the Commission.
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BACKGROUND AND PROCESS USED TO RESOLVE RECOMMENDATION TWO:
2. DESCRIPTION OF PROGRESS:
The AOC work group 2 was established in February, 2010 to work on Recommendation Two and met
weekly in spring 2010 [2.b.4]. The three co-chairs of work group 2 initially carried out some of the
necessary groundwork and held periodic planning meetings [2.b.5] and eventually the membership
was expanded on April 15, 2010 to seven by adding two faculty members, one classified staff
member, and one student representative from the ASO [2.b.6]. Work Group 2 was merged with work
groups 3 and 1 in summer 2010 when it became apparent that Recommendations 1, 2, and 3 were
interrelated and required a coordinated effort by the three workgroups for resolution. At the AOC
meeting on June 23, 2010, the committee voted to combine the three work groups [2.b.7].
During the first few planning meetings of work group 2, documents collected from numerous
community colleges in California were reviewed by the Co-Chairs prior to designing our own
integrated planning process. The documents reviewed included those from community colleges in
Citrus, Cerro, San Diego City, and San Mateo districts [2.b.8]. The need for an Organization and
Governance Handbook was identified early on and one of the Co-Chairs put together an initial draft
[2.b.9]. Its purpose is to inform the College community about the institution’s organizational
structure, governance, and institutional planning processes. In November 2010, the AOC decided that
the Governance Handbook would be best addressed by Work Group 8 [2.b.10].
Program review was established as the core driver of College planning. The committee recognized its
fundamental importance to improving institutional effectiveness and student learning. The committee
designed a structure and process in which the findings from the program review process would be
integrated into all major College plans, including the Strategic Plan, the Technology Plan, and the
Educational Master Plan and, most importantly, budget priorities. The initial step in this undertaking
involved evaluating the existing planning and program review processes at SWC in order to build
upon what was already in place. Based on the fall 2010 evaluation of the Program Review process by
work group 2, the following four key components were added to the planning and program review
processes:






the design of an oversight committee, the Institutional Program Review Committee (IPRC), and
infrastructure to shepherd the program review process forward and connect it to institutional
planning, the budget process, and the Shared Consultation Council (SCC);
the alignment and integration of program reviews and those committees involved in key
institutional planning processes including educational master planning and enrollment
management, technology and facilities, accreditation and strategic planning, and human resources.
Program Review drives the budget, which funds SCC priorities;
the development of a cyclical program review timeline that includes yearly program review
snapshots and allows for a transition from the current program review process to the new one
without substantially disrupting existing processes; and
the integration of the program review findings of each unit into the program review of the next
higher administrative level (e.g. academic disciplines within a school, schools within a division)
over an annual sequence of comprehensive program reviews that will include the prioritization of
all requests for budget, facilities, human, and other resources.

Establishment and assessment of measurable outcomes is paramount to the program review process,
thus access to data continues to be essential to the success of the planning process.
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The new Interim Superintendent/President (I S/P) provided substantial guidance to the College
community and the AOC work group 123 that lead to a clarification of the role of the Shared
Consultation Council (SCC). She made numerous presentations to constituent groups on campus that
provided useful information on integrated planning. She offered suggestions to improve on the plans
that had been developed prior to her arrival that clarified the role of the SCC in setting priorities that
would be used by the Budget Committee in allocating funds. In addition, she set an aggressive agenda
for the College to completely resolve all WASC recommendations by March, 15, 2011 in order for the
processes to be fully operational in spring 2011. In order for the SCC to carry out its newly clarified
role, the meetings were changed from once a month for one hour to weekly for one hour immediately
following the weekly one-hour AOC meetings, beginning in late January 2011.
In order to inform all constituencies about the proposed integrated planning and re-designed
institutional program review processes and request their feedback, the formal consultation process was
initiated in which three members of the AOC work group 123 gave presentations [2.b.11] to and
received input from the following groups on the dates indicated [2.b.3]:
Constituent Group
Student Services Council
CSEA
Academic Senate
AOC
Deans’ Council
Academic Affairs Council
AOC with Consultants
CMT
Academic Program Review
Shared Consultation Council
Governing Board

Initial Consultation
October 18, 2010
October 15, 2010
October 26, 2010
October 20, 2010
September 22, 2010
June 30, 2010
December 1, 2010
October 19, 2010
October 20, 2010
February 16, 2011
February 5, 2011

Follow-Up Consultation

November 16, 2010

November 16, 2010

Work Group 2 submitted the following recommendations, to the AOC, shown in abridged form below
[2.b.12], which were approved by the Shared Consultation Council and the Cabinet [2.b.13].
1. Recommend the College establish the necessary infrastructure to provide data for use in planning
and assessing institutional effectiveness.
2. Recommend the College reinstate the AIM (Achieving Institutional Mission) process
developed in 1999.
3. Recommend the College establish the Institutional Program Review Committee (IPRC)
with specified membership as a standing committee of the Shared Consultation Council to oversee
the yearly program review process.
4. Recommend the College engage in the consultation process for the proposed draft
integrated planning model.
5. Recommend the College establish that all planning processes and plans formally incorporate
program review and strategic priorities as a criterion for prioritization of requests for resources.
6. Recommend the College approve the modification to the proposed integrated planning
model.
3. ANALYSIS OF RESULTS:
The integrated planning and institutional program review processes address the issues raised by
Recommendation Two and include the following elements [2.b.14]:
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a. Is driven by the College’s Mission and program review findings. Provides opportunities for
participation by all constituencies through their involvement in the program review process and on
standing committees responsible for developing the various College planning documents.
b. Is based on quantitative and qualitative data.
c. Systematically assesses outcomes of both instructional and non-instructional services.
d. Assures improvement in student learning through its integration with program review.
e. Establishes an ongoing and systematic cycle of goal setting, resource allocation, implementation,
and evaluation.
f. Responds to change through yearly program review snapshots and comprehensive program review
cycles.
g. Incorporates the prioritization of human resources, facilities, equipment, and technology needs
into the program review process within each of the four institutional divisions.
h. Aligns program review with the yearly budget process and allocation of resources.
i. Integrates the program review process with all major College plans including the strategic plan,
the educational master plan, facilities planning, human resources planning, enrollment
management, and the technology plan.
j. Aligns all College plans with the budget process.
k. Establishes the necessary committee infrastructure to assure program review and institutional
planning is carried out appropriately each year and that program review is integrated into
institutional planning processes.
l. Is regularly assessed and, as needed, revised to assure institutional effectiveness of the planning
process.
m. Establishes an annual and comprehensive review of the College’s Mission Statement followed by
the development of the strategic plan, the technology plan, and the educational master plan.
n. Requires the approval from the Shared Consultation Council of all institutional plans.
o. Designates the SCC to consider all plans, determine the sequence in which they might best be
achieved, sets institutional priorities, and allocates resources and responsibilities to achieve the
needed changes by determined dates.
4. ADDITIONAL ACTION PLANS:
Implementation of the re-designed institutional program review process began in January 2011 with
the first meeting of the IPRC. All academic and administrative units are completing annual program
review updates and cyclical comprehensive program reviews in 2010–2011. These will be completed
by April 13, 2011 [2.b.15]. Program review findings will be incorporated into the 2001–2012 annual
budget process and the established integrated planning process will assure that Program Review
findings are incorporated into all future College plans including the Strategic Plan, the Technology
Plan, the Educational Master Plan, etc. and drive the budget allocation process.
Starting at the end of April 2011, the institutional program review process and the integrated planning
process will be assessed annually and revised as necessary by the IPRC beginning in September 2011.
A revised institutional budget process is being implemented in spring 2011 by the Budget Committee.
In the past, budget requests were submitted by each administrative unit, the Budget Committee
prioritized these requests, and thereafter the prioritized list showing which requests were funded was
distributed to the College community. The Institutional Program review process serves as the
foundation to establish institutional priorities which drive the budget allocation process for all budget
cycles.
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5. EVIDENCE:

2.b
2.b.1
2.b.2
2.b.3
2.b.4
2.b.5
2.b.6
2.b.7
2.b.8
2.b.9
2.b.10
2.b.11
2.b.12
2.b.13
2.b.14
2.b.15

Section 2.b
Evidence Cited
AOC Agenda and Minutes: Approval of Integrated Planning Model
Shared Consultation Council Agenda and Minutes: Approval of Integrated Planning Model
Agendas and Minutes of Presentation of Integrated Planning Process to Constituent Groups
via the Formal Consultation Process
February 4, 2010 AOC Agenda and Minutes
WG 2 Agenda and Meeting Notes: February 25, 2010; May 27, 2010
WG 2 Agenda and Meeting Notes: April 15, 2010; April 22, 2010; April 29, 2010; May 13,
2010
WG 123 Agenda and Meeting Notes: June 16, 2010; June 23, 2010; July 1, 2010; August
13, 2010; September 13, 2010; October 11, 2010
Planning Documents from Citrus, Cerro, San Diego City, Mateo Community College
District
Organization and Governance Handbook (draft) Note: the title was revised in Fall 2010 to
the Shared Planning and Decision-Making Handbook
WG 8 (b) Agenda And Meeting Notes re: development of Governance Handbook
Integrated Planning PowerPoint Presentation
Work group recommendations from the Accreditation Oversight Committee
AOC, SCC, and Cabinet Agenda and Minutes
Institutional Program Review Process and related documents
Program Review Timeline for Academic Program Review and Snapshots

c. RECOMMENDATION THREE:
The team recommends that the college improve program review across all areas; integrate it with
student learning outcomes; and ensure that it is evidence based and is occurring at regular intervals
sufficient to provide a foundation for college planning and allocation of human, physical,
technological, and fiscal resources. At issue since 1996, the team recommends that the college
implement its policy on program discontinuance [Eligibility Requirement 19; Standards 1.A.4; 1.B.1;
1.B.5; I.B.6; II.A; II.A.1.a; II.A.1.c; II.A.2.e; II.A.2.f; II.B.4; II.C; II.C.1.a; III.B.2].
1. RESOLUTION OF RECOMMENDATION THREE:
NEARLY RESOLVED
Southwestern College has significantly improved Program Review across all areas of the College,
integrating it with Student Learning Outcomes/Assessments, ensuring that it is evidence-based. A
Program Review cycle has been developed by the Institutional Program Review Committee (IPRC)
and adopted by the Academic Senate and the Shared Consultation Council and is included in the
Shared Planning and Decision-Making Handbook. Cycles vary by division/unit and state
requirements. Academic Programs are on three-year comprehensive cycles and Student Services and
Administrative Units are on six-year cycles. Career and Technology programs are on a required twoyear cycle. The Master Cycle Schedule is provided in the Addendum as documentation evidence.
The Snapshot Report form has been newly designed to provide the opportunity for all divisions/units
complete a Snapshot Report in non-comprehensive years. The policy on program discontinuance has
been implemented and is dependent on program review.
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ACTION DEMONSTRATING RESOLUTION: Program Review utilizes data and is evidence-based. The
Director of Research, Planning, and Grants (RPG) provides institutional performance indicators as
shown in the table to the right. Other data elements include the
INSTITUTIONAL
transfer preparedness, licensure pass rates, number of degrees,
PERFORMANCE
certificates, three-year growth trends, and demographic
INDICATORS
information by age, gender, and ethnicity. Because data is
available to the divisions/units/areas in advance, some
Retention Rates
preliminary data review work may be accomplished in the
spring semester as noted in the diagram on the following page,
Success Rates
allowing additional time in the fall semester to review relevant
student data from the previous semester.
Persistence Rates
The College’s Program Review process provides the foundation
for college planning and the allocation of human, physical,
Transfer Preparedness
technological, and fiscal resources. Program review is fully
[TBD]
institutionalized across instruction, student services and
administrative services. Instructional and student services have
Overall Student Satisfaction
been involved in comprehensive program review for many
[TBD]
years. Program Review for the Business, Financial, and Human
Resources areas is new this spring. One hundred percent of
Licensure/Certification Pass
these areas are completing the Program Review Snapshot
Rates
Report this spring, and implementing the comprehensive cycles
beginning fall 2011. Although the Business, Financial, and
Student Goal Attainment
Human Resource area vice presidents have been involved in
[TBD]
program review discussions, due to the administrative changes
this spring, it was determined that all areas would complete the
Snapshot Report, allowing for data collection and training in
anticipation of comprehensive cycle implementation beginning
fall.
A full-time faculty Institutional Program Review Co-Chair, with full reassigned time and reporting
directly to the Superintendent/President, spearheads the College-wide program review process. As
shown in the diagram on the following page, the College understands that the regular cycle for
Program Review/Snapshot Reporting allows for institutional priorities to be generated for
prioritization funding allocations in the spring. Because program review had not been completed by
all non-instructional areas in the past, all non-instructional areas are currently participating in a
―transition cycle‖ by either completing a comprehensive program review or a Snapshot Report.

33

Diagram “A”: SWC Annual Cycle for Integrated Planning Utilizing Program Review/SLO
Assessments Leading to Budget Funding
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Through the full-time faculty Institutional Program Review Coordinator, the Institutional Program
Review Committee (IPRC) establishes and disseminates program review timelines and forms for the
annual process, receiving and archiving the completed program review reports, ensuring that reports
are complete, implementing and tracking the program review process each year. In addition, the IPRC
provides oversight to ensure that the program review process for every area is carried out in
accordance with WASC standards and established IPRC Program Review procedures. The IPRC
gathers program review information, providing the priority lists to the Shared Consultation Council
for their review and development of the master priority list for funding allocation (priorities driving
the budget).
A revised Program Discontinuance Policy 4021, which was approved by the Governing Board on
February 9, 2011, has had full constituency review and approval. This new policy (and accompanying
procedure) will see its implementation during the next year. Three programs are currently going
through the discontinuance process as these and any future discontinuance issues will be based on
program review data as described in detail in the program discontinuance procedures.
ESTABLISHED INITIAL WORK GROUP 3: MEMBERS
Angélica L. Suarez* (Administrator)
Ron Vess (Faculty)
Patti Larkin (Administrator)
Carla Kirkwood (Faculty)

Linda Hensley* (Faculty)
Angelina E. Stuart* (Faculty)
Veronica Burton (Faculty)
*Work Group Co-Leads

As progress was made with this recommendation it became evident during the spring of 2010 that
recommendations 1, 2, and 3 were inextricably linked. In order to achieve integration Work Groups
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1, 2, and 3 realized a need to merge. To that end, a new Work Group was established in June, 2010
and became Work Group 123.
WORK GROUP 123 MEMBERS
Valerie Goodwin (Faculty)
Patti Larkin (Administrator)
Angelica L. Suarez* (Administrator)
Kathy Tyner (Administrator)

Linda Hensley* (Faculty)
Angelina Stuart* (Faculty)
Dawn Taft (Classified)
Ron Vess (Faculty)
*Work Group Co-Leads

RELEVANT EXCERPTS FROM THE EVALUATION REPORT:
The self study reports that there has been years of dialogue about student learning outcomes, but
action to actually implement SLOs has only occurred in the past year and a half. Assessment of SLOs
is a process in its infancy, so there has been no evaluation of the effectiveness of the student learning
outcomes and certainly no integration into the process of determining institutional effectiveness.
The absence of a research office since 2005 has hindered the establishment of a robust culture of
evidence, and there is little reference within the self study to any meaningful links between data,
analysis, and planning.
As far back as 1996 the college was instructed to develop and implement a process for program
discontinuance. Two issues arise regarding the college’s response to meeting this recommendation.
While the district approved Policy #4020 for program discontinuance in January 2006, the Governing
Board then charged the Superintendent/President, Vice President of Academic Affairs, and the
Academic Senate to establish procedures for program discontinuance. However, the procedures,
while I place, have not been formalized. Additionally, the procedures as outlined in the self study are
dependent on a fully functioning program review that includes utilizing data, assessing needs, and
evaluating effectiveness in light of the evidence. Given the absence of a research office, it has not
been possible for the program discontinuance process to be fully implemented. The college has not
established the recommend culture of evidence and used it to ensure improvement of programs and
services.
The College acknowledges and accepts the findings of the Commission.
BACKGROUND AND PROCESS USED TO RESOLVE RECOMMENDATION THREE:
2. DESCRIPTION OF PROGRESS:
Work Group 3 first met in February 2010 to assess the effectiveness of the existing program review
plan entitled ―Achieving Institutional Mission (AIM): Institutional Program Review‖ and revise as
necessary to assure integration with College planning processes. AIM was edited, updated, and renamed ―Institutional Program Review.‖ As indicated previously, Work Group 3 merged with work
groups 1 and 2 to become Work Group 123 in June, 2010. In the fall of 2010 Work Group 123
integrated all areas of program review, which provided the foundation for the establishment of the
Institutional Program Review Committee (IPRC).
The IPRC is responsible for establishing and disseminating program review timelines and forms for
the annual process, receiving and archiving the completed program review reports, ensuring reports
are complete, and implementing the program review process each year. In addition, the IPRC
provides oversight to ensure that the program review process for every area is carried out in
accordance with WASC standards and established IPRC program review procedures. The IPRC is
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also responsible for distributing program review executive summaries of findings and requests to the
appropriate decision-making committees for full integration of institutional process, including
budgeting, staffing, hiring and technology acquisition and prioritization.
Work Group 3 recommended the continuation of the existing Academic Program Review Committee
and the Student Services Program Review Committee, with the establishment of two additional
program review committees:



Academic Affairs Administrative Program Reviews
Business/Finance/Human Resources/Superintendent/President Administrative Program Reviews.

The Program Review Committees review reports for completeness, clarity and accuracy prior to
submitting them to the IPRC.
The membership of the IPRC is composed of the following:
3 Faculty:
 Vice President of the Academic Senate (VPAS);
 Student Learning Outcomes (SLO) Coordinator,
 One faculty member at large appointed by the Academic Senate President.
Note: The VPAS also serves as the Co-Chair of the Academic Program Review Committee, thus
enabling direct communication between the IPRC and the Academic Program Review Committee.
3 Administrators:
 The Dean of Instructional Support Services (ISS),
 Director/Dean of Student Services (SS), and a
 Dean/Director of Business and Financial Affairs (BFA)/Human Resources (HR)/Office of the
Superintendent/President (SP).
The Dean of ISS also serves as the Chair of the Academic Affairs Administrative Program Review
Committee; the Director/Dean of Student Services serves as the Chair of the Student Services
Program Review Committee; the Dean/Director of BFA/HR/SP serves as the Chair of the BFA/HR/SP
Program Review Committee, thus enabling a direct communication pathway between the IPRC and
the Program Review Committees.
3 Classified Employees:
 One from each area (SS, AA, BFA/HR/SP) appointed by the Classified Senate. (Note:
Understand that we currently do not have a Classified Senate; therefore CSEA would make the
appointments).
 Director of Research, Planning, and Grants shall be a non-voting resource person.
 The IPRC will also include one ASO representative.
The AOC, SCC, and Cabinet approved the following recommendations:
1. Recommend that the institutional program review process be reinstated following the spirit of AIM
(Achieving Institutional Mission) developed in 1999 and revised in 2003 that includes all units of
the District (Administrative, Student Services, and Academic). The proposed institutional program
review process will serve as the core for the College's integrated planning process and serve as
the link to all other major planning processes (e.g., budget, enrollment management, strategic
planning, technology, facilities, etc.). This recommendation also serves to address the actions
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items identified in the 2009 Accreditation Self-Study in section IIIA6, IIID1, and IVA1, which
states, "Reactivate and update Achieving Institutional Mission (AIM) Program Review Committee
and conduct department reviews."
Background on AIM: Approximately 11 years ago, the College had a regularly utilized,
institution-wide review of all departments and academic programs, called Achieving Institutional
Mission (AIM). As stated in the 2003 AIM Procedural Guide, "to signify the College’s
commitment to its students, the committee, working with a program review consultant, built the
assessment process upon the college mission statement and took the name of the ―Achieving
Institutional Mission (AIM)‖ Committee. The result was a review process that encompasses those
elements that are common to all areas as well as those unique to each area. Data elements, survey
instruments, and self-study criteria were determined. A procedural guide was developed, the result
of a full academic year of collaboration and designed to guide each unit in a comprehensive selfevaluation of its role in achieving institutional mission" (AIM Procedural Guide, 2003, pg. 1).
2. Recommend the establishment of an Institutional Program Review Committee (IPRC) as a
standing committee of the Shared Consultation Council. The IRPC will be responsible for
implementing the Institutional Program Review process each year and for providing oversight to
assure the process is carried out in accordance with the revised AIM document. This role
includes, but is not limited to, establishing and disseminating the timeline and forms for the yearly
process, receiving the completed Program Review reports, and distributing the executive
summaries of findings to the appropriate standing committees of SCC. See attached draft flow
chart for the institutional program review process.
The College established and implemented a collegial and comprehensive planning process that
ensures improvement in student learning and integrates the College’s master plans. The IPRC held its
first meeting on January 26, 2011 [2.c.1]. The role of the IPRC is to implement the yearly
Institutional Program Review process and to provide oversight to ensure that the program review
process is carried out in accordance with the Institutional Program Review Handbook.
The procedures outlined above were discussed at length not only within work group 123 but also
vetted by various campus constituency groups, such as Deans’ Council, Academic Senate, the
Accreditation Oversight Committee, Shared Consultation Council, College Management Team, SCEA
and CSEA.
Program Discontinuance: The College had previously implemented its Program Discontinuance
Policy 4020. In the 2004–2005 academic year two programs were discontinued, in fall 2007 four
programs were discontinued, in spring 2007 twenty-three programs were discontinued, and in fall
2007 twenty-eight programs were discontinued [2.c.2]. However, as pointed out in the 2009 WASC
Site Visit Report, the program discontinuance procedures were not formalized and were not dependent
on a fully functioning program review.
In the spring of 2010, the VPAA assigned School deans and faculty to work on revising and
strengthening the Program Discontinuance Policy and Procedures. The School Dean at Higher
Education Center Otay Mesa and the Academic Senate President-Elect then began collaboration on
the Program Discontinuance Policy, which took a few weeks as other college's policies and other
documents regarding program discontinuance were reviewed and used as background. Since the
original SWC Policy 4020 included not only program discontinuance, but also program modification,
continuance and educational program development, the leads decided that program discontinuance
deserved its own separate policy and procedures. As a result, it was bifurcated from Policy 4020 and
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re-numbered Policy 4021. After they completed work on Policy 4021, both the policy and new
procedures for 4021 were submitted to the Academic Senate. This first round of approval was
obtained in April 27, 2010.
After receiving additional feedback from the Deans’ Council, more revisions were made over the
summer. In fall 2010, the Academic Senate was presented with Policy 4021 again along with its
procedures and was approved once again. The policy was placed on the January 19, 2011 Governing
Board agenda for first reading and received Governing Board second reading and approval at the
Board meeting on February 9, 2011 [2.c.3].
3. ANALYSIS OF RESULTS:
Significant progress has been made in resolving this recommendation. Program Review has been
improved across all areas; it is integrated with SLOs, and is evidence based.
The College is committed to an integrated institutional planning process driven by program review.
As part of the College’s commitment in establishing an institutional program review system, the IPRC
Co-Chairs work closely with the Director of Research, Planning, and Grants (RPG) to ensure that
decisions are based on quantitative data. In addition, the Co-Chairs have met with the Director of
Computer Systems and Services to discuss data and technology needs for the Office of RPG to be
sustainable.
The revised policy and procedure on program discontinuance has been implemented and is dependent
on program review. Three programs are currently going through the discontinuation process and will
be fully discontinued in the 2012–2013 Catalog year.
4. ADDITIONAL ACTION PLANS:
The process in the Institutional Program Review Handbook outlines the annual and continuous
assessment of the processes’ effectiveness. Evaluations conducted by the IPRC, as well as those by
program/unit program review committees, will include a review of the institutional program review
process, evaluation and modification of forms as necessary, ensuring that program review results have
been integrated into all College functions (budget, facilities, hiring, etc.) and will be driven by the
Mission of the College. These evaluations will be conducted by the IPRC in September every year.
The Academic and Student Services Program Review cycles remain as originally scheduled [2.c.4];
however, for this transitional year alone, all other programs/units will conduct an annual program
review snapshot during spring 2011 [2.c.5]. The information in these reports will be forwarded to a
higher-level supervisor, who will then prepare their program review annual snapshots including
recommendations from their programs/units. By March 29, 2011, the vice presidents will complete
their report and forward them to the appropriate IPRC sub-committee. By April 13, 2011 all reports
will have been submitted to the IPRC who in turn will forward to the SCC [2.c.6].
Beginning fall 2011, all program reviews are due to the respective program review committees by
October 30 and must include data from the previous year as well as SLO/AUO update and
assessment. This process ensures that program reviews are truly integrated and occur at regular
intervals sufficient to provide a sustainable foundation for College planning and allocation of human,
physical, technological and fiscal resources. In addition, the process will provide for an ongoing and
systematic cycle of goal setting, resource allocation, implementation and evaluation. Once the
2011–2012 cycle of program reviews is complete it will be evaluated by the IPRC in September 2012,
and any necessary modifications will be made accordingly.
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Administrative service areas will receive training by the Institutional Program Review Coordinator in
comprehensive Program Review in spring 2011 in anticipation of the fall cycle for their areas.
5. EVIDENCE:

2.c
2.c.1
2.c.2
2.c.3
2.c.4
2.c.5
2.c.6

Section 2.c
Evidence Cited
IPRC Meeting Agenda/Minutes: January 26, 2011
Programs that have been discontinued: Email from Director of Instructional Support
Services
GB Agenda: February 9, 2011 re: Policy 4021
3-6 year PR Cycle
Program Review Snapshot Form
Transitional Cycle and Timeline

d. RECOMMENDATION FOUR:
The team recommends that the college identify SLOs for all of its courses, academic programs, l
earning and support services; and identify administrative unit outcomes for noninstructional areas. It
is further recommended that the college use data and analysis to assess student achievement of those
outcomes and use assessment results to make improvements [II.A; II.A.2.e; II.A.2.f].
RESOLVED SLOs AT THE DEVELOPMENTAL
LEVEL
Southwestern College understands that it needed to have 100% SLO completion at the ―Development
Level‖ by the March 15, 2011 Accreditation Response submittal. In accordance with the Rubric for
Evaluating Institutional Effectiveness – Part III: Student Learning Outcomes (ACCJC), the College
has completed the Development Level of Implementation of SLOs for all courses, academic
programs, learning and support services, and Administrative Unit Outcomes for all non-instructional
areas are completed, fully resolving this Recommendation.
1. RESOLUTION OF RECOMMENDATION FOUR:

This assessment is based on the following developmental level items:
 College established and is using an institutional framework for definition of SLOs,
 College established and is using authentic assessment strategies for assessing SLOs as appropriate,
 Existing organizational structures are supporting strategies for SLOs definition and assessment,
 Leadership groups have accepted responsibility for SLO implementation ,
 Appropriate resources are being allocated to support SLOs and assessment, and
 Faculty and staff are fully engaged in SLO development.
It should be noted that although we have met this requirement, in a timely manner with the completion
of 100% SLOs for all instructional courses and 100% AUOs for non-instructional areas. Many of the
academic program SLOs were developed within the first week of March 2011.
When the Accreditation Oversight Committee was verifying the content and accuracy of our Response
to Recommendation Four, it was noted that not all of the academic program SLOs were completed.
Although it is unclear how this information was overlooked by the College, the Interim
Superintendent/President, Vice President of Academic Affairs, Academic Senate President, Faculty
Union President (SCEA), the Accreditation Liaison Officer, and the SLO Coordinator met with
Department Chairs and Academic Deans to determine if the academic program SLOs could be
completed with integrity, in an honest, forthright manner to meet the March 15 deadline.
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The Interim Superintendent/President indicated that we would submit only the truth to the
Commission in our March report and that if we could not address the deficiency with integrity, then
we needed to acknowledge it. Although there may have been past SCEA and faculty issues over the
payment for SLO work, no one disputed that the work was to be completed. The attendees at this
meeting confirmed that they believed they could complete the academic program SLOs with diligence
and integrity, meeting the March 15 deadline. The College understands the seriousness of the
situation and has no explanation for how this oversight occurred or why the academic program SLOs
were not completed in a less hurried manner. The College was able to fulfill the obligation to
complete 100% of the course and program SLOs and AUOs and will be following-up internally to
assess its procedures to ensure such an oversight does not occur again in the future.
ACTION DEMONSTRATING RESOLUTION: A SLO cycle has been implemented to meet the 2012
deadline. All instructional and non-instructional areas are aware of the compliance deadline and are
working on completing SLO Assessments and Measurements, fully implementing the evaluation and
continuous improvement cycle.
One hundred percent of courses and programs now have SLOs; AUOs and Student Services SLOs
have been developed by every department; SLOs/AUOs have been piloted in spring 2010 and fall
2010. SLOs/AUOs were assessed and data collected using eLumen and other tools; and results are
used in educational and institutional planning improvements. [2.d.1]
Regarding the second portion of the Recommendation to use data and analysis to assess student
achievement of those outcomes and use these results to make improvements, the institution is in the
next cycle for SLO Assessment to meet the 2012 deadline and the Office of Institutional Effectiveness
and the Director of Research, Planning, and Grants is providing such data to assess student
achievement of those outcomes to then use the results for continuous improvement.
The College has entered the Proficiency Level of Implementation:
 SLOs and authentic assessment are in place for Academic courses, programs (degrees, transfer,
certificate, and licensure programs of study), Student Service Programs, and Administrative Unit
Outcomes (AUOs),
 Results of assessment are being used for improvement and further alignment of institutional
practices,
 There is widespread institutional dialog about the results, and
 Appropriate resources continue to be allocated and fine-tuned.
ESTABLISHED WORK GROUP 4: MEMBERS
Margie Stinson (Faculty)
Patricia Flores-Charter* (Faculty)
Valerie Goodwin-Colbert (Faculty)
Alejandro Orozco (Faculty)
Sylvia Garcia-Navarrete (Adjunct Faculty)
Diana Kelly (Faculty)
Kathy Tyner (Administrator)
Linda Gilstrap (Administrator)
*Work Group Co-Leads

Mark Meadows* (Administrator)
Aaron Starck* (Administrator)
Lukas Buehler (Faculty)
Victoria Lopez (Faculty)
Laura Galvan Estrada (Faculty)
Joel Levine (Administrator)
Nelson Riley (Administrator)
Michael Ford (Classified)
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RELEVANT EXCERPTS FROM THE EVALUATION REPORT:
The self study reports that there has been years of dialogue about student learning outcomes, but
action to actually implement SLOs has only occurred in the past year and a half. Assessment of SLOs
is a process in its infancy, so there has been no evaluation of the effectiveness of the student learning
outcomes and certainly no integration into the process of determining institutional effectiveness.
The absence of a research office since 2005 has hindered the establishment of a robust culture of
evidence, and there is little reference within the self study to any meaningful links between data,
analysis, and planning.
As far back as 1996 the college was instructed to develop and implement a process for program
discontinuance. Two issues arise regarding the college’s response to meeting this recommendation.
While the district approved Policy #4020 for program discontinuance in January 2006, the Governing
Board then charged the Superintendent/President, Vice President of Academic Affairs, and the
Academic Senate to establish procedures for program discontinuance. However, the procedures,
while in place, have not been formalized. Additionally, the procedures as outlined in the self study
are dependent on a fully functioning program review that includes utilizing data, assessing needs, and
evaluating effectiveness in light of the evidence. Given the absence of a research office, it has not
established the recommended culture of evidence and used it to ensure improvement of programs and
services.
The College acknowledges and accepts the findings of the Commission.
BACKGROUND AND PROCESS USED TO RESOLVE RECOMMENDATION FOUR:
2. DESCRIPTION OF PROGRESS:
History of SLOs at SWC
At SWC, Core Competencies (now titled ―Institutional SLOs‖) were approved by the Governing
Board with the following four ISLOs:





Communication Skills (Listening, Speaking, Reading and Writing)
Thinking and Reasoning (Creative Thinking, Critical Thinking and Quantitative Reasoning)
Information Competency (Research and Technology)
Global Awareness (Social, Cultural and Civic Responsibility)

These were developed and adopted by the Governing Board in an effort to meet WASC
Accreditation standards regarding Student Learning Outcomes (SLOs/AUOs) [2.d.2].
The SLO Committee, a standing committee of the Academic Senate, incorporated SLOs officially
as a part of Academic Program Review (APR) in 2006 (as evidenced in APR Component V
Criterion 1). In addition, SWC faculty members have been required to create SLOs for their
curriculum since 2008 [2.d.3].
From fall 2007 to fall 2009, an Academic SLO Committee planned and implemented development of
SLOs by course/program and a system for assessment, reporting and planning the use of SLO results
for program improvement. In addition, our past SLO Co-Coordinators, one each for Academic and
Student Services, organized and offered multiple staff development workshops as well as an Opening
Day SLO Orientation and Workshop [2.d.4]. By recommendation of the SLO Coordinators at the
time, eLumen was officially adopted as the District’s official SLO assessment software on
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November 12, 2008 [2.d.5]. By January of 2009, all Student Services SUOs were completed and
several areas had in fact completed assessment.
In fall 2009, draft Policy and Procedures for SLO Assessment were presented to the Academic Senate
Executive Committee, which had in conjunction with the ASCCC (Academic Senate of California
Community Colleges) gone on the record as being in support of Student Learning Outcomes and their
use.
More information about the ―History and Development of Student Learning Outcomes at Southwestern
College‖ can be found on the SLO website [2.d.6].
Since February 2010
The AOC established Work Group 4 to address the SLO recommendation and develop a plan to
provide progress and closure to Recommendation Four. Work group 4 expanded membership to
include participants from each constituency.
The SLO Committee membership expanded to integrate planning and oversight of Academic SLOs,
Student Service SLOs, and Administrative Unit Outcomes into a single committee. The Dean of
Research, Planning and Evaluation joined the SLO committee as a resource [2.d.7]. SLO Committee
meetings were held regularly and established goals and a timeline [2.d.8].
The SLO Coordinator provided primary leadership and facilitation of SLO efforts during spring 2010
while the Student Affairs representative provided leadership for Student Services. As a member of the
SLO committee, the Vice President for Academic Affairs provided institutional support [2.d.9].
The SLO Committee, whose purpose is to research and develop SLO guidelines for consultation and
adoption by the Academic Senate and College community, has been very active:
1. Established CurricUNET to house SLOs for programs and courses.
2. Continued to research progress in the development of SLOs on a statewide and national level.
3. Refined draft documents on the development, implementation, and assessment of SLOs and
Student Services Student Learning Outcomes to ―close the loop‖ by using the analysis of student
learning to make recommendations for integrated institutional planning and resource allocation.
4. Included Staff Development Coordinator as a resource member to the SLO Committee.
5. Provided individual and group training as well as Staff Development activities on SLO
development [2.d.10]; [2.d.11].
6. Organized pilot during fall 2009 for SLO implementation, assessment, and evaluation
a. Researched the use of rubrics and assessment methods that utilized Scantron, Excel
spreadsheets, eLumen and CAL-PASS (California Partnership for Achieving Student Success)
for analyzing SLO data.
b. Piloted an Excel spreadsheet developed to gather and preserve assessment results.
Documented workload [2.d.12]
c. Assessed results. [2.d.13]
d. Presented workshops to Academic faculty who piloted eLumen as well as to Student Services
SLO Committee members [2.d.14].
e. Posted results in eLumen
7. Held webinars and full day workshops on January 3 and 13, 2011 to provide training on the
utilization of eLumen.
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8. Upgraded eLumen software to version 2.9 and uploaded Datatel elements for instructional services
for spring 2010, fall 2010, and spring 2011.
9. Developed and used SLO/AUO Implementing Guidelines, available to faculty and managers
beginning on February 4, 2011 [2.d.15].
10. Provided clerical support to input course and program SLOs/AUOs into eLumen.
11. Uploaded SLO training materials to the College website, revised to show the change from ―Core
Competency‖ terminology to ―Institutional SLOs.‖
12. Uploaded SLO Plan to the SLO website [2.d.16].
13. Combined Academic and Student Services SLO Coordinators into one faculty position with 60%
reassigned time, which was filled by a state-recognized tenured faculty member [2.d.17]; [2.d.18].
Opening Day activities in spring 2011 included SLO training break-out sessions [2.d.19]. In January
2011, the Director of RPG joined the SLO Committee, adding the critical relationship needed between
SLO development and the Office of RPG. The Director of RPG has oversight of Administrative Unit
Outcomes. In conjunction with the SCC and Workgroups 123, the SLO Committee focused on the
three essential steps of institutional planning as they apply to SLOs: Planning, Implementation and
Evaluation (P-I-E).
In February 2011, the SLO Coordinator position was elevated to 100% reassigned time. The SLO
Coordinator trained SWC faculty and staff on the use of eLumen. In addition, the SLO Coordinator
and Director of RPG are responsible for the implementation of eLumen for the posting of SLO
assessment results. This collaboration between the Director of RPG and the SLO Coordinator
solidifies a College-wide approach to implementing, assessing, and planning based on student
outcomes [2.d.20].
With an institutional commitment to the Office of RPG, these Institutional Program SLOs will now be
incorporated into our Institutional Program Review process as data for identifying student
achievement. The Office of RPG is responsible for maintaining and storing data on student learning
and student achievement via eLumen. The Office also stores the annual Program Review reports,
which include data analysis and planning using SLOs.
The SLO Coordinator and Director of RPG are members of the Institutional Program Review
Committee (IPRC). Their inclusion in the IPRC ensures that the development, implementation, and
planning incorporates the results of SLOs/AUOs into Program Review, integral to planning and
resource allocation. The IPRC is co-chaired by the Vice President of the Academic Senate and the
Dean for Instructional Support Services (ISS), who chair the Academic Program Review Committee
(APRC) and the Administrative Program Review Committee (AdPRC), respectively. They have
oversight responsibility as IPRC subcommittee Co-Chairs, which is a standing committee of the
Shared Consultation Council (SCC). The College will re-evaluate planning and resource allocation so
it focuses on the role and weighting of student learning outcomes in both areas.
The SLO Assessment Policy and Procedures were reviewed and approved by the Academic Senate
and SCC in March 2011. The SLO Assessment Policy and Procedures included a detailed plan for
implementation of SLO Assessment and use of results in institutional planning. Furthermore, these
documents provide clear purpose, scope, definitions, roles, and responsibilities associated with SLOs
and our institutional assessment of SLOs [2.d.21].

43

Diagram “A”: SWC Annual Cycle for Integrated Planning Utilizing Program Review/SLO
Assessments Leading to Budget Funding
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SLO ASSESSMENTS
& EARLY START ON
PROGRAM REVIEWS

FALL
COMPREHENSIVE PROGRAM REVIEW
OR ANNUAL SNAPSHOT REPORT AND
ON-GOING SLO ASSESSMENT

LATE FALL
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MASTER PRIORITY
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SPRING
PRIORITIES
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With the integration of SLOs into our institutional planning processes, including resource allocation,
SLOs/AUOs have become an integral part of the decision-making process at the College (see Diagram
―A‖ above). The SCC continues to lead the College in this paradigm shift of planning and budget
development from a resource-based model to an SLO/Program Review-based model. This elevates
the value of both SLO/AUO implementation and assessment as well as the value of participating in
the Institutional Program Review process.
3. ANALYSIS OF RESULTS:
In accordance with the Rubric for Evaluating Institutional Effectiveness – Part III: Student Learning
Outcomes (ACCJC), the College has completed the Development Level of Implementation of SLOs
[2.d.22]. This assessment is based on the following developmental level accomplishments:
 College has established an institutional framework for definition of SLOs,
 College has established authentic assessment strategies for assessing SLOs as appropriate,
 Existing organizational structures are supporting strategies for SLOs definition and
assessment,
 Leadership groups have accepted responsibility for SLO implementation,
 Appropriate resources are being allocated to support SLOs and assessment, and
 Faculty and staff are fully engaged in SLO development.
The College has entered the Proficiency Level of Implementation:
 SLOs and authentic assessment are in place for courses, programs, and degrees,
 Results of assessment are being used for improvement and further alignment of institutional
practices,
 There is widespread institutional dialog about the results, and
 Appropriate resources continue to be allocated and fine-tuned.
SWC is proud to state that one hundred percent of its courses and academic programs now have
SLOs. In addition, AUOs and Student Services SLOs have been developed, SLOs/AUOs have been
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assessed and data collected using eLumen and other tools, and results are used in educational and
institutional planning improvements [2.d.1].
4. ADDITIONAL ACTION PLANS:
 ACCJC requires progress towards a Proficiency Level of Implementation by fall 2012.
Beyond that requirement, the College will continue to implement and measure SLOs/AUOs as
an integral part of the institutional program review process and integrated planning. Course
and program SLO assessment results will continue to be evaluated, used in planning
educational and student services improvements, and inform the resource allocation process.
The College will continue to develop and refine assessments of student learning on an annual
basis.
 By April 30, 2011, the College will have assessed its internal procedures as to how it
overlooked the absence of a large number of academic program SLOs ensuring that this type
of situation will not occur again.
 By May 30, 2011 all programs/units will have received training on data management using
eLumen for the purpose of comprehensive review and revision of SLOs, as appropriate. These
reports will be run every six (6) weeks during the semester.
 By fall 2012, the College will be at or above the Proficiency Level of Implementation.
5. EVIDENCE:
2.d
2.d.1
2.d.2
2.d.3
2.d.4
2.d.5
2.d.6
2.d.7
2.d.8
2.d.9
2.d.10
2.d.11
2.d.12
2.d.13
2.d.14
2.d.15
2.d.16
2.d.17
2.d.18
2.d.19
2.d.20
2.d.21
2.d.22

Section 2.d
Evidence Cited
SWC Student Services SLOs
SWC Mission Statement
CurricUNET Screenshot
Staff Development Workshops: January 2008
GB Agenda/Minutes November 12, 2008 re: approval of eLumen software
purchase
SWC Web Link: History and Development of SLOs at SWC
SLO Committee meeting minutes: January 10, 2011
SLO Committee Goals and Timeline
SLO Course Report
Assessment of SLOs and Rubric Writing
AUO Training CD
SLO Implementation Pilot Results
Philosophy discipline SLO Results
Academic Faculty and Student Services Workshop agendas and eLumen handouts
SLO/AUO Implementing Guidelines
SLO Web Link
SLO Collaborative POWER (Promising Outcomes Work and Exemplary Research)
2009 SLO Mentor of the Year
SLO and Assessment—Academic and Student Affairs Coordinator
Opening Day Staff Development Calendar of Activities: January 11, 2011
Site Handout, PowerPoint, and Pre/Post email to attendees
SLO/AUO Assessment Policy and Procedure
SLO Implementation Chart
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e. RECOMMENDATION SIX:
As previously identified in the 1996 and 2003 ACCJC WASC Accreditation Reports, the team
recommends that the college implement a Technology Plan that is integrated with the Strategic Plan
and college goals; relies on Program Review; and provides reliable budgetary process for renewing
technology and for providing appropriate technology staffing, support, and training college wide
[II.C.1.a, III.C.1.a, and II.C.1.c].
1. RESOLUTION OF RECOMMENDATION SIX: RESOLVED
Building upon the 1999 and 2005–2010 Technology Plans, the College collaborated through the
Technology Task Team to develop the SWC 2011-2015 Technology Plan [2.e.1]. The Technology
Plan was approved by SCC on March 2, 2011, and the by the Governing Board on March 9, 2011
[2.e.2]. Further, the 2011–2015 Technology Plan is integrated with the Strategic Plan and college
goals; relies on Program Review; and provides reliable budgetary process for renewing technology
and for providing appropriate technology staffing, support, and training college-wide.
ACTION DEMONSTRATING RESOLUTION:
Although the Technology Plan had been worked on for the past year, due to continued controversy
over the process used for plan development, approval by the Academic Senate could not be provided.
It became clear that the College had one of two options: 1) accept the plan because of the
Accreditation timeline which would have ultimately resulted in a plan in which no one had
confidence; or 2) re-group and re-write a meaningful plan that had full constituent buy-in. The
College agreed that they would rather submit a plan that was recently developed but was supported
campus-wide than, for the sake of meeting an Accreditation timeline, accept a plan in which no one
had confidence. Accordingly, the Interim Superintendent/President suspended work group 6 and
accepted volunteers for the daunting task of re-writing the plan.
On February 24, 2011, at Summit I, the newly designed Technology Task Team agreed that they
would review the institution’s prior plans. The team established a rigorous timeline for re-writing the
plan, taking into consideration that it needed to be vetted through the collegial consultation process.
With hundreds of people-hours, the team produced a Technology Plan that represents the needs of the
institution, is integrated with the Strategic Plan, Program Review, and with other planning processes,
and also provides for an aggressive action plan for addressing and implementing technology at
Southwestern College.
The Interim Superintendent/President proposed to Computer Systems and Services (CSS) that they
consider the following two suggestions:
1. That the area be re-named to ―Institutional Technology,‖ with CSS a part of the organizational
structure, to reflect that ―technology‖ goes beyond ―computers‖; and
2. That, effective March 10, 2011, the division report directly to the Superintendent/President to
demonstrate the over-all institutional nature of technology.
CSS staff discussed and agreed to both suggestions. At the March 9, 2011 Shared Consultation
Council, these recommendations were endorsed. Reporting directly to the Office of the
Superintendent/President provides leadership and the assurance that technology needs will be
addressed and that the Technology Plan will be fully implemented.
Submitted below and on the following pages is a chronology and description of the Technology Plan
development and the ethical manner in which it is being submitted for full resolution of
Recommendation Six.
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ESTABLISHED WORK GROUP 6: MEMBERS
Larry Lambert* (Classified)
Paul Norris* (Administrator)
Veronica Burton (Faculty)
Claudia Duran (Student)
Al Garrett (Classified)
Carla Kirkwood (Faculty)
Caree Lesh (Faculty)
Patti Larkin (Administrator)
Maria E. Martinez (Faculty)
Barbara Speidel-Haughey (Faculty)
Ron Vess (Faculty)
Nicholas Alioto* (Administrator)
Steve Bossi (Administrator)

Tom Luibel* (Faculty)
Tom Bugzavich (Classified)
Kathleen Canney-Lopez (Faculty)
Scott Finn (Faculty)
Jerry Gonzalez (Classified)
Elisabeth Shapiro (Faculty)
Victoria Lopez (Faculty)
Christopher Martinez (Classified)
Carl Scarbnick (Faculty)
Angelina E. Stuart (Faculty)
Additional Past Members:
Terry Davis* (Administrator)
*Work Group Co-Leads

RELEVANT EXCERPTS FROM THE EVALUATION REPORT:
The College supplies technology to support the needs of learning, teaching, and operational systems.
However, technology, professional support, and technical staffing levels appear to have been reduced
significantly by recent budget cuts.
The College currently is not assuring that technology support is meeting college needs (III.C.1.a).
Committees are in place, but there is question regarding efficacy. The structure for technology
services is not effective and the ability for Computer Support Services to replace computers is stymied
by these processes, as evidenced by the inadequate Technology Plan 2005–2010.
The team feels that technology support, facilities, hardware, and software are not supporting the
operation of the college. Staffing levels seem to be inadequate for the size of the institution. The
college is not planning, acquiring, maintaining, upgrading, or replacing technology infrastructure or
equipment to meet college needs, as evidenced by a college-wide crisis of outdated equipment. There
is also no evidence that this plan has been properly vetted through the appropriate committees
(III.C.1.c).
The team observed that technology planning is not aligned with college planning. Administrative
program review is vital in this area and is conspicuously absent. While efforts have been initiated to
integrate the college technology plan with other plans at the college, no evidence of evaluation,
assessment, or analysis of how well they integrate or their efficacy was found (III.C.2).
The College acknowledges and accepts the findings of the Commission.
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BACKGROUND AND PROCESS USED TO RESOLVE RECOMMENDATION SIX:

2. DESCRIPTION OF PROGRESS:
In February 2010, the AOC established an initial work group 6 to address this recommendation with
the following membership:
Nicholas Alioto (administration)
Tom Bugzavich (classified)
Steve Bossi (classified)
Tom Luibel (faculty)

Terry Davis (administration)
Larry Lambert (classified)
Caree Lesh (faculty)
Christopher Martinez (classified)

Following receipt of the WASC Evaluation Report and the WASC Commission’s Action Letter, the
reporting structure for CSS was changed from the Dean of Research, Planning and Evaluation to the
Vice President for Business and Financial Affairs.
Equipment Upgrades
In February 2010, members of the College community reviewed the SWC 2005–2010 Technology
Plan and identified additional technology needs in terms of hardware, software, maintenance and
programming. These requests were submitted, through the appropriate channels, to CSS. Through this
process, the College addressed the issue of outdated equipment (identified in the Evaluation Report)
by replacing antiquated equipment with approximately 626 new computers. These computers were
deployed based on the parameters outlined in the 2005–2010 Technology Plan.
During summer and fall 2010, the College invested in desktop and support systems by purchasing and
deploying an additional 879 computers as part of a concerted effort to upgrade faculty, staff, and
instructional labs based upon feedback from campus-wide stakeholders. The College purchased
additional servers to increase data storage capacity. In addition, a formalized process was
implemented to ensure the timely replacement of technology. This process has, to date, replaced a
substantial number of identified instructional, support and administrative desktop systems. The
College also implemented an electronic purchase order system to replace the lengthy manual system,
ensuring the timely execution of technology procurement.
Item
Upgrade/Replace Storage Area
Network
Upgrade/Replace Back-up System
Replace and Add Blades
Purchase additional Web Advisor
Licenses and update IBM AIX
system to address performance
problems in registration

Cost
$304,722
$116,501
$44,133
$88,755

In summary, the College has made a financial investment in excess of $2.1 million in technology
replacement and enhancement in the past year to upgrade instructional technology and to ensure the
College’s infrastructure can support present and future information technology.
Staffing
In spring 2010, the Vice President for Business and Financial Affairs (VPBFA Work Group 6 co-lead)
recommended hiring a consulting firm, WTC Inc., to assess the skill sets, training requirements and
staffing needs of Computer Systems and Services staff, and assess the technology needs of the
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College. In addition, they were asked to determine whether additional human resources were needed
in CSS or if a reorganization of existing staff, accompanied by a significant investment in staff
development, would be adequate to meet the College’s technology needs. Several members of work
group 6 expressed their concern with the hiring of a consultant for this purpose. Despite these
concerns, the consultants were hired.
The consultant’s assessment concluded that that the staffing level was comparable to or better than the
College’s peer institutions regarding necessary support of existing equipment, particularly in
instructional labs. It recommended the creation of a committee to review the number and use of
instructional computer labs. The consultant’s assessment also recommended increased staffing in the
area of general user support, online learning, and programming.
Some of the consultant’s recommendations were addressed as part of the overall institutional
prioritization of needs [2.e.3]. In August 2010, the College hired a computer programmer to provide
assistance with the College website and programming areas. As part of the 2010–2011 budgeting
process, a recommendation to hire a Training Services Coordinator (TSC) and to increase the staff
development training budget for CSS were also approved [2.e.4]. The full-time TSC provides training
and support for all software supported by Southwestern College to meet the needs of all constituencies
on campus.
CSS has undergone leadership changes. The Director of CSS retired at the end of December 2010. An
Acting Director was identified to fill this position. The job title has been changed to Director of
Institutional Technology (IT) and the job announcement for a replacement Director of CSS has been
posted and a search committee established. The new IT Director will be hired by June 2011 and one
of the Director’s top priorities will be to make sure the IT Department will have appropriate staffing to
support the needs for students, faculty, and staff. Adding additional staff will rely on Program
Reviews and the integrated planning process described earlier in this Report.
Work Group 6 and the New Technology Plan Development
The consulting firm was asked to identify two community college technology plans that had been
recently successfully reviewed by WASC to use as models to help develop a new plan at
Southwestern College. The College sought a plan that identified goals, input processes, established
criteria for developing priorities, and identified current and mid-term needs. Diablo Valley College
seemed to be the strongest model researched by the consultants.
An electronic survey, soliciting employees and student leaders to identify their college technology
needs and concerns was sent out by the consultants. The surveys were returned directly to the
consulting firm. These results were not reviewed by the members of work group 6.
In May 2010, the consultants conducted two ―open-door‖ forums where individuals could walk-in and
express input and/or concerns. With the assistance of the Technology Committee and work group 6,
twelve distinct constituencies were identified for one-on-one input and participation in the
development of a Draft Technology Plan. The constituents identified were as follows:
 Associated Student Organization Executive Committee
 Academic Technology Committee (ATC)
 SCC Technology Committee
 AOC Work Group 6
 Deans Council
 Superintendent/President’s Cabinet
 Council of Chairs
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Classified Executive Committee
Student Services Council
CSS Staff
Business Directors Council
Center Deans/Directors and Technology Coordinators

The consultants conducted in-person and/or teleconference calls with each of these organizations and
developed individualized surveys to ensure confidential input. However, work group 6 was not kept
apprised of the input received through this process, as was the expectation.
Establishment of the Technology Task Team
In January 2011, work group 6 and the Technology Committee met in joint session with other AOC
Work Groups to resolve issues surrounding the need to include the Academic Technology Committee
(ATC) in decisions related to instructional technology. In this same meeting, technology issues that
prevented the College from meeting its strategic priorities were also addressed. This combined group
of constituency members agreed that all elements of technology utilized at the College were
inextricably linked, should not exist in a vacuum, and that a committee appointed to address a
College-wide technology plan should be much more inclusive than the current work group 6.
On February 2, 2011, members of work group 6 held a meeting with the AOC Co-Chairs and invited
the SCEA President as a guest. During this meeting, discussion took place regarding problems with
the current process for developing a technology plan (e.g., lack of collaboration, constituency
consultation, integration, inclusiveness).
February 3, 2011, the Accreditation Liaison Officer (ALO), the Interim Superintendent/President
(I S/P) and the Academic Senate (AS) President met to discuss the situation and in the interest of
meeting the goals and objectives of Recommendation Six, disbanded the original work group 6,
replacing it with the Technology Task Team (TTT) (refer to membership list below). Building upon
the 2005-2010 Technology Plan, the Technology Task Team committed to develop the SWC
2011–2015 Technology Plan [2.e.1] based on the principles of a consultative process, members of the
Academic Technology Committee, and campus leaders willing to commit the necessary time and
energy needed to meet Accreditation timelines and recommendations.
On February 8, 2011, the VPBFA resigned and the I S/P asked constituent leaders to waive the
consultation process in order to move quickly in identifying an interim replacement for this position.
Constituency leaders consulted with their respective groups and approval was given for an immediate
search for an interim vice president, with the recruitment for a permanent replacement to begin
immediately after the hire of the interim. The interim VPBFA started on March 3, 2011 and serves on
the SCC Technology Committee.
Accreditation Oversight Committee and Shared Consultation Council Summit
A College-wide Summit, hosted by the AOC and SCC, was held on February 10, 2011. During the
Summit, the AS President facilitated a technology plan breakout session, which established the
membership and goals for the TTT. The TTT was charged with the following tasks:
 an updated SWC Technology Plan using the 2005–2010 Technology Plan as a foundation,
 an implementation and evaluation plan,
 a response to Recommendation Six,
 a prioritized technology needs list for the 2010–2011 academic year, and
 a procedure for prioritizing future technology needs.
The primary focus of the TTT was to ensure that updated Technology Plan was integrated with the
Strategic Plan and Institutional Program Review process.
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Campus members committed to working on the TTT included the following:
Elected Co-Chairs (3)
Larry Lambert, Online Learning Center
Tom Luibel, Faculty, School of Business
Paul Norris, Supervisor Computer Operations
Members (18)
Tom Bugzavich, Graphics Lab Specialist
Veronica Burton, Faculty/Articulation Officer/Student Services
Kathleen Canney-Lopez, Faculty, School of Business /ATC
Claudia Duran, Associated Student Organization, Representative
Scott Finn, Faculty/Chair, Counseling and PD/ATC
Al Garrett, Network Analyst /CSS
Jerry Gonzalez, Senior Systems Analyst /CSS
Carla Kirkwood, Professor/International Programs Coordinator
Elisabeth Shapiro, Faculty, School of Business /ATC Chair
Caree Lesh, Counseling Faculty/Student Services
Victoria Lopez, Faculty, School of Business /Presiding Chair of Chairs
Patti Larkin, Director/Bookstore, Acting Director CSS
Christopher Martinez, Word Processor/Office of Support Services (OSS)
Maria E. Martinez, Faculty, School of Business
Carl Scarbnick, Faculty, School of Math Sciences and Engineering/ATC
Barbara Speidel-Haughey, Academic Success Center Coordinator/ATC
Angelina E. Stuart, Faculty/Academic Senate President
Ron Vess, Faculty/AOC Co-Chair
After reviewing the timeline for completion of these tasks, the TTT agreed to meet daily 1–6 pm until
the recommendation was resolved.
Technology Task Team Develops the SWC 2011-15 Technology Plan
On February 11, 2011, the TTT Co-Chairs met to set out a work plan. Meeting ground rules were
established—allowing for the shared input of all members of the Team—and a decision on how to
proceed with the plan and implementation process was agreed upon. The TTT utilized information
contained in the previous Technology Plan drafted by the consulting firm, such as research, data
produced by various surveys and open forums as well as individual constituents’ input. This previous
Draft Technology Plan was renamed the ―Technology Report‖ and portions of it were included in the
new SWC 2011-2015 Technology Plan [2.e.5].
In addition, the SWC 1994–1998, 1999–2004, and 2005–2010 College Technology Plans and
components of the Diablo Valley College Technology Plan were also reviewed for the new SWC
Technology Plan. A synthesis of these various documents took shape in the five-hour meeting. At the
end of the TTT meeting, members were asked to comment on how the process was working; many
members remarked that they felt energized by the new process of collaboration, which had been
absent in the previous year’s work. The TTT emphasized that all technology goals must support the
newly approved SWC Mission Statement and strategic priorities.
The rough draft of the 2011–2015 Technology Plan was assigned to one of the TTT members, who
compiled the various elements discussed in the meeting into a single document. The Online Learning
Center staff created a Blackboard online site to facilitate the posting and review of documents, and
access was provided to TTT members. This process provided an on going format for discussions
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outside of scheduled meetings and a blueprint for the work that needed to be produced in the TTT
meetings.
February 14, 2011, the TTT reviewed and discussed the draft 2011–2015 Technology Plan, and a
series of goals emerged from these discussions which were tied directly to the Strategic Plan. These
goals and priorities were then included in the document. It became clear that there were a few gaps in
the draft, such as student services needs. Two TTT members were tasked with identifying and
compiling the specific goals related to Student Services identified in the previous institutional plans,
as well as any new items, and bringing these to the TTT for review and inclusion.
At the conclusion of the meeting, one TTT member began work on finalizing the language of the draft
plan and included important technology aspects and planning ideas that came out of the TTT
conversations. At the next meeting, the Student Services goals were integrated into the document and
the TTT adopted the draft plan as the working model for the updated 2011–2015 Technology Plan.
The draft Plan was then forwarded to the Accreditation consultant (Professional Personnel Leasing,
Inc) to provide feedback to the TTT. The consultant returned the draft 2011–2015 Technology Plan
with a series of formatting suggestions, some minor recommendations to be included in the layout of
the final document, and a comment that the plan looked ―extremely strong.‖
The TTT determined that the 2011–2015 Technology Plan would be reviewed annually during the
first fall meeting of the Technology Committee. The Technology Committee will then report any
updates to the SCC. Prioritization procedures for technology needs, based on institutional program
review findings, have been included in the 2011–2015 Technology Plan. Thus, program review needs
will drive all institutional technology decisions.
Technology Task Team five-Year Technology Implementation Action Plan
The TTT met again on February 15, 2011 to work on the implementation process for the 2011–2015
Technology Plan. This discussion addressed Accreditation Team Recommendation Six, and a number
of the College’s Strategic Priorities. Specific strategic action plans addressed were [2.e.6]:
Priority 1 & 2— Student Access and Success
2. Implement use functionality of the Student Data Warehouse system to assist faculty and
administers with their data needs.
5. Implement a college based student email system.
6. Increase instructor and staff development training in the delivery of hybrid courses/programs.
Priority 4—Fiscal Resources and Development
8. Implement ACH (electronic deposit) for financial aid checks.
Input from TTT members from the CSS department was critical in outlining project costs and
workable timelines for completion.
The draft SWC 2011-2015 Technology Plan was presented to the Academic Senate on
March 1, 2011 for input and approval.
Integrating Institutional Program Review
In addition to the five-year implementation action plan of the goals in the SWC 2011–2015
Technology Plan, the central role of Institutional Program Review outcomes as the driver for annual
budget decisions related to technology needs was of major concern to the TTT. Consequently, a
flowchart was developed by the TTT depicting the integration between the Institutional Program
Review, ATC and Technology Committee recommendations, SCC decision-making and budget
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allocation processes. This new flowchart now illustrates that institutional priorities drive budget
decisions.
The TTT discussed the composition of the SCC Technology Committee and recommended that it be
reconfigured to include technology expertise provided by the Director of CSS, Network Analyst, the
Supervisor of the Computer Services, the Systems Analyst as well as instructional technology
expertise provided by the ATC and the Online Learning Center staff, which had been previously
lacking. This reconfiguration was tentatively approved by the I S/P pending approval by the SCC as a
whole. With this tentative approval, the Technology Committee now included a majority of the TTT
members, which provided for integrated strategic planning with all constituency members. The SCC
unanimously approved this reconfiguration of the Technology Committee March 2, 2011.
Three TTT members reviewed technology requests from program reviews completed during the
academic years of 2008–09 and 2009–10. A Technology Needs chart [2.e.7] was developed to follow
through on the requests from the programs contacted. Contact was made with the Deans/Chairs of the
programs who underwent review in those years to inquire about their technology needs. Assessment
was made of the technology needs identified in the review outcomes to determine whether those needs
had been met. Items that remained unaddressed from those program review outcomes were forwarded
to the entire TTT for inclusion and prioritized in this year’s cycle.
On March 10, 2011, the TTT identified the remaining technology requests following the review of the
2008–09 and 2009–10 goals outlined in the 2005–2010 Technology Plan. TTT members established
completion dates, cited campus entities tasked to complete the work, and forwarded the priorities to
the SCC for consideration in conjunction with other institutional priorities.
Institutional Approval of SWC 2011–2015 Technology Plan
March 1, 2011: The Academic Senate approved the 2011–2015 Technology Plan, which includes the
implementation and action plan.
March 1, 2011: A prioritization list, compiled by the TTT, was delivered to the SCC for inclusion in
the College’s institutional prioritization process.
March 2, 2011: The AOC approved the 2011–2015 Technology Plan, which includes the
implementation and action plan.
March 2, 2011: The SCC approved the 2011–2015 Technology Plan, which includes the
implementation and action plan.
In the various approval processes, highlights of the SWC 2011–2015 Technology Plan and
Implementation Action Plan were discussed:






The integration of technology components as outlined in the WASC Accreditation Team’s
recommendations one, two, three & six has been accomplished and implemented.
Institutional Program Review serves as the driver for budgetary decision-making related to all
annual technology needs.
The upgrading of technology has undergone a process of review by constituent groups including
but not limited to: the ATC, Technology Committee, SCC, and SCC Budget Committee. This
process includes the ability to gather data as well as identify instructional and administrative
technology needs.
The faculty software license issue previously noted by the visiting team has been resolved;
funding was provided and faculty currently have office copies of all relevant instructional
software.
53





The College developed a plan and implemented funding for a technology replacement and
improvement plan.
By ―snapshot‖ reviews to be submitted annually by all campus programs, under the auspices of the
IRPC, the schism between faculty needs and campus technology needs is resolved.
District Policy 2515 and the ATC’s recommendations regarding instructional technology in all
academic and professional matters have been confirmed by the TTT’s and Technology
Committee’s prioritization and decision-making process.

3. ANALYSIS OF RESULTS:
The College has renewed its commitment to an enterprise solution for college technology, and to a
technology plan that involves all stakeholders and a renewed energy to technology efficacy across all
platforms and systems. Integration, program review and long-term strategy are the focus of this plan.
Building upon the positive elements of the previous year’s work in the areas of data collection,
constituent contact, open forums, email survey results and the results of the hired consulting firm’s
research and initial plan, and rejecting the non-consultative and non-inclusive process led by an
administration no longer in place at the College, the TTT resolved all of the remaining issues
addressed in Recommendation Six in the Accreditation Team’s Report.
The TTT was able to include in the discussion, key players in the area of College-wide technology,
which proved to be vital to the discussions on technology planning and implementation. A number of
non-technology-focused campus members provided organizational structure and editing and drafting
skills, which allowed them to create a clear and effective plan for addressing institutional technology
needs.
After the resignation of the VPBFA, the TTT was created as a consultative and inclusive decisionmaking committee and the Technology Committee was reorganized. Through this process, the entire
College was reminded of the fact that given the proper leadership and organizational structures, SWC
has all the skills, intelligence and passion it needs to do the one overarching task we are here to
accomplish, to serve our students.
4. ADDITIONAL ACTION PLANS:
In mid-April 2011, the Institutional Program Review Committee (IPRC) will evaluate the completed
program reviews submitted for the academic year 2010–11. Technology needs identified through
program review outcomes will be forwarded to the expanded Technology Committee. The
Technology Committee will identify completion dates; cite campus entities tasked to complete the
work, and forward that information to the Shared Consultation Council for consideration in
conjunction with other institutional priorities. This process will be repeated every academic year to
ensure that program review outcomes drive annual technology funding.
Building on previous technology plans and input from constituent groups, the action plans included in
the 2011–2015 Technology Plan will ensure a logical and efficient transition to a more collaborative
and enterprise solution. Program review and collegial consultation is aptly built into the framework of
the technology plan to guide the college through a technology evolution commensurate with the
College mission and goals [2.e.8].
Some of the specific action items outlined in the technology plan include:
 Work with Academic Technology Committee and through them, the Academic Senate to prioritize
and streamline the process for academic technology,
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Work closely with the program review group IPRC to ensure that technical logistics are
considered and used in the program review process,
Work with the Office of Research, Planning & Grants to provide statistical data to support
program review recommendations,
Ensure a rigorous evaluation process to realistically determine realistic technology needs across
the enterprise,
Work with the CSEA to develop collaborative recommendations for classified professionals
technology,
Set short- and long-term goals that are realistic and increase the efficacy of College technology,
Review the effectiveness and pertinence of the online learning system and determine if it
continues to meet our educational and priority needs consistent with the College’s mission,
Work with the safety committee to establish an emergency communication system to alert and
protect our campus community, and
Provide secure student access to learning resources and support services for all College locations.

Members of the Technology Task Team continue to work on plan implementation. Summit II,
scheduled for March 24, 2011, provides the venue for furthering the action plan through December
2012, demonstrating longevity and sustainability. In addition, technology needs, even in light of the
current budget constraints, are being gathered to submit through Program Review Snapshot Reports
and eventually to the Shared Consultation Council for final prioritization for funding allocations.
The new Institutional Technology (IT) Director will be hired by June 2011 and one of the Director’s
top priorities will be to make sure the IT Department will have appropriate staffing to support the
needs for students, faculty, and staff. Adding additional staff will rely on Program Reviews and the
integrated planning process described earlier in this Report.
5. EVIDENCE:

2.e
2.e.1
2.e.2
2.e.3
2.e.4
2.e.5
2.e.6
2.e.7
2.e.8

Section 2.e
Evidence Cited
Technology Task Team (TTT) 2011–2015 Technology Plan
Approval of Technology Plan: SCC Agenda/Minutes: March 2, 2011; GB Agenda:
March 9, 2011
GB Agenda: August 2010 re: Approval to hire Computer Programmer
GB Agenda: Approval of funds to hire Training Services Coordinator
Consultants 2011–2015 Technology Plan
2010–2011 Strategic Priority Action Plans
Technology Chart: Program Reviews
TTT Action Plans
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f. RECOMMENDATION SEVEN:
The team recommends that the college plan and conduct professional development activities to meet
the needs of its personnel and implement a formal evaluation process of activities.
1. RESOLUTION OF RECOMMENDATION SEVEN:
NEARLY RESOLVED
This recommendation from the 2009 ACCJC Site Visit team was not mentioned in the January 2010
Commission Action Letter. Nevertheless, the AOC felt it was important that this recommendation be
addressed sooner rather than later since resolution of this recommendation is tied to the resolution of
several other recommendations, so work on this recommendation started in March 2010. When this
recommendation appeared as a new requirement in the January 2011 Commission Action Letter, the
College redoubled its efforts to completely resolve this Recommendation by March 15, 2011 (the
ACCJC subsequently gave an extension to June 1, 2011 for this Recommendation to be resolved).
The recommendation will be fully resolved by June 1, 2011 in accordance with the June 1 extension
granted by WASC.
ACTION DEMONSTRATING RESOLUTION: The Staff Development Program provides appropriate
professional development opportunities for all personnel. The College has filled the Staff
Development Coordinator position. The College allocated an adequate budget for Staff Development.
The Staff Development Committee will complete a formal plan for the Staff Development program
and a formal evaluation will be conducted by June 1, 2011. In addition work group 7 and the Staff
Development Committee are working together and are meeting regularly to develop a District policy
and procedure for Professional Development. Also the work group continues to make
recommendations to the Accreditation Oversight Committee regarding professional development.
ESTABLISHED WORK GROUP 7: MEMBERS
Diana Kelly* (Faculty)
Claudia De La Toba (Faculty)
Patricia Hinck (Classified)
Jessica Posey (Faculty)
Omar Orihuela (Administrator)
Kesa Hopkins (Administrator)

Randy Beach* (Faculty)
Bruce MacNintch* (Classified)
Mia McClellan (Administrator)
Helen Elias (Administrator)
Arlie Ricasa (Administrator)
Zeidy Barrera (Administrator)
*Work Group Co-Leads

RELEVANT EXCERPTS FROM THE EVALUATION REPORT:
The team recommends that the college plan and conduct professional development activities to meet
the needs of its personnel and implement a formal evaluation process of the activities (Standards
III.A.5, III.A.5.a and III.A.5.b)
There is no evidence in the self study that the college provides all personnel with appropriate
opportunities for continued professional development. The college does not plan and conduct
professional development activities to meet the needs of its personnel, and to date the vacant Staff
Development coordinator position has not been filled. There is no evidence of an adequate budget to
conduct professional development activities. In the past five years there has not been a formal
evaluation process completed for the staff development program.‖ (Standards III.A.5, III.A.5.a, and
III.A.5.b).
The College acknowledges and accepts the findings of the Commission.
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BACKGROUND AND PROCESS USED TO RESOLVE RECOMMENDATION SEVEN:
2. DESCRIPTION OF PROGRESS:
A. Planning Staff Development to Meet the Needs of all Personnel
1. Since the WASC report in January 2010, work group 7 has focused on meeting this
recommendation by reorganizing the infrastructure of the Staff Development Committee.
Work Group 7 created a flow chart that depicts the specific roles and responsibilities of the
administration, coordinators, and respective committees in order to establish a fair and
standardized process for Staff Development planning and activities [2.f.1]. This clarification of
the organizational structure established accountability for Staff Development goals and defined
committee compositions in the spirit of shared planning and decision-making.
2. The Staff Development Coordinator and the Staff Development Committee developed
needs assessment instruments that surveyed all the constituency groups of the College to
ensure that Staff Development programs would be all inclusive and responsive to constituent
recommendations for Staff Development improvement [2.f.2]. The surveys were administered
electronically in spring 2010 and spring 2011 to gather input on the professional development
needs of each constituent group: Full-time Faculty, Part-time Faculty, Classified Professionals,
and Administrators/Managers. Information from these surveys was used by the Committee to
plan professional development activities for College-wide Opening Day break-out sessions in
fall 2010 and spring 2011 and throughout the year [2.f.3]. These Needs Assessment Surveys
are revised and administered each spring to monitor the needs of each constituent group so that
professional development activities are planned and provided to meet those needs.
B. Providing All Personnel with Opportunities for Continued Professional Development
Professional development activities were provided for all constituent groups during Opening
Days prior to the start of the semester fall 2010 and spring 2011 and throughout the year.
In addition, specific activities were provided for all constituent groups [2.f.4].
Faculty: Full-time and part-time faculty have opportunities to participate in professional
development activities throughout the year. These include workshops on teaching and
learning strategies and discipline-specific workshops. Recommendations from the Part-time
Faculty Needs Assessment Survey included online workshops and discussion groups. A book
club meets throughout the year with an online discussion board in Blackboard for those who
are unable to come to the face-to-face workshops. Teaching and Learning Resources are
posted to the Staff Development Website [2.f.4].
1. Classified Staff: Opportunities for Classified Staff are offered throughout the year. In
addition, there are two days during each Academic Year in which professional
development opportunities specifically for Classified Staff are offered. The Classified Staff
Development Days focus on the needs of this constituent group. The district also
implements ongoing training for classified employees. For example, one division,
Business and Financial Affairs, closed for two days in May 2010 and January 2011 so that
all Classified employees and Classified managers in the division could take part in a
variety of Staff Development activities [2.f.4].
57

2. Administrators: Administrators and Managers are invited to all Staff Development
programs throughout the year. The College Management Team (CMT) and the
Southwestern College District Administrators Association (SCCDAA) hold their annual
retreat after the end of spring semester. This event is planned by the CMT and SCCDAA
in collaboration with the Staff Development Coordinator [2.f.5].
C. Adequate Budget for Staff Development
The budget request from the Staff Development Committee is driven by the results of the
Needs Assessment Surveys:
1. The full-time Training Services Coordinator provides training and support for all software
supported by Southwestern College to meet the needs of all constituencies on campus.
[2.f.6].
2. Staff Development funding was increased to provide for both faculty and classified staff to
attend professional conferences and workshops [2.f.7].
3. In response to recommendations from the Opening Day Fall 2010 Feedback Survey,
funding was provided to have an inspirational keynote speaker at Opening Day Spring
2011.
D. Staff Development Coordinator Position
The Staff Development Coordinator was hired in November 2009 and worked with the
Staff Development Committee to review the program in order to address the
recommendations of the Accreditation Team [2.f.8].
E. Formal Evaluation of Staff Development Program
In order to assess the efficacy and relevancy of Staff Development offerings, Staff
Development events and activities are routinely evaluated using the guidelines in Evaluating
Staff and Organizational Development (1993—revised 2003) by the California Community
College Council for Staff & Organizational Development (4C/SD) and the Community
College League of California (CCLC). Staff Development workshops and events are
evaluated at Levels 1 and 2 (Participant Reaction and Perceived Learning, respectively)
[2.f.9].
In addition to the evaluation of workshops and events, overall evaluation of the Staff
Development Program is also addressed in the Needs Assessment Surveys, conducted
annually, which identify areas for improvement [2.f.2].
As part of a formal evaluation process, the Flex Guidelines are reviewed and revised annually
to be compliant with Title 5 and statewide Flex Guidelines. These Flex Guidelines are
reviewed and revised each spring by the Staff Development Committee for Academic Senate
approval each fall [2.f.10].

58

3. ANALYSIS OF RESULTS:
Recommendation Seven will be fully resolved in June 2011 in accordance with the extension
granted by WASC in its letter of February 3, 2011 [Appendix F: Dr. Beno letter granting extension
for Rec. 7]. Appropriate professional development opportunities for all personnel are ongoing, giving
more opportunity for professional growth. As a result of the hiring of a Staff Development
Coordinator, a more comprehensive and effective Staff Development Program was implemented.
After several years of under-funding, an adequate budget was funded based on the needs of all
constituents as documented in the ongoing Needs Assessment Surveys. The budget was allocated to
provide faculty and staff the opportunity to attend professional workshops, conferences, and classes.
The Staff Development Committee consistently evaluates all Staff Development offerings at
evaluation levels 1) Participant Reaction, and 2) Perceived Learning and engages in an annual
program review.
4. ADDITIONAL ACTION PLANS:
At the campus-wide Summit I meeting on February 10, 2011, work group 7 developed a variety of
action plans in a matrix format [2.f.11]. Additional details on some of these plans follow below.
A. Planning Staff Development to Meet the Needs of all Personnel
1. The results of the Needs Assessment Surveys continue to be used in developing a
College-wide Plan for Professional Development which incorporates the needs of each
constituent group. This information will also inform the development of the Staff
Development plans and priorities for the coming year 2011/2012 (June 2011).
B. Providing All Personnel with Opportunities for Continued Professional Development
1. The work group recommends that the Staff Development Committee create a
subcommittee to address issues related to part-time faculty participation in professional
development activities (June 2011).
2. The work group recommends that the College adopt a procedure of closing all offices from
8 a.m. to noon on Opening Day of each semester to allow all staff to have the opportunity
to participate in Opening Day activities.
3. The work group recommends that all supervisors be directed by Human Resources to
require classified staff to attend Classified Professional Development Day activities.
C. Adequate Budget for Staff Development
1. The College-wide Needs Assessments and the Staff Development Plan, a part of the
Strategic Priorities, drives budget requests (June 2011).
D. Formal Evaluation of Staff Development Program
1. The Staff Development Plan will include methods for the evaluation of Staff
Development to include Level 3 Evaluation: Behavior and Attitude Change (June 2011).
2. In the Staff Development planning process, a long-term approach will be developed for
addressing Level 4 Evaluation: Institutional Impact (June 2011).
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3. The Staff Development Committee, under direction of the Staff Development
Coordinator, will complete a program review and follow a cycle of program review in
accordance with IPRC guidelines. This will include a self-assessment of the Staff
Development Committee each year to verify that its operating principles, structures and
priorities are consistent with the Staff Development Plan and College-wide integrated
planning processes and priorities (June 2011).
5. EVIDENCE:

2.f
2.f.1
2.f.2
2.f.3
2.f.4
2.f.5
2.f.6
2.f.7
2.f.8
2.f.9
2.f.10
2.f.11

Section 2.f
Evidence Cited
Staff Development Organizational Flow Chart
Results from four Needs Assessment Surveys in spring 2010 and 2011
Fall 2010 and Spring 2011 Opening Day Break-out Session Agendas
Attendance records for events and workshops offered through Staff Development
SCCDAA Retreat Agendas
Training Services Coordinator Job Description
Staff Development Budget: 2010–2011
Staff Development Coordinator Job Description
Evaluations for events and workshops offered through Staff Development
Flex Guidelines committee meeting agenda and notes
Work Group 7 Action Matrix from Summit I

g. RECOMMENDATION EIGHT (a):
The Team recommends that the college set as a priority fostering an environment of trust and respect
for all employees and students that allows the college community to promote administrative stability
and to work together for the good of the college [III.A.4.c and IV.A].
1. RESOLUTION OF RECOMMENDATION EIGHT (a): NEARLY RESOLVED
The Accreditation Oversight Committee (AOC) separated Recommendation Eight into 8(a), fostering
an environment of trust and respect and 8(b), shared decision making as outlined in the Action Letter
in order to address the development of approved written policy and procedure for shared planning and
decision-making. Professional Personnel Leasing, Inc. (PPL) was retained in early September 2010
and has proven to be instrumental in assisting the college in addressing Recommendation 8(a).
The environment that existed during the last administration, and even during the writing of the
October report, which caused many of the issues surrounding an environment that did not foster
trust or respect as well as impacting College morale, has vastly improved. This is a direct result of
having two newly elected Governing Board members as well as the resignation of the past
Superintendent/President. With the arrival of the Interim Superintendent/President, morale continued
to improve as constituency leaders witnessed a spirit of collaboration, consultation and involvement in
shared planning and decision-making. Further improvement to campus morale was added by the
sudden resignation of the Vice President for Business and Financial Affairs as recently as February
2011.
While trust and mutual respect are difficult to measure, constituency leaders and groups agree that
esprit de corps has taken root, improving employee and student morale greatly and creating an
environment wherein conflicts can be resolved in such a way that all constituents feel treated
60

professionally. A multitude of events have contributed to the improved campus climate and
collaboration to work together for the good of the College.
ACTION DEMONSTRATING RESOLUTION:
Current action to demonstrate resolution of Recommendation Eight (a) includes:
 Visible improvement in the way the Interim Superintendent/President and all representative
vice presidents’ relate to employees,
 Respectful treatment of employees in meetings,
 Respect for the collegial decision-making process by taking time to refer items to constituent
groups for consideration,
 Two-way dialog before decisions are made,
 College-wide communications directly from the Office of the Superintendent/President,
 Respectful treatment of members of the public during oral communication as well as respectful
treatment and consultation with constituency leaders during Governing Board meetings,
 Open inclusion of student representatives on committees and for seeking input
 Providing Summit I and II as opportunities for collegial dialog about Accreditation progress,
 Results from the mini-survey indicating significant improvement in morale and in Governing
Board and Superintendent/President issues.
 Regular weekly meetings between the Superintendent/President and constituency leaders,
 Open door access to consult with the Superintendent/President during this stressful transition
to meet accreditation timelines,
 No titles used during meetings, allowing for more fluid conversations (e.g., Budget
Committee, SCC, AOC and its work groups),
 District commitment to work towards resolving outstanding grievances, and
 Improved dialogue during negotiations to swiftly resolve previously difficult issues with the
past administration.
As noted previously, healing takes time. A history of mistrust, failed collegiality, flawed shared
decision-making, and disrespect for others is not one that is quickly forgotten; but with ongoing
consistent and stable action and in an environment of trust and respect as previously described, the
issues facing the institution in Recommendation 8(a) have been resolved.
ESTABLISHED WORK GROUP 8 (a):

MEMBERS

Kathleen Canney-Lopez (Faculty)
Jackie Thomas (Faculty)
Maya Bloch (Faculty)
Ann Lindshield (Classified)
Gonzalo Quintero (Classified)
Torrey Hubbell (Classified)
Myrna Tucker (Classified)
Miguel Aguilera (Classified)
Michele Fenlon* (Classified)
Steve Tadlock (Administrator)
Bea Zamora (Administrator)
Julie Woock (Student)

Marsha Rutter (Adjunct Faculty)
Rebecca Wolniewicz (Faculty)
Diane Gustafson* (Faculty)
Virginia Martinez (Classified) retired
Anna Banda-Flores (Classified)
Salvador Ramirez (Classified)
Edith Ruvalcaba (Classified)
Veronica Abitia-Rubio (Classified)
Cathy Mc Jannet (Administrator)
Silvia Cornejo-Darcy (Administrator)
Michael Kerns* (Administrator)
*Work Group Co-Leads
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RELEVANT EXCERPTS FROM THE EVALUATION REPORT:
In 1996 and 2003 the college was given similar recommendations regarding issues of trust and
creating an environment of mutual respect. Faculty, staff, and students reported to the visiting team
that they operate in a ―culture of fear and intimidations‖ and ―lack of trust.‖ At both of the very well
attended college forums, employees vocally indicated that this recommendation has not been
adequately addressed. Employees stated that they were fearful for their jobs and that an atmosphere
of distrust permeated the college. This negative climate was attributed to the
Superintendent/President’s action to terminate some staff members following a vote of no confidence
by both the faculty and the classified unions. In addition, students stated that they felt confidence by
both the faculty and classified union. In addition, students stated that they felt their input in the
decision-making process was not valued, their proposals were ignored, and decisions regarding class
cuts and reduction in library hours were not made with their best interests in mind. The longstanding nature of the recommendation, dating back over ten years, suggests that the negative climate
is not the doing of the Superintendent/President, but the current administration has not succeeded in
addressing the recommendation.
The College acknowledges and accepts the findings of the Commission.
BACKGROUND AND PROCESS USED TO RESOLVE RECOMMENDATION EIGHT (a):
2. DESCRIPTION OF PROGRESS:
At the February 10, 2010 AOC meeting, it was agreed that Work Group 8(a) would include one colead from each constituency—faculty, classified, and administration—providing the opportunity for
shared planning and decision-making [2.g.1].
The three co-leads reviewed the WASC recommendation and decided it addressed two separate areas.
The first area dealt with improving campus morale and fostering an environment of trust and respect.
The second area was to develop and implement a written process for shared decision-making. It was
then decided to bifurcate work group 8 into two separate sub-work groups, (a) and (b), to address the
two areas of the recommendation. As a result, work group 8(a) addressed the need to foster an
environment of trust and respect for employees, and work group 8(b) was charged with developing a
written process and structure providing faculty, staff, administrators, and students a substantial voice
in decision-making processes. Because Shared Governance Policy and Procedure Task Group had
already been working on a new Shared Planning and Decision-Making policy for more than a year,
the co-chairs decided to make this the 8(b) group. The recommendation section addressing work
group 8(b) follows this section.
The AOC sent an invitation to the campus community soliciting participation on the respective work
groups. Work Group 8 received an overwhelming response for participation. The Work Group
faculty and classified co-chairs also approached individuals from various constituencies about joining
work group 8(a). Word of mouth spread, and soon others were asking to be part of the group. Many
of the other work groups have 3–4 members, but 8(a) is represented by a large cross constituency with
22 members.
Work Group 8(a) held its first meeting on March 12, 2010 [2.g.2]. During that meeting the co-Leads
identified their charge as follows:
1. Identify actions that would support an environment of trust and respect for employees, and
2. Forward recommendations to the Accreditation Oversight Committee.
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Although not all 22 members were able to attend the first meeting, there was a good turnout and the
members began to dialogue about the current climate on campus. The group began to identify issues
of morale, to discuss difficulties in overcoming the sense of apathy that pervaded the campus, and to
develop recommendations for improvement.
Dialogue regarding the issue of campus climate had been limited to ―water cooler‖ conversations for
the previous few years and generally remained within individual constituencies or among close
confidantes. As alluded to in the visiting team’s Evaluation Report, many members of the campus felt
that expressing opinions openly was potentially hazardous to their employment. Information, whether
true or false, spread quickly within the campus community. Additionally, a sense of fear of retaliation
existed, so a healthy dialogue in an ―open‖ venue was not only rare but also risky. In order to create a
safe environment for all committee members to dialogue openly, the group agreed to the following
ground rules: 1) to treat one another with civility and respect, and 2) to allow all to express their
opinions. With the ground rules set, the group began to discuss hindrances to achieving an
environment of trust and respect among all College employees and students. That discussion led to
several recommendations, including the development of a Campus Climate Survey, in order to
ascertain the actual campus morale [2.g.3].
The twelve members in attendance on March 12, 2010 drafted twenty-four recommendations to
improve campus climate [2.g.4]. At a meeting on April 20, 2010, three more recommendations were
added [2.g.5], bringing the total recommendations to twenty-seven [2.g.6]. Later, a follow-up meeting
was held on December 9, 2010, during which Work Group 8(a) members (ten present) trimmed the
twenty-seven recommendations into a shorter list and prioritized them [2.g.7].
Of the twenty-seven recommendations, three had been implemented by the beginning of fall semester
(August 2010). These included 1) re-opening of the Staff Dining Room, a place for colleagues to relax
and converse, in the Student Union East; [2.g.8] 2) two workshops on bullying held on Opening Day;
[2.g.9] and 3) two workshops on interpersonal communication held on Opening Day. More
workshops on these topics were held on Classified Staff Development Day (January 5, 2011) and
Spring Opening Day (January 11, 2011) [2.g.9].
Work Group 8(a) recommended a Campus Climate Survey. Although the co-chairs looked into a
previous Campus Climate Survey from 2003, they decided it was outdated and many of the issues that
were plaguing the College currently were not addressed in the original survey. In early March 2010,
two of the 8(a) co-chairs and a delegate from the third co-chair met with the Dean of Research,
Planning, and Evaluation and prepared a draft survey [2.g.12]. However, the following week the
Dean was dismissed from the College. The College temporarily replaced this position with an hourly
researcher until a permanent replacement could be found. The hourly researcher assisted with the
development, deployment, and analysis of the survey. The survey was successfully deployed in
November 2010.
In November, two faculty members suggested a Thanksgiving Tree, which received the approval of
the Superintendent/President and Cabinet. On Monday, Tuesday, and Wednesday before
Thanksgiving Day, one of the large trees in the center of the campus was wrapped in yellow plastic.
Students, faculty, staff, and administrators were invited to write on note cards that for which they were
thankful, place their lists in plastic bags (rain was predicted), and pin the bags to the tree. Bags and
pins were provided. A staff member made a large sign which has been kept for next year. Members of
the campus community have said that the Tree was one of the turning points in morale [2.g.13].
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There were two other events in November 2010 which have had significant impact on the campus.
First, the Governing Board election on November 2 resulted in two new members and a new majority
on the Board. The campus community expressed an inability to work collegially with the previous
Board, so the elections had an immediate impact on morale. Second, at the end of November, the
Superintendent/President resigned. College constituencies had also expressed an inability to work
collegially with the Superintendent/President who was supported by the then Board majority. His
departure was viewed by some as a fresh start for the College. With the hiring of the I S/P on
January 19, 2011, morale further improved because of her collaborative leadership style.
One of the recommendations developed by the work group responded to a need involving the venue
used for Governing Board meetings. Previously, large crowds were not permitted inside once the
venue had reached max capacity, leaving some attendees outdoors. The December 8, 2010
Governing Board meeting, the first with the newly-elected members, was held in Mayan Hall
(capacity 399) instead of in the Governing Board meeting room (capacity 85). This move was number
one of the twenty-seven recommendations drafted by work group 8(a).
Additionally at that meeting, the Governing Board President announced that beginning in January
2011, reports by constituency leaders (Academic Senate, Faculty Union, Classified Union,
Administrators’ Association, etc.) would be moved to the beginning of the Board meetings. This was
recommendation number two from work group 8(a). Constituency groups have long been asking to
move their reports to the beginning of the Governing Board agenda to ensure their viewpoints are
considered before voting on an issue. Policy 2310 had set adjournment of Governing Board meetings
at 10 p.m., even if there were agenda items yet to be addressed [2.g.14]. Until approximately six years
ago, these reports were routinely scheduled at the beginning of the Board meetings, and constituency
groups had protested the change since then.
These changes have led to a noticeable difference in the Governing Board meetings, with none of the
previous discord among Board members. The Governing Board also has significantly improved its
interaction with the campus constituencies and members of the public at the Board meetings [2.g.15].
Another significant morale booster occurred in December 2010. On December 14, 2010, a joint
communiqué from the District’s negotiators and SCEA announced that a tentative agreement had been
reached for reassigned time for the SLO Coordinator, the newspaper advisor, and the forensics team
advisors. The SCEA contract, which had expired in 2010, was finalized in January 2011 [2.g.16].
CSEA had been working without a contract since 2008 but reached tentative agreement in December
2010. Final approval was received after a vote by the membership to accept the contract on
February 25, 2011.
Further evidence of improved morale was evident at the annual CSEA Holiday Breakfast, Friday,
December 17, 2010. This has been a tradition for many years and represents a time when all groups
gather together for a light-hearted celebration. Administrators, faculty, staff, and students participate.
Donations are collected the month prior across the campus among all constituencies for raffle prizes
and door prizes, and winners are announced at the breakfast. The mood of the gathering was
significantly more joyful than in recent years. Among the notable changes: Vice Presidents and
Governing Board members sat not together but scattered at tables with faculty and staff. The
atmosphere of the event was more relaxed. It was very evident from conversations during and
afterwards that the majority noticed the difference and enjoyed the camaraderie [2.g.17].
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Crucial events occurred in January to boost morale:


The Governing Board president reported at the January 19, 2011 meeting that the Board had
decided to withdraw the letters of reprimand from the personnel files of the professors suspended
in October 2009 after a group of students protested massive class cuts. The suspensions had
garnered attention both locally and nation-wide in October and November 2009 because the
suspensions arose out of a violation of the constitutional right to freedom of speech [2.g.18].
On March 9, 2011 the Governing Board approved Policy 3900: Freedom of Expression [2.g.19].
Both the removal of the letters of reprimand and the approval of Policy 3900 contributed to
improving morale across campus among all constituencies, including our students.



In January 2011, the Governing Board rescinded the decision of the previous Board with regard to
the arbitrator’s decision in the case of a classified staff member who had been dismissed by the
previous Superintendent/President in April 2009. The reason given for the dismissal was that the
position was no longer needed. However, there had been no program review indications that the
position was superfluous. This dismissal was taken to arbitration by CSEA, and the arbitrator
rendered his decision that the employee should be reinstated [2.g.20]. In August 2010 the
previous Governing Board voted to reject the arbitrator’s decision [2.g.21]. This action caused
further deterioration in the morale among employees at the College. At the Governing Board
meeting of February 5, 2011, an announcement was made by the current Governing Board
president: ―By a unanimous vote, the Board has directed the Superintendent/President to take
action on resolving the issue and to report back at the March Governing Board meeting.‖ [2.g.22]



The Director of Grants who had been dismissed in March 2009 was rehired as Director of
Research, Planning, and Grants (RPG) in January 2011. This boosted morale because many people
felt the firing was unsubstantiated and arbitrary.

Further morale improvement occurred at the beginning of spring 2011. The Opening Day Ceremony
for spring semester (January 11, 2011) will long be remembered as one of the best Opening Days in
recent memory [2.g.23]. The day began with breakfast provided (as usual) but proceeded to a miniconcert by the award-winning SWC mariachi group. Three Governing Board members distributed
programs to those who entered Mayan Hall for the Opening Day Ceremony. Welcoming addresses
were given by constituency leaders, including the president of the faculty union. For several years, the
SCEA leader had been excluded from speaking, resulting a year ago in a walk-out from the Opening
Day ceremony by most of the faculty.
The president of the Faculty Union asked members of the audience to stand if they support our
accreditation efforts. Everyone did.
The Staff Development Committee, consisting of representatives of all constituencies, developed the
agenda for Opening Day, and the Staff Development Coordinator served as Mistress of Ceremonies.
Among the students honored were the statewide champion women’s cross-country team (first SWC
team ever to win a state title) and the staff of the Southwestern Sun newspaper, who have won more
than 300 awards.
The Mistress of Ceremonies asked all to stand who had been students at the College and later came
back to work here. She announced that an ―honor roll‖ of these names would be posted in the Staff
Development Office foyer. This begins to fulfill a morale-boosting campaign which had been
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proposed by work group 8(a) co-leads and members in summer 2010. At that time a slogan, ―Proud
alum! Proud employee!‖ had been suggested, and experiences of individuals had begun to be
collected. Co-leads of work group 8(a) had met with the Community and Media Relations
Department about including some of these on the new College website.
The keynote address on Opening Day was given by Sonia Rhodes of the Sharp Experience. Sharp
Healthcare decided ten years ago that they wanted to stress excellence and teamwork, and she
explained how they had made it happen. This speaker had been chosen by the Staff Development
Committee because of the similarities between Sharp and Southwestern College. By the following
day, the Dialogue Task Force was beginning to talk about following Sharp’s example here.
The Grand Finale to the opening ceremony was a song, ―Phoenix,‖ written by Max Branscomb, the
advisor to the Sun (Student Newspaper), and performed by a group of volunteers spanning the campus
constituencies from the Acting Superintendent/President to students and even children who will one
day attend the College. The performance received a standing ovation, and the SCC, at their meeting
of January 20, 2011, discussed adopting it as the official College song [2.g.24].
Also in January 2011, a summary of selected results of the Campus Climate Survey were made
available to the members of work group 8(a) [2.g.25]. Shortly thereafter, the same set of results were
disseminated to the campus community. Work Group 8(a) co-leads met with the AOC co-chairs and
researcher to discuss the results and analysis and to develop action plans that would address the
findings.
In late February a ―mini‖ and very focused Campus Climate Survey with only eleven questions
concerning the Board was deployed [2.g.26]. The November survey had revealed significant
discontent and dissatisfaction among all constituencies with the Governing Board and
Superintendent/President at that time. The current Governing Board, which was seated on
December 8, 2010, wished to ascertain whether there had been a change in perception of the Board
among the constituencies.
In addition, the ASO conducted a Student Campus Climate Survey during the last week of February
[2.g.27]. The results will be used to develop their priorities and to illustrate the change in climate this
semester.
The Interim Superintendent/President called a ―summit‖ which was held on February 10, 2011,
from 4 to 8 p.m. in the Student Union [2.g.28]. Invitations were extended to constituency leaders,
members of the Accreditation Oversight Committee, and members of the work groups addressing
accreditation recommendations. There were approximately one hundred in attendance, including many
students, and the students took a very active part in the break-out sessions.
The purposes of the summit were, 1) to clarify the issues which must be addressed in the March
report, 2) to encourage those working on the report as most of the work had been completed, needing
only final documentation, 3) to create timelines for the next three weeks and beyond, and 4) to
continue to foster a healthy environment of trust, respect, and collegiality.
The evening was a resounding success as the comments afterward attest:
 ―Loved that students were integrated into the process‖
 ―The supporting materials gave us direction‖
 ―There was a positive energy level in the room‖
 ―We are one‖
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―Today was a big jumpstart; I can speak for all the students that we are happy to have been
included and to provide a lot of evidence for the 8(a) report‖
―You all are committed to us students‖

The only negative expressed was that the acoustics of the room made it hard sometimes to hear in
breakout sessions.
Also in mid-February, a reporter from KGTV (Channel 10 in San Diego) visited the campus for a
feature on the changes in morale on campus this semester. The story, which was aired on
February 17, 2011 reflected the positive attitude felt by many employees and students [2.g.29].
3. ANALYSIS OF RESULTS:
Measuring campus morale is difficult to quantify and will best be evaluated when the College redeploys the Campus Climate Survey scheduled for the end of the spring semester. However, what has
occurred and is measurable are the opportunities for meaningful dialogue, a noticeable respect for the
intent and spirit of Policy 2510: Shared Planning and Decision-Making, and an overall willingness to
work collegially together to achieve resolution of this recommendation.
Notable Achievements:
 The creation of the Accreditation Oversight Committee, which meets weekly to address the
recommendations given to the College on February 1, 2010, illustrates progress done in a collegial
manner. This broad-based committee is helping to create trust and respect and will continue to be
a standing committee to support ongoing dialogue and the continuous evaluation required of
accreditation.
 The creation of the Dialogue Task Force, which met to discuss issues that had the potential to
become difficult. The task force was made up of all four vice presidents, all constituency leaders,
and student leaders. The group discussed, among other things, the lack of input from
constituencies regarding a major website overhaul. These website changes had previously received
a great deal of resistance for the lack of collegiality. As a result of dialogue among this group, a
user group was created to make recommendations before a new website is launched. The Dialogue
Task Force was determined as no longer necessary because SCC is the appropriate venue to
handle campus-wide, all-constituency issues, as was pointed out by the new Interim
Superintendent/President.
 In the past, there had been little support from the administration for the Faculty Recognition
Awards. In January 2011, however, the reception was attended by almost all the vice presidents
and most of the Governing Board members.
 The president of CSEA reported that the budget process for 2011 was more open and that requests
for funding were itemized and discussed in depth. Committee members may not have gotten all
that they wanted, but all felt that they had been heard. The president of CSEA also reported that
issues which in the past had taken far too long to acknowledge and address are now handled with a
phone call.
 The president of the Academic Senate reported that in the past she had to schedule meetings with
the Superintendent/President as much as two weeks in advance. She has found that the Acting
Superintendent/Presidents (for December and January) and now the Interim
Superintendent/President maintain an open door and are able to meet on short notice for urgent
matters.
 The search for an Interim Superintendent/President, culminating in the announcement on
January 19, 2011, was an open and efficient process. Input from constituencies fulfilled not only
shared governance expectations for collegial consultation, but also respect for the constituencies
by the Governing Board. At the special meeting of the Board on December 14, 2010, the
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environment was described by the Academic Senate President as ―drastically different, shocking in a
good way.‖ There were questions to and from the Board members, who were open and willing to
listen.
 Results from the March 2011 mini-survey show significant improvement in all 11 survey
statements. Eighty-four percent of the respondents described morale as being better this semester
(spring 2011) that it was last semester (fall 2010). Seventy-three percent of the respondents were
in agreement that the Governing Board creates an environment that promotes trust and respect.
This figure was 20% in the November/December 2010 survey, a change of 53%.
 There was an even greater increase (59%) in the question asking if the Superintendent/President
creates an environment of trust and respect. In November/December 2010, 24% were in
agreement, in March 2011 it was 83%. A similar increase (58%) was found in the question that
asked if the Governing Board listens and responds to recommendations from College
constituencies. The positive responses increased from 16% in 2010 to 74% in 2011. All of the
increases described above are statistically significant. The remaining seven questions, related to
the Governing Board and Interim Superintendent/President showed similar remarkable increases
[2.g.30].
4. ADDITIONAL ACTION PLANS:
The Action Plans outlined in the evidence will ensure sustainability of a culture of mutual respect
at SWC [2.g.31].
Although the College has set these short- and mid-range goals to achieve sustainability of the
recommendation, fostering an environment of trust and respect for all employees and students that
allows the college community to promote administrative stability and to work together for the
good of the college is a long term goal that will be continuously developed. The next all-campus
summit (Summit II) will take place on March 24, 2011. Further discussion will take place and
additional action plans will be made, to achieve sustainability in fostering an environment of trust
and respect.
The College plans to re-survey the campus community, using the same comprehensive survey
instrument used in November, before the end of spring semester to ascertain improvement.
5. EVIDENCE:
2.g
2.g.1
2.g.2
2.g.3
2.g.4
2.g.5
2.g.6
2.g.7
2.g.8
2.g.9
2.g.10
2.g.11
2.g.12
2.g.13

SECTION 2.g
Evidence Cited
Accreditation Oversight Committee (AOC) Minutes: February 10, 2010
Work Group 8(a) Minutes and sign-in sheet: March 12, 2010
Campus Climate Survey questions
Work Group 8(a) Recommendations
Work Group 8(a) Minutes: April 20, 2010
Work Group 8(a) Progress Flow Chart
Work Group 8(a) Meeting Minutes and Revised List: December 9, 2010
Staff Dining Room Re-Opening Email
Fall 2010 Opening Day Agenda
Spring 2011 Opening Day
Workshops—Classified Staff Development Day: January 5, 2011 and Spring Opening
Day: January 11, 2011
Campus Climate Survey Meeting Notes: March 2010
Thanksgiving Tree Email Announcement
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2.g.14
2.g.15
2.g.16
2.g.17
2.g.18
2.g.19
2.g.20
2.g.21
2.g.22
2.g.23
2.g.24
2.g.25
2.g.26
2.g.27
2.g.28
2.g.29
2.g.30
2.g.31

Policy 2310: Adjournment of Meetings
Email from constituents re: Governing Board Meeting: January 2011
SCEA/District Email re: Faculty Contract
Email/Evite and Thank you from CSEA President
SWC SUN Special Edition: February 11, 2011 page One
SWC Policy 3900: Freedom of Expression
Arbitrator’s Ruling: Elisandra Singh
Governing Board Meeting Minutes re: Rejection of Arbitrator’s ruling; SUN article
Governing Board Meeting Minutes: February 5, 2011 re: Recall Eli Singh decision
Opening Day Follow Up Survey
―Phoenix‖ Song Link to YouTube Video; lyrics
Campus Climate Survey 2010: Results
Mini-Survey: spring 2011
ASO Announcement of Student Survey; Survey
AOC/SCC Summit I: February 10, 2011: Agenda, PowerPoint, Sign-In Sheets
KGTV Television Coverage of SWC: spring 2011
Mini Survey: spring 2011 Results
Evidence: Southwestern Community College District Work Group 8 Action Plans,
October 15, 2011).

h. RECOMMENDATION EIGHT (b):
The team further recommends that the college establish and follow a written process and structure
providing faculty, staff, administrators, and students a substantial voice in decision making processes
[IV.A; and IV.B.2.b].
1. RESOLUTION OF RECOMMENDATION EIGHT (b): RESOLVED
Southwestern College confirms that the College has established and is following a written process
and structure providing faculty, staff, administrators, and students a substantial voice in decisionmaking processes, which have been formalized in the SWC Shared Planning and Decision-Making
Handbook.
ACTION DEMONSTRATING RESOLUTION:
With the arrival of the Interim Superintendent/President (I S/P) in January 2011, changes in
implementation of shared planning and decision-making moved forward quickly. Examples include
weekly meetings between the Academic Senate President and I S/P, and revision of the Shared
Consultation Council (SCC) agenda to include 10 + 1 items. On February 9, 2011, the SCC approved
the re-organizational reporting structure for the Academic Senate so that it no longer reports to a vice
president but rather reports directly to the Governing Board. The change in reporting structure was
approved by the Governing Board at the March 9, 2011 meeting [2.h.1]. This change, among others,
is reflected in the Shared Planning and Decision-Making Handbook which serves as a guide and a
manual for the collegial consultation process [2.h.2].
One of the major changes is the development of the Shared Planning and Decision-Making Handbook
which serves as a guide and a manual for the collegial consultation process.
As a result of stronger communications with the I S/P, the Shared Consultation Council (SCC) has redefined its purpose to the following:
 Strategic Planning
 Policy and Procedures Approval
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Issue Management
Collegial Communications

As the primary recommending body to the Superintendent/President, the SCC also changed its
meeting schedule from meeting monthly to meeting weekly to address the numerous constituentdriven issues. A sample SCC Agenda demonstrates the collegial decision-making process prior to
final decisions being made. The structure of the SCC is shown in the diagram below.
Budget
Committee
Co-Chairs:
VPBFA &
SCEA President

Shared Consultation Council (SCC)
Co-Chairs: Superintendent/President & Academic Senate
President

Strategic Planning &
Accreditation Committee
·

·

·
·

·
·
·
·
·

Strategic Planning
Co-Chairs:
Director of RPG &
Academic Senate President
Accreditation Oversight
Committee (AOC)
Co-Chairs:
ALO & Tenured Faculty

Constituency
Representatives:
ASO
Academic Senate
SCEA
CSEA
SCCDAA
Confidentials

Educational Planning Committee
Master Educational & Facilities Plan
Enrollment Management Plan
Co-Chairs:
VPAA, VPSA, VPBFA & AS President

Other
Representatives
VP for Academic
Affairs
VB for Budget & Fiscal
Affairs
VP for Human
Resources
VP for Student Affairs
Office of Institutional
Effectiveness (OIE)
College Management
Team (CMT)
Other

Human Resources Committee
Staff Development Committee
Policy & Procedures Committee
Diversity & Equity Committee
Student Equity Plan
Safety Committee
Co-Chairs:
VPHR & Staff Development Coordinator

Institutional Program Review Committee (IPRC)
& SLOs/AUOs
Co-Chairs:
Dean of ISS & AS Vice President
SLOs/AUOs - SLO Coordinator

Technology & Facilities Committee
·
·
·

Technology Committee
Facilities Committee
Prop R Committee
Co-Chairs:
VPBFA, Dir. of Facilities & AS President
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SCC has reinitiated the use of the Request for Consultation Form, which has been revised per Policy
2510 and Policy 2515. This revision was done to ensure proper consultation, clear steps, and to serve
as a record of decisions on institutional documents. The SCC Consultation Form in the Handbook is
used by members to poll their constituencies. It also assists in improving shared decision-making
communications to allow for full collegial consultation with all constituencies. This not only meets
Recommendation 8(b) but it also serves to address the College’s Strategic Priorities 5 & 6:
―1. Review and clarify the purpose, roles and responsibilities of participatory decision-making for all
stakeholders and ensure a cyclical review.‖
The AOC/SCC Summit I, held on Thursday, February 10, is a recent example of the strengthened
collegial and shared decision-making process. Under leadership of the I S/P, constituents discussed
integrated planning, strategic planning cycles and program review/SLO cycles. The AOC/SCC
Summit I served as a basis for the College’s efforts to resolve WASC’s recommendations. A collateral
benefit was the further reinforcement of the shared planning and decision-making process [2.h.3].
Re-establishing trust and a collegial environment takes time. Structures (Handbook, SCC, AOC,
Budget Committee, etc.) are being put in place that are not person-dependent to ensure that shared
decision-making follows a process regardless of College leadership. The College continues to recover
from past offenses which lead to previous mistrust, hostility, and failed shared decision-making.
Under the new Governing Board and Superintendent/ President, and senior administrative leadership,
the foundation for a new era of trust, collegiality, and shared decision-making is being laid.
ESTABLISHED WORK GROUP 8 (b):

MEMBERS

Valerie Goodwin-Colbert (Faculty)
Angelina Stuart (Faculty)
Andrew MacNeill (Faculty)
Bruce MacNintch (Classified)
Mark Meadows (Administrator)
Terry Davis (Administrator)
Manuel R. López, Jr., (Student)

Randy Beach (Faculty)
Diane Gustafson* (Faculty)
Phil López (Faculty)
Patti Blevins (Confidential)
Michael Kerns* (Administrator)
Joel Levine (Administrator)
Nick Serrano (Student)
*Work Group Co-Leads

RELEVANT EXCERPTS FROM THE EVALUATION REPORT:
In response to the last visit, the college created policies for more widespread input. Faculty and
administration were given a prescribed role in governance and a voice in their areas of responsibility
and expertise. Policies provided for student and staff input. However, college constituents report
that, subsequent to the hiring of the current Superintendent/President, the policies which specify how
information is brought forward from one committee or task force to the next level in the process have
not been followed (IV.A.2, IV.A.3).
Despite policies and processes designed for college-wide participating in decision making, these
structures have not resulted in everyone working together for the good of the college. As a result of a
collective inability to work together, the college has not carried through on many important issues
identified in the last accreditation cycle. Faculty and students appear to want the last word on
college decisions; administration appears to take a hard-line top-down approach to decisions
[IV.A.1].
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The 2003 team recommendations include ―…that the college define the purpose and function of
collegial consultation committees and councils, effectively involving faculty, staff, administrators, and
students…‖ as well as ensuring a ―…support environment of trust and respect for all employees…‖
While such consultation committees have either been instituted or re-purposed, it is apparent their
purpose and function is unclear, and, in the midst of this confusion, collegial processes are rendered
ineffective (IV.A.2). It could be construed that the college either is making a good faith effort to
address the recommendation and foster collegiality, or that the college is merely, paying lip service; it
is evident that too many within the campus community presume the latter. The obvious adversarial
climate that exists on campus is destructive and disruptive to student learning. The college does not
meet Standard IV.A. [2009 WASC Evaluation Report, pp. 33–34].
The College acknowledges and accepts the findings of the Commission.
BACKGROUND AND PROCESS USED TO RESOLVE RECOMMENATION EIGHT (B):

2. DESCRIPTION OF PROGRESS:
Policy 2510: Shared Planning & Decision-Making (formerly titled, Participation in Local DecisionMaking) was reviewed and modified to meet the October 15 deadline; in addition, procedures for
2510 were created, reviewed, and approved by the Governing Board on October 13, 2010. The
documents that support the resolution of Recommendation 8(b), as related to the establishment of
written policy and procedures, are living documents that may change as the College addresses the first
part of the recommendation regarding building trust relationships. The SWC Shared Planning and
Decision-Making Handbook was created in order to support the implementation of the approved
shared planning and decision-making process and to help constituents follow the process and
understand their roles as well as those of others at the College.
In February 2010, the AOC separated Recommendation Eight into 8(a), fostering and environment of
trust and respect and 8(b), shared decision-making as outlined in the Action Letter in order to address
the development of approved written policy and procedure for shared planning and decision making.
To address this recommendation by October 2010, work group 8(b) was charged with reviewing,
revising, and strengthening the language of Policy 2510: Participation in Local Decision-Making, and
developing an accompanying procedure to provide ―faculty, staff, administrators, and students a
substantial voice in decision-making processes.‖
In January 2007 Policy 0009: Shared Governance Philosophy and Policy 0011: Academic Senate
Shared Governance Guidelines were replaced by Policy 2510; however, the new policy did not
contain the 10 + 1 Agreement and had not gone through proper consultation with the Academic
Senate. The Academic Senate President (AS President), Vice President for Academic Affairs
(VPAA), and the Vice President for Human Resources (VPHR) met in October 2009 to discuss how
to proceed with their mutual concern regarding the current shared governance policy and the lack of
procedures. It was decided that District Policy 2510 needed to be revised, accompanying procedures
needed to be developed, and all stakeholders should be involved in the process.
In December 2009, the Shared Governance Policy and Procedure Task Group was formed. In that
same month, policies and procedures from other California Community Colleges that dealt with
Shared Governance, Delegation of Authority, and the Role and Scope of the Academic Senate were
collected. On January 28, 2010 [2.h.4] the Shared Governance Policy and Procedure Task Group met
to develop a statement of purpose, tasks to be accomplished, a timeline, meeting structure, and an
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aggressive spring 2010 meeting schedule. The purpose was to revise District Policy 2510 and to
develop procedures that were deemed necessary to modify and implement the policy.
The Southwestern College Education Association (SCEA) President and Work Group 8 Co-Leads
joined the group after the WASC evaluation report was received at the beginning of February and
work groups were created by the AOC. The Shared Governance Policy and Procedure Task Group
then became incorporated into Work Group 8 as Work Group 8(b).
Beginning in January 28, 2010 [2.h.5], meetings occurred regularly in order to stay on task to revise
District Policy 2510 and develop corresponding procedures.
Resolution:
During that time the task group accomplished the following goals:
 Revised and renamed Policy 2510: Participation in Local Decision-Making, now called District
Policy 2510: Shared Planning and Decision-Making [2.h.6; 2.h.7].
 Developed District Procedures 2510: Shared Planning and Decision-Making to accompany revised
policy [2.4.8].
 Developed a new District Policy 2515: The Role and Scope of Academic Senate: 10 + 1
Agreement [2.4.9].
 Developed a new corresponding District Procedure 2515: The Role and Scope of Academic
Senate: 10 + 1 Agreement [2.h.10].
The revised and new policies and procedures were sent out in late April and early May to the College
community for review, consultation, and input [2.h.11]. The Governing Board Policy Review
Committee returned the policy for revision because there was no language for staff, students or
administrators as required by Recommendation Eight. It was agreed that Policy and Procedure 2510
needed revision to include representation from all constituencies in line with Recommendation Eight
guidelines. The outcome was that there were two policies drafted: one for shared planning and
decision-making at the College, which addresses all constituencies (2510), and one strictly to address
the 10 + 1 items for the faculty as required by Education Code and Title 5 (2515). The new 10 + 1
Agreement policy and procedures were drafted and titled ―The Role and the Scope of the Academic
Senate: 10 + 1 Agreement.‖
At the August 5, 2010 SCC Retreat [2.h.12], a joint presentation on participatory decision-making was
given by Scott Lay, President and CEO of the Community College League of California (CCLC), and
Jane Patton, state-wide President of the Academic Senate for California Community Colleges
[2.h.13]. The Governing Board was invited and all attended along with all constituency leaders and
Committee members. After this presentation, there was an Accreditation report in which the ALO
reported that Policy 2510 was ready for SCC review and approval. However, he stated that the
Academic Senate had given its approval for Policy 2510 to proceed through the process for Governing
Board approval only if the new ―Role and the Scope of the Academic Senate: 10 + 1‖ Policy and
Procedures was approved simultaneously. The SCC reviewed, discussed, edited and approved new
Policy 2510 language with only minor changes: a friendly amendment to include the items of student
purview under each of the student sections in policy and procedures, and a change of the language
―shared governance‖ to ―participatory decision-making‖ throughout the documents. At the SCC
retreat, the new 10 + 1 Agreement policy and procedures were shared as an information item only and
then forwarded through the consultation process, which included approval by the Governing Board
designee, Superintendent/President, and the Academic Senate. The 10 + 1 Agreement policy was then
assigned policy number 2515.
73

Appropriate consultation for Policy 2515 continued when the Superintendent/President and the AS
President met on July 26, 2010 [2.h.14] to discuss Policy 2515 and its procedures as they relate to
participatory decision-making. The Superintendent/President reported that he was in favor of having
this agreement in policy.
The revised Policy and Procedures 2515 were approved by the Academic Senate Executive
Committee on August 11, 2010 [2.h.15], and then agreed upon by the Superintendent/President and
the AS President on August 20, 2010.
On August 24, 2010, the following policies and procedures regarding shared planning and decisionmaking were presented to the GBPR Committee [2.h.16]:
1) 2510: Shared Planning and Decision-Making
2) 2515: The Role & Scope of the Academic Senate: 10 + 1 Agreement
Both Policy 2510 and its procedures for Shared Planning and Decision-Making, and Policy 2515 and
its procedures ―The Role & The Scope of the Academic Senate: 10 + 1 Agreement,‖ were approved at
the October 13, 2010 Board meeting [2.h.17].
In November 2010, the AOC decided that the Shared Planning and Decision Making Handbook
appropriately should fall under the purview of work group 8(b).
Work Group 8(b) held several meetings to develop the Handbook. This Handbook defines the
consultation process, the roles each constituency has within the institution and establishes a clear
process for shared planning and decision-making. Furthermore, the Handbook outlines the integration
of strategic planning, program review, SLOs, and institutional processes. It serves as a
comprehensive catalog of College committees, indicating which conform to the Brown Act, to whom
these committees report, where information can be found on the web and the role the committees have
within the broader District shared planning and decision-making process. Work Group 8(b) met
December 6, 2010, January 7, 2011, and February 28, 2011, and communicated electronically, to
revise the Handbook draft in preparation for consultation.
The Handbook was edited to include not only shared planning and decision-making policies,
procedures and committees, but also explanations about integrated planning, strategic planning,
organizational structures and institutional program review/SLO flowcharts that appear elsewhere in
this report. The introductory memo from the previous Superintendent/President was taken out and in
its place the Co-Chairs of the SCC have drafted a joint introduction to the book, demonstrating in this
action that this Handbook is about structure, process, teamwork and collaboration and is not persondependent. Finally, a specialized cover was designed by the Community and Media Relations Office
to depict pictures of our own students, staff and campus, truly making this Handbook our own.
The Handbook was presented at SCC on February 16, sent out to the SCC members and globally to all
staff [2.h.18]. Approval was received by the Academic Senate and by the AOC and SCC in early
March [2.h.19]. The Handbook, as the consultants informed us, did not require Governing Board
approval since it is a shared consultation document to be used by the College constituents. Therefore,
it will be provided to the Governing Board as an information item only because the Governing Board
is a policy-making body and does not micromanage daily operations. The Handbook was
implemented immediately and was posted on the website as well as in Public Folders [2.h.20].
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3. ANALYSIS OF RESULTS:
The College continues to implement these policies (and procedures) 2510 and 2515 as outlined below.
Implementation of Policy and Procedure 2510:
1. Several institutional proposals have gone through the consultation process since October with
constituency groups for approval. Proposals were then approved by the SCC including: the
Mission Statement, the Strategic Plan and revised Strategic Priorities, the Enrollment Management
Plan, the Technology Plan, the establishment of the IPRC, the establishment of the Office of
Institutional Effectiveness, and the integrated planning process.
2. The SCC reorganized its structure and revised its purpose and function [2.h.21].
3. The College uses a Request for Consultation form to track policy and procedures consultation
among constituency groups. Since November 2010, there have been numerous requests for
consultation using this form, which has been recently updated [2.h.22].
4. Work Group 8(b) developed the Shared Planning and Decision-Making Handbook.
5. The Request for Consultation form was already informally evaluated and revised in February 2011
and subsequently approved by the SCC in March as part of the Shared Planning and DecisionMaking Handbook.
Evaluation/Assessment Process of Implementation of 2510
1. The Academic Senate President completes a survey of constituent leaders of the SCC
to determine if the Request for Consultation form is supporting the consultation process.
2. Meeting items and minutes are carefully reviewed by the SCC Co-chairs prior to action to
determine that changes required, when appropriate, are incorporated into policies and procedures
through the collegial consultation process and that results reflect shared planning and decisionmaking.
3. The SCC reviews its operational procedures, purpose and function, membership, and shared
planning and decision-making process at its August retreat.
Implementation of Policy and Procedure 2515:
1. Policy 2515 is currently being amended to include language denoting the unique relationship
between the Academic Senate and the Governing Board. Changes include the use of ―Governing
Board‖ instead of ―District‖ as the 10 + 1 is an agreement between the Governing Board and the
Academic Senate, not between the District and the Senate.
2. The Governing Board has directed that the Academic Senate report be listed separately on the
agenda from other constituency reports.
3. The Academic Senate consults on key institutional planning documents. One recent example was
the inclusion of the ATC’s recommendations to the SWC 2011–2015 Technology Plan.
4. The SCC includes 10 + 1 items on the agenda, which also pertain to Policy 2515.
5. The Academic Senate reports directly to the Governing Board on the consultation flowchart as
supported by 2515.
6. The SCC identifies 10 + 1 items by placing an asterisk next to them on the agenda. One recent
example can be seen in the procedures 4021: Program Discontinuance.
Evaluation/Assessment Process of Implementation of 2515
1. The SCC reviews the College’s implementation of 2515 and assesses how 10 + 1 is advancing the
goal of shared planning and decision-making among the constituencies at its August retreat.
The College has enthusiastically implemented Policy 2510 and 2515 and their corresponding
procedures. With two newly elected Governing Board trustees and the I S/P, the implementation of
75

these shared planning and decision-making policies and procedures has been swift. Constituency
reports have been moved to the beginning of the Governing Board meetings effective January 2011,
consulting constituent leaders on relevant issues during the meetings to better inform the Board prior
to making decisions, and completing all pertinent business on the Governing Board agendas. In
addition, 10 + 1 items are widely and openly discussed and are reflected in decision-making. ―Shared
planning and decision-making‖ is becoming a commonly used phrase between constituent groups and
the expectation is that the consultation process will be followed.
Although officially approved in August 2010, the language in the procedures for Policy 2510 had not
recognized the Confidential Employees Group. Prompted by other constituent leaders, new language
was added, duly recognizing the Confidentials as a constituency.
All of the aforementioned changes have resulted in active participation by all stakeholders in
institutional decision-making. In addition, the resulting open dialogue reflects not only a growing
understanding and acceptance of the paradigm shift that has occurred, but also has resulted in positive
morale as an added and unexpected bonus.
4. ADDITIONAL ACTION PLANS:
The SCC will review its operational procedures, purpose and function, membership, and shared
planning and decision-making process at its August retreat.
The newly developed Shared Planning and Decision-Making Handbook will be updated at the
beginning of every academic year to reflect any organizational changes that took place in the previous
academic year. In addition, the SCC will appoint a Task Force at the start of every academic year to
review the entire content of the Handbook and make suggestions to the SCC for any improvements
that might be made.
A campus-wide Summit II is calendared to be held on March 24, 2011 to continue the dialog
regarding full implementation of the Accreditation Recommendations through December 2012.
5. EVIDENCE:

2.h
2.h.1
2.h.2
2.h.3
2.h.4
2.h.5
2.h.6
2.h.7
2.h.8
2.h.9
2.h.10
2.h.11
2.h.12
2.h.13

SECTION 2.h
Evidence Cited
Shared Consultation Council Agenda: February 9, 2011
Shared Planning and Decision-Making Handbook
AOC/SCC Summit I February 9, 2011: Agenda and Handouts
Minutes of the Shared Governance Policy and Procedure Task Group (SGPPTP):
January 28, 2010
Minutes of the SGPPTP-various
Previous District Policy 2510: Participation in Local Decision Making
Revised District Policy 2510: Shared Planning and Decision Making-August 2010
New District Procedure 2510: Shared Planning and Decision Making
New District Policy 2515: Role and Scope of the Academic Senate 10 + 1
New District Procedure 2515: Role and Scope of the Academic Senate 10 + 1
Constituent Email for 2510 Policy and Procedure Review
Agenda and Minutes of the SCC Retreat 8/5/10
SCC Shared Planning Presentation: Scott Lay
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2.h.14
2.h.15
2.h.16
2.h.17
2.h.18
2.h.19
2.h.20
2.h.21
2.h.22

AS Agenda for Superintendent/President: 7/26/10
AS Executive Committee Meeting Notes: August 11, 2010
Agenda of the GBPRC: 8/24/10
Governing Board Agenda: 9/29/10
SCC Agenda February 16, 2011: Handbook Approval
Academic Senate, AOC, SCC Agendas: Approval of Handbook
Web Link to Shared Panning and Decision-Making Handbook
SCC Reorganization and Function: Flow Chart, Agenda, Minutes
SCC Request for Consultation Form

i. RECOMMENDATION NINE:
As previously identified in the 2003 ACCJC WASC Accreditation Report, the team recommends the
Governing Board adhere to its role as a policy-making body and not interfere with the authority and
responsibility of the Superintendent/President for college operations. The team further recommends
that the Governing Board act as a whole once it reaches a decision and as an advocate for the college
[IV.B.1.a and IV.B.1.j].
1. RESOLUTION OF RECOMMENDATION NINE:
RESOLVED
The Governing Board is adhering to its role as a policy-making body and not interfering with the
authority and responsibility of the Superintendent/President for college operations. Since the change
in Governing Board members, there is demonstrated respect for each other’s opinions, even when not
in agreement, and the Trustees are committed to and have acted as a whole once decisions are
reached. They also continue to advocate for the college.
ACTION DEMONSTRATING RESOLUTION: The current Board and its two newest members participated
in two training/study sessions in February and March 2011 to further address and resolve
Recommendation Nine. The Trustees fully understand and agree to adhere to its policy-making role
and is committed to not interfering with the authority and responsibility of the Interim
Superintendent/President for College operations. The Southwestern Community College District
Governing Board Accreditation Resolution on Governance was approved by the Governing Board on
February 16, 2011 as a public commitment to adhere to its policy-making role [2.i.1]. The former
Governing Board also participated in five training/study sessions specifically addressing issues
identified in this recommendation and several Governing Board policies and procedures have been
revised in response to issues identified in the Evaluation Report [2.i.2].
Upon the arrival of the Interim Superintendent/President on January 24, 2011, immediate action took
place to resolve Recommendation Nine. A training manual [2.i.3] was compiled with relevant Board
information and provided to the Trustees at a three-hour Governing Board Study Session on February
16, 2011, which was facilitated by the Interim Superintendent/President. The Study Session agenda
covered the following items [2.i.4]:
 Accreditation Standard IV: Leadership and Governance.
 Open discussion regarding ―micromanagement.‖
□ Agreement that for College business, communication between the Trustees and College staff
will occur through the Superintendent/President.
 Education Code applicable to Community College Governing Boards.
 The CCLC Trustees Handbook–Tab 2: The Governing Board.
 The Governing Board Resolution to be committed to the ACCJC/WASC Accreditation Standards,
particularly applicable to leadership and governance [2.i.1].
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A Training Manual of materials was prepared for each Governing Board Member and will be used
as a living document [2.i.3].
Recognition that the departure of the former Superintendent/President and the hiring of the Interim
Superintendent/President has eliminated tension and has provided an atmosphere and structure for
mutual trust and respect.
□ Openly commented ―that the prior tension between Board members previously existed because
some trustees were prevented from having access to the former Superintendent/ President;
this is no longer an issue with the prompt and respectful manner in which the Interim
Superintendent/President responds to Board requests.‖
□ Openly commented that Trustees’ ―negative comments against each other are no longer an
issue; at this time, there is nothing but civility and cooperation since the incoming Trustees
have been seated on the Board; there is unity of purpose and the Governing Board wants the
Accreditation Commission to notice this.‖
□ Openly commented that as an example, ―the committee that President Nader formed for the
selection of the Interim Superintendent/President involved both new and previous Trustee
representation working well together and included constituent participation; … the Trustees
are confident that the appointment of Trustee Hernandez and Trustee Roesch for the
permanent Superintendent/President Selection Committee will continue to work well together
and demonstrates unity of purpose‖; the Trustees also noted that if there is not a unanimous
vote on an item, the difference is no longer along factional lines.
Recognition that the Trustees are committed to civility and respect, recognizing that there will be
times when they have differing opinions.
Accepted the comments from the Student Trustee that he, ―recognizes the lack of respect that
divided the prior Board no longer exists‖.
Discussion to ―acting as a whole‖ once a final decision has been made without violating one’s
freedom of speech.
Recognizing the importance of not micromanaging as per the Accreditation Commission
Standards and guidelines from CCLC; that these guidelines assume there is a competent
Superintendent/President. However, when there are major concerns and issues with the
competency or integrity of the Superintendent/President, the Governing Board agreed that what
might appear as micromanagement may be their attempt to correct a problem.

All Governing Board meetings since December 2010 have been conducted in an atmosphere of
civility and respect for each other and for those who participate in the meetings.
The Interim Superintendent/President confirms that Trustees are adhering to their policy-making role
and not interfering in the general operations of the institution. Communication in the form of written
reports and updates [2.i.5], between the Interim Superintendent/President and Trustees is provided on
a regular basis to keep the Trustees informed. The Interim Superintendent/President also meets with
each member as needed to review the monthly Board agenda, or on any other issue or concern as
determined.
The Governing Board understands that failure to fully resolve Recommendation Nine could result in
the Commission’s determination to move SWC from Probation to Show Cause. The Trustees
recognize the seriousness of the situation, are committed to adhering to Standard IV, and believe they
have submitted sufficient action to demonstrate compliance.
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ESTABLISHED WORK GROUP 9: MEMBERS
Ron Vess* (Faculty)
Patti Blevins (Confidential)
Kimberlie Rader (confidential)

Mink Stavenga* (Administrator)
Michele Fenlon (Classified)
Bruce MacNintch* (Classified)
*Work Group Co-Leads

The work group worked closely with the former Superintendent/President to make sure the previous
Governing Board was in agreement with the direction it was taking. It was decided from the onset
that the work group would not include any Governing Board members but rather that the work group
would serve, through the former Superintendent/President, in an advisory capacity to the Governing
Board. Interim Superintendent/President Whittaker took over the leadership in resolving this
recommendation on January 24, 2011.
RELEVANT EXCERPTS FROM THE EVALUATION REPORT:
There is disagreement among trustees on how the Board’s role as a policy-making body reflecting the
public interest is manifest. Some see themselves as budget watchdogs attending to small details of the
operations of the District. Several interpret their role as a conduit for concerns from the college
community, seeing a need to meet privately with college personnel (IV.B.1.a, IV.B.1.c).
There seems to be confusion among the board members over its role in setting college goals versus
setting board and superintendent/president goals (IV.B.1.b).
The Board has an approved policy specifically delegating operational functions of the college to the
Superintendent/President. Nevertheless, some college policies are inconsistent with the effective
application of this policy. There is evidence that the Board has been kept apprised of the development
of the self study (IV.B.1.i, IV.B.1.j).
Another example of Board interference occurred in 2006 when the Board insinuated itself into the
hiring of the Vice President of Academic Affairs by not accepting the recommendation of the
Superintendent/President and interviewing three finalists. As an apparent result of the Board
selecting its own candidate, the Superintendent/President resigned. The current
Superintendent/President reports that the Board elected to retain the right to interview finalists for
vice president positions in its policy. According to multiple sources, under the current
Superintendent/President the Board has not interviewed candidate in the hiring of the last four vice
presidents. Trustees reported that they wanted the policy to remain in place until the newly hired
Superintendent/President was established; the Superintendent/President has left the policy in place to
build trust (IV.B.1.j).
Trustees interact regularly with college staff and think this direct communication is important; they
report feedback to the rest of the Board and Superintendent/President. The Board reports that it seeks
communication between its members and the college staff (IV.B.1.j).
The College acknowledges and accepts the findings of the Commission.
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BACKGROUND AND PROCESS USED TO RESOLVE RECOMMENDATION NINE:
2. DESCRIPTION OF PROGRESS:
The former Superintendent/President, the Accreditation Liaison Officer (ALO), and the previous
Governing Board responded swiftly to the findings and recommendations of the site visitors and
Accrediting Commission. In early March 2010, the ALO met with the former Superintendent/
President to discuss goals, objectives, and develop timelines to address the recommendations
regarding the Governing Board. The strategy included the scheduling of two separate Board training
sessions. The first Board training session was sponsored by the Community College League of
California and included the former Superintendent/President and all of the previous Governing Board
members. Several outcomes were achieved as a result of the first training session [2.i.6] which took
place on May 18, 2010:
1) The Board was given the opportunity to review and discuss its prescribed role with an objective
and knowledgeable facilitator, Bill McGinnis, recommended by CCLC;
2) The facilitator was aware of and familiar with the concerns expressed in the Accreditation Report;
3) The Board was given handouts and guides to assist them throughout their
tenure as members of the Governing Board; and
4) The Board was provided training on topics that included the following:
 Ground Rules for discussions, meetings, and interactions
 Board Governance
 Board Goals
 Accreditation Standards and Commission Recommendations
 Achieving High Performance
 Board Accountability
All of the previous Governing Board members also attended a presentation made at a Shared
Consultation Council Retreat on August 5, 2010 [2.i.7; 2.i.8] by the President of the CCLC, Scott Lay,
and the state-wide President of the Academic Senate for California Community Colleges, Jane Patton.
The presentation focused on shared decision-making in California Community Colleges and addressed
the roles of the Governing Board, the Administration, and faculty in the process [2.i.9].
The ALO also arranged for an intensive Board training session by Dr. Barbara A. Beno, President of
the Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior Colleges, on September 23, 2010, which was
attended by the former Superintendent/President and all previous Governing Board members.
Dr. Beno communicated in advance with the CCLC facilitator to make sure that they were not
duplicating their efforts. Dr. Beno’s presentation is included in the appendices [2.i.10, 2.i.11, 2.i.12].
The Superintendent/President’s Office also scheduled periodic Special Governing Board meetings to
stay abreast of progress and Accreditation Oversight Committee work group updates (evidence cited
in Section 1). During the Special Governing Board meetings, the trustees were able to discuss their
concerns and receive feedback to their questions regarding the report as a whole, and this Standard in
particular.
As a result of the Evaluation Report, the College has taken a closer look at policies related to the
Governing Board and their role in fulfilling the requirements of service to the College. Following the
80

release of the Action Letter, the Governing Board took the following actions: 1) discontinued
participation on the SCC Budget Committee (formerly known as the College Budget Task Force) and
2) eliminated Policy 2432, Selection of Vice Presidents [2.i.13]. In addition, the work group assigned
to this recommendation followed up on other instances of Governing Board involvement mentioned in
the Evaluation Report. It was confirmed that Board members no longer serve on, or sit in on, College
committee meetings and at several Governing Board meetings it was made clear that communications
between Board members and College staff need to be channeled through the Office of the
Superintendent/President.
The following table provides a status report of relevant policies and/or procedures which have been
reviewed, revised, approved, or eliminated:
#
2432
2710
2100
3900
2510
2320
2330

Policy/Procedure
Selection of Vice Presidents
Conflict of Interest Procedure
[2.i.14, 2.i.15, 2.i.16]
Board Elections Policy
Freedom of Expression Policy
Shared Planning and Decision-Making
Procedure
Special Emergency Meeting Policy
Quorum Policy

Status
Eliminated
Approved

GB Approval Date
May 12, 2010
June 9, 2010

2nd Reading/Approval
2nd Reading/Approval
2nd Reading/Approval

March 9, 2011
March 9, 2011
March 9, 2011

1st Reading
1st Reading

March 9, 2011
March 9, 2011

As a result of the November 2, 2010 elections, two previous Governing Board members were not reelected and two new Governing Board members were seated at the December 8, 2010 Governing
Board meeting. In addition, as mentioned in an earlier section of this report, Superintendent/President
Chopra resigned his position as of November 30, 2010.
Acting Superintendent/President Angelica Suarez arranged and led a New Governing Board Member
Orientation Session on January 12, 2011 [2.i.17]. Several sections of this session were conducted by
the College’s Accreditation consultant, Don Averill. Additionally, the two new Board members
attended the CCLC New Trustee Workshop and Legislative Conference, January 21–24, 2011 in
Sacramento, California [2.i.18].
The Interim Superintendent/President has established a strong working relationship with the Trustees,
providing them with guidance and information regarding their role in policy-making. They have
accepted this information and support and are committed to adhering to Standard IV.
The comprehensive November/December 2010 campus climate survey described in Recommendation
8(a) contained the following question: ―The Governing Board establishes itself as a policy-making
body, delegates operational authority to the Superintendent/President, clarifies management roles, and
supports the authority of the management in the administration of the College‖. Since 50% of the
respondents disagreed (moderately or strongly) with this statement it was decided to include this
question in the mini-survey conducted in March 2011. The results are described below.
3. ANALYSIS OF RESULTS:
As a result of the activities described above, there is clear understanding on the part of all current
Governing Board members that the role of the Governing Board is to be a policy-making body and
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that it is not to interfere with the authority and responsibility of the Superintendent/ President for
College operations.
The departure of the former Superintendent/President and the hire of the Interim
Superintendent/President has eliminated tension and has already provided an atmosphere of trust and
respect. The making and signing of the Governing Board Resolution mentioned above is but one
example of this environment. The process to select the Interim Superintendent/ President was itself an
example of a new commitment to a unity of purpose. The Selection Committee consisted of one
continuing Board member and one new Board member, as well as constituent group representatives.
The Board’s choice on the new Interim Superintendent/ President was unanimous and all involved
commented on the process signaling a new positive direction for the Governing Board.
All Governing Board meetings since December 2010 have been conducted in an atmosphere of
civility and respect for each other and for those that participate in the meetings. The
February 9, 2011, Governing Board meeting was one such example. Constituent group reports were
moved to the beginning of the agenda, thereby allowing the Board the benefit of input from those
groups in advance of their deliberations. As a result, there was not one request for public comment at
the beginning of the meeting—a process that had previously taken up an hour or more. Despite some
healthy debate on various issues the meeting still ended at 9:30 p.m., 30 minutes before the scheduled
closing time, with the entire agenda being covered. Most of the Governing Board meetings in 2010
concluded without allowing for any constituent group input. The appendices [2.i.19] include a
statement from an Associated Student Organization representative who provided a reflection on her
impressions of the February 9, 2011, Governing Board meeting.
As described above a campus-wide mini-survey was conducted in March 2011 which included the
following question: ―The current Governing Board establishes itself as a policy-making body,
delegates operational authority to the Superintendent/President, clarifies management roles, and
supports the authority of management in the administration of the College‖. Whereas in 2010 50% of
the respondents disagreed with this statement that number was down to 12% in March 2011, a 38%
decrease. Similarly, only 29% of the respondents agreed with the statement in 2010 versus 61% in
March 2011. A comparison between the 2010 and 2011 results show a statistically significant
increase in the level of agreement with this statement [2.i.20]. As described in the response to
Recommendation 8(a) other questions related to the Governing Board showed similar, or even greater,
increases in satisfaction levels.
4. ADDITIONAL ACTION PLANS:
 Beginning in April 2011, the Governing Board is committed to establishing an annual training
calendar/schedule by identifying the fourth Wednesday of each month as a Study Session to
address a variety of issues such as impending statewide budget cuts and enrollment projections
and priorities [2.i.21]. The list of topics includes but is not limited to: Budget Development,
Role of the Governing Board, Board Goals, Board Self-Evaluation, Accreditation, Categorical
Funding, Understanding FTES, Foundation, Strategic Planning, Program Review, SLO
Assessment and Measurement.


The edits and revisions to the Ethics Policy and Procedures will be completed in March,
submitted to the Governing Board for first reading in April, and approved in May. At that time,
all members of the Governing Board will sign the Ethics Form.



The Annual Governing Board Retreat will be held each March, unless the entire Board
mutually agrees to a change. At this meeting, annual Board goals and the Board self-evaluation
82

will be discussed. The Superintendent/President is charged with making sure the annual Board
Retreat is calendared.


Funding is available for additional Governing Board external workshops and training sessions,
if deemed necessary.



As mentioned in the previous Recommendation 8(b), the College Shared Planning and
Decision-Making Handbook has been finalized. This handbook further clarifies the role of the
Governing Board and its individual members and will be helpful to the College community to
understand the role of the Governing Board at Southwestern College and constituents’
relationship to the Board.

5. EVIDENCE:
2.i
2.i.1
2.i.2
2.i.3
2.i.4
2.i.5
2.i.6
2.i.7
2.i.8
2.i.9
2.i.10
2.i.11
2.i.12
2.i.13
2.i.14
2.i.15
2.i.16
2.i.17
2.i.18
2.i.19
2.i.20
2.i.21

SECTION 2.i
Evidence Cited
SWCCD Governing Board Accreditation Resolution on Governance
SWC Policy 2410: Policies and Administrative Procedure
SWCCD Governing Board Study Session Training Manual February 16, 2011
SWCCD Governing Board Study Session Agenda February 16, 2011
Interim Superintendent/President Reports to the Governing Board
CCLC Board Training
SCC Retreat: Agenda
SCC Retreat: Minutes
SCC Retreat Presentation: Participating Effectively in College Governance
ACCJC Board Training—Dr. Barbara Beno: Presentation
ACCJC Board Training: Annotated Standards
ACCJC Board Training: Holding Board Presidents Accountable
SWC Policy 2432: Selection of Vice Presidents
SWC Procedure 2710: Conflict of Interest
Governing Board Agenda: June 9, 2010 re: 2710 Conflict of Interest Procedure
Governing Board Minutes: June 9, 2010 re: Approval of 2710
New Governing Board Member Orientation Session: January 12, 2011
CCLC New Trustee Workshop and Legislative Conference: January 21–24, 2011
Associated Student Organization: Governing Board Meeting Statement: January 2011
Survey Responses Comparisons
Governing Board Meeting Minutes: February 9, 2011

j. RECOMMENDATION TEN:
The Team recommends that the Governing Board establish and implement a formal procedure for
handling potential conflict of interest and ethics policy violations and document adherence to the protocol
[IV.B.1.a and IV.B.1.j].
1. RESOLUTION OF RECOMMENDATION TEN: RESOLVED
The Governing Board has fully resolved Recommendation Ten from the 2010 ACCJC/WASC
Accreditation Report. The SWCCD Board Ethics Policy and Procedures are in place and the
Governing Board is confident they will address alleged violations effectively. A revised Code of
Ethics Policy and a new accompanying procedure [2.j.1] were approved by the Governing Board on
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October 13, 2010. The new Procedure 2710: Conflict of Interest was approved by the Governing
Board on June 9, 2010. The alleged situation whereby a conflict of interest with a former Trustee
and a senior administrator has been eliminated, as neither are part of the College District any longer.
The Governing Board has also fully resolved Recommendation Ten from the 1996 and 2003
ACCJC /WASC Accreditation Reports by formally establishing a training calendar and Board
development opportunities as described further in this response.
ACTION DEMONSTRATING RESOLUTION: Code of Ethics: Although previously included in 2010
training, the Governing Board was provided with a copy of the SWCCD Board’s Code of Ethics
Policy and Procedures at the February 16, 2011 Study Session. After considerable discussion and
general comments about committing to the Code of Ethics, the Trustees were asked to sign the Code
of Ethics form as required by the Board’s Code of Ethics Policy 2715. All but one member signed the
form. This Trustee stated that he felt strongly about being ethical and believed he had the
responsibility to act ethically at all times but he felt that signing the form would be violating his own
code of ethics. He believed there were items in the Ethics Policy and procedures to protect a Board
minority from the ―potential unrestrained tyranny of a Board majority.‖ He also believed that one or
more items in the Ethics Policy were vague and potentially in violation of the U.S. and California
constitutional rights to due process and until those were resolved, he declined the opportunity to sign
the Ethics form but, nevertheless, was committed to ethical behavior. This Governing Board member
wanted to make it very clear that not signing the form should not be construed as opposition to ethical
behavior.
The other Trustees accepted this Trustee’s position because of the strengthened mutual respect among
Board members. Accordingly, the Ethics Policy and Procedures were referred to the Board Policy
Committee for review and recommendation. The Policy and Procedure will be reviewed at the March
meeting of the Board Policy Committee for presentation to the full Board in April for first reading,
and at the May meeting for second reading and final approval [2.j.2]. Once this policy is revised, this
Trustee feels he will be able to sign the Ethics Form at that time. The Board will not allow this matter
to linger.
As an institution, SWC understands that Recommendation Ten has to be fully resolved for the
Commission not to take further action against the College. It was ascertained that it would have been
unethical to force this particular Trustee to sign the Ethics Form against his wishes as if he were being
held hostage by the threat of Accreditation. It was further ascertained that the process currently used
regarding the Ethics Policy is consistent with Accreditation Standard IV and that this Trustee’s
decision not to sign the Ethics Form, should not be used as a signal that Recommendation Ten has not
been fully met.
Conflict of Interest: There is now clear evidence that a recusal process is followed. Agreed to at the
February 16, 2011 Study Session, commencing with the March 2011 Board Meeting, the following
statement is being placed on the agenda and will be read by the Superintendent/ President at each
meeting: The Superintendent/President respectfully asks if any of the Governing Board members need
to recuse themselves from any item where there might be a potential conflict of interest.‖ [2.j.3]
It should be noted that there previously had been an awareness on the part of the former Governing
Board members to recuse themselves from any Governing Board agenda items that would potentially
be regarded as a conflict of interest [2.j.4].
In addition, consistent with other 2010 training, the Trustees had a lengthy discussion at the
February 16, 2011 Study Session about the Conflict of Interest Policy and Procedures, confirming the
process in place whereby a Trustee may ask the Superintendent/President to intervene if a Trustee
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feels there may be a Conflict of Interest for another Trustee. The Trustees also confirmed the
opportunity for any one of them to approach another Trustee individually, respectfully noting that
there might be a Conflict of Interest situation that he/she might want to recuse himself/herself. Thus
far, one Trustee recused himself on an item involving the acceptance of a monetary donation made to
the SWC Sun student newspaper. Otherwise, there has not been a need for any current Governing
Board members to recuse themselves for potential Conflict of Interest violations.
The Governing Board also recognizes that, as an elected body, there are external agencies that
formally address Conflict of Interest allegations. At the February 16, 2011 Study Session, the
Trustees were provided with the ―Fair Political Practices Commission‖(FPPC) statement on Conflict
of Interest and the availability of e-training from FPPC. They are also aware that such allegations
may be addressed by the Grand Jury or the Attorney General’s Office, all of which may investigate,
sanction and file penalties as well as impose other consequences.
It should be noted that the two new Governing Board members received New Board Member
Orientation on January 12, 2011 [2.j.5]. This Orientation Session specifically included coverage of
the Governing Board Policy and Procedure related to the Conflict of Interest (2710) as well as the
Code of Ethics (2715). At the Governing Board Study Session on February 16, 2011, the entire
Governing Board again reviewed these two Policies and Procedures [2.j.6].
Board Training: The Governing Board has also fully resolved Recommendation Ten from the 1996
and 2003 ACCJC/WASC Accreditation Report by:
 Committing to the fourth Wednesday of each month as needed, a training/study session in which
such topics may be presented and discussed:
□ Budget Development Process/Budget Issues/Budget Reduction Options/College Priorities, etc.
□ Role of the Governing Board
□ Collegial Consultation/Shared Decision-making and the Academic Senate
□ Clarification of individuals vs. the Board as a whole
□ Student Success and their achievement with various performance indicators
□ Strategic Planning
□ Program Review/SLO Assessments
□ Prop R, Facilities, and Facilities Planning
□ Centers’ Status
□ Office of Institutional Effectiveness
□ Other as identified
 Committing to calendaring the Annual Board Retreat
 Providing external opportunities through CCLC or ACCT for ongoing Board development
 Providing opportunities for specialized trainings or presentations from CCLC, ACCT, or the
Accreditation Commission to further Board development
 Providing for the annual Board Retreat in which Board Goals and their Self-Evaluation will be
Addressed.
Governing Board Annual Retreat, Board Goals, and Self-Evaluation: Although not noted in the
actual recommendation, the Accreditation Team made the following comments: The Board has not
conducted an annual retreat; the Board has not conducted a self-evaluation since early 2009, and
there is no evidence indicating integration of the Code of Ethics into the Board’s self-evaluation
process.
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Annual Board Retreat: Although the former Superintendent/President and Governing Board
President were reminded by one Trustee to schedule the annual retreat per policy, it was not scheduled
or held in 2010. The current Board understands this is a problem and has mitigated against such an
omission again by establishing a firm date when Board Goals are developed and their self-evaluation
will occur.
It should be noted that even though an annual retreat was not held in 2010 to develop Board Goals, in
2009, the Board developed three-year goals, which included the following mid-term goals for
2010–2011:
1. Develop and implement a timely comprehensive budget process that meets the Board’s goals
2. Appraise the organizational effectiveness through assessment of at least two areas annually
After reviewing and having a thorough understanding of Governing Board roles, the current Board
conducted its annual Board Retreat on March 12, 2011. Cindra Smith, consultant for CCLC served as
the facilitator, putting the Board through effective processes and open discussion about applicable to
their self-evaluation and the development of 2011–2012 Governing Board Goals. The facilitator also
presented the Board with suggested self-evaluation modifications, based on CCLC recommendations,
for enhancing their self-evaluation tool and process [2.j.7].
Addressing one of the Commission’s self-evaluation comments about seeking external feedback, the
Board also utilized results from the December 2010 Campus Climate Survey, the March 2011 Student
Survey, and the March 2011 Mini Survey as evidence for their self-evaluation [2.j.8]. These surveys
will be completed annually to allow for external feedback to the Board in conducting their selfevaluation.
The Governing Board understands that failure to fully resolve Recommendation Ten from 1996, 2003,
and 2010 ACCJC/WASC Accreditation Reports could result in the Commission’s determination to
move SWC from Probation to Show Cause. The Trustees recognize the seriousness of the situation,
are committed to adhering to Standard IV, and believe they have submitted sufficient action to
demonstrate compliance.
ESTABLISHED WORK GROUP 10: MEMBERS
Ron Vess* (Faculty)
Patti Blevins (Confidential)
Kimberlie Rader (Confidential)

Mink Stavenga* (Administrator)
Michele Fenlon (Classified)
Bruce MacNintch* (Classified)
*Work Group Co-Leads

The Work Group worked closely with the former Superintendent/President to make sure the previous
Governing Board was in agreement with the direction it was taking. It was decided from the onset
that the work group would not include any Governing Board members but rather that the work group
would serve, through the former Superintendent/President, in an advisory capacity to the Governing
Board. Interim Superintendent/President Whittaker took over the leadership in resolving this
recommendation on January 24, 2011.
RELEVANT EXCERPTS FROM THE EVALUATION REPORT:
An ethics code and policy are in place, but the self study indicates that the Board does not deal with
violations effectively. There is at least the appearance of a conflict of interest with a board member
and senior administrator of the District having a personal relationship and with trustees sitting on
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another board that is responsible for the oversight of a fellow trustee’s employer. However, there is
no evidence that a recusal process is followed when decisions arise that may be impacted by these
conflicts (IV.B.1.h).
The College acknowledges and accepts the findings of the Commission.
BACKGROUND AND PROCESS USED TO RESOLVE RECOMMENDATION TEN:
2. DESCRIPTION OF PROGRESS:
A subcommittee of work groups 9 and 10 was formed to review the two Governing Board Policies
referenced in Recommendation Ten: No. 2710: Conflict of Interest and No. 2715: Code of Ethics
[2.j.9; 2.j.10]. Upon review of the existing policies, the WASC recommendations, and sample
policies and procedures from the Community College League of California (CCLC) and other
community college districts, the subcommittee determined the following [2.j.11; 2.j.12; 2.j.13; 2.j.14]:
1. No revisions were necessary to Policy 2710: Conflict of Interest, which was approved by the
Governing Board in March 2008 [Item 17A] [2.j.15; 2.j.16].
2. Procedure 2710: Conflict of Interest, needed to be drafted by the work group and
recommended to the Governing Board;
3. Policy 2715: Code of Ethics, approved by the Governing Board in March 2008, required
revision; and
4. Procedure 2715: Code of Ethics, needed to be drafted by the work group and recommended to
the Governing Board [2.j.17].
Progress made and reported on in the October 15, 2010, Follow-Up Report is described in the section
below.


Procedure 2710: Conflict of Interest
The Work Group found that the majority of California community colleges with a Conflict of
Interest procedure used the sample language provided by the CCLC, and therefore, decided to use
similar language.
Because the WASC recommendation specifically stated the Board should ―establish and
implement a formal procedure for handling potential conflict of interest,‖ the work group decided
to strengthen the CCLC language in two ways [2.j.18]:
1.
2.

Include a reference to Government Code Section 1097 which states the legal consequences
of violations of conflict of interest laws; and
Include a procedure for monitoring and handling allegations of conflict of interest. The work
group used as its model the language provided in the CCLC sample Policy 2715 regarding
potential violations of the Governing Board code of ethics.

The previous Governing Board approved this Procedure at its June 9, 2010 meeting [2.j.19].


Policy 2715: Code of Ethics
This policy, initially adopted by the Governing Board in March 2008, incorporated language
regarding the process for handling violations. The work group removed this procedural language
from the Policy. In addition to using the existing policy and the CCLC sample policy as a
template, the work group also used as resources the Code of Ethics policies and procedures of
West Hills Community College District and Mira Costa Community College District [2.j.20]. The
revised Policy 2715 was approved by the Accreditation Oversight Committee (AOC) on
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July 14, 2010 and by the Governing Board Policy Review Committee on August 24, 2010. It went
before the Governing Board for first reading at a special meeting on September 29, 2010; second
reading and approval occurred at the following Board meeting on October 13, 2010.


Procedure 2715: Code of Ethics
The new Code of Ethics Procedure 2715 is a comprehensive document supporting the Code of
Ethics Policy. The work group recommended language stating the Governing Board’s
commitment to the importance of using and complying with the Code of Ethics. Again, the Code
of Ethics policies and procedures of West Hills Community College District and Mira Costa
Community College District were vital resources. Noting the WASC Team’s recommendation to
include a procedure for monitoring and handling violations of the Code of Ethics, the work group
used the language provided in the CCLC sample Policy 2715 regarding potential violations of the
Governing Board Code of Ethics as its model. The new Procedure 2715 was approved by the
AOC on July 14, 2010 and by the Governing Board Policy Review Committee on
August 24, 2010. It went before the full Board for first reading on September 29, 2010; second
reading and approval occurred at the Board Meeting on October 13, 2010. The new Code of
Ethics Procedure, addressed how the policy is to be enforced and how sanctions will be
determined if the Policy is violated.
To avoid any potential appearances of conflicts of interest, Governing Board members have
consistently followed a recusal process when decisions arose that may have been impacted by
these conflicts.

3. ANALYSIS OF RESULTS:
The Governing Board has fully implemented formal procedures for handling potential Conflict of
Interest and Ethics Policy violations as requested by WASC in January 2010. In addition, The
Governing Board has established and implemented ongoing Board Training in the form of
monthly Study Sessions and has established a dynamic but thoughtful self-evaluation process,
which integrates external feedback along with the Code of Ethics into the process. The Board has
also committed to a calendar that includes the Annual Board Retreat for the purpose of
determining Board Goals and for review of the self-evaluation.
4. ADDITIONAL ACTION PLANS:
 The Governing Board’s policy sub-committee will review the Code of Ethics Policy and
Procedures at its March meeting. The plan is for the Governing Board to receive changes for
first reading at their April Board meeting. The Governing Board is committed to finalizing
the issues before the end of the spring 2011 semester, having all members sign the Ethics
Form.
 While the Governing Board conducted its self-evaluation at its retreat on March 12, 2011, it is
considering revising the current self-evaluation form based on the recommendations made by
the facilitator.
 The Governing Board will calendar training/study sessions on the fourth Wednesday of each
month during the regular academic year and provide additional external development
opportunities through CCLC and ACCT.
 The Board minutes will serve as documentation when members recuse themselves due to a
conflict of interest.
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5. EVIDENCE:
SECTION 2.j
2.j
Evidence Cited
2.j.1 SWC 2715 Policy and Procedure: Code of Ethics
2.j.2 Governing Board Ethics Signature Form
2.j.3 Governing Board Agenda Item 10: March 9, 2011
2.j.4 Governing Board minutes noting Recusal
2.j.5 Governing Board New Board Member Orientation: January 12, 2011
2.j.6 Governing Board Study Session: February 16, 2011 Item 10
2.j.7 Governing Board Retreat Agenda March 12, 2011: Self Evaluation
2.j.8 2010 Campus Climate Top 20, spring 2011 Student Survey; Mini Survey Results
2.j.9 Letter from Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior Colleges to Dr. Raj K. Chopra,
President Southwestern College, January 29, 2010—Commission action to impose Probation on
Southwestern College
2.j.10 Timeline for Work Group 9 & 10—March 16, 2010
2.j.11 Meeting Notes Work Group 9 & 10 March 12, 2010—Discussion of history and development of
Board Policy and Procedure
2.j.12 Meeting Notes Work Group 9 & 10 March 23, 2010—The group’s two recommendations will be
put in writing for presentation to AOC on 3/24/10.
2.j.13 Meeting Notes Work Group 9 & 10 April 13, 2010—developing language regarding the Code of
Ethics Policy #2715 and Conflict of Interest Policy #2710
2.j.14 Meeting Notes Work Group 9 & 10 April 20, 2010—Draft procedures for Policy 2710 ―Conflict
of Interest‖ was reviewed and discussed. The draft incorporates language from the CCLC
Procedure will be placed on the April 21 agenda for AOC.
2.j.15 SWC Procedure 2710: Conflict of Interest
2.j.16 Governing Board Minutes for Approval of Governing Board Policy 2710—Conflict of Interest,
March 12, 2008
2.j.17 AOC Recommendation, Communication, and Approval Process
2.j.18 Description of violations from Evaluation Report; Southwestern College accreditation visit. This
report represents the findings of the evaluation team that visited Southwestern College on October
5–8, 2009, p. 35, 38
2.j.19 Governing Board Minutes for Approval of Procedures regarding Board Policy 2710—Conflict of
Interest, June 9, 2010
2.j.20 Community College League of California, Board Policy and Administrative Procedure
Subscription Service. Models available via web access:
http://www.ccleague.org/files/public/HowToGuide.pdf Board Policy 2710 & 2715,
Administrative Policy 2710 & 2715, October 2007
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3. Appendices
The following pages contain some of the evidence documented in this Follow-Up Report. Additional
documentation of evidence will be made available to the Visiting Team during their follow up site
visit. The listing of appendices attached to this report is as follows:
A. Acronym List
B. Master List of Evidence
C. SWC District Policy 1200: Mission and Values
D. Program Discontinuance Policy and Procedure
E. 3–6 Year Academic Program Review Cycle
F. Program Review Transitional Cycle
G. Program Review Snapshot Form
H. SLO Course Report Summary
I. Technology Task Team: 2011–2015 Technology Plan
J. WASC Letter: Recommendation 7
K. Work Group 7 Action Matrix
L. Campus Climate Survey Summary, Top 20 Highest, and Top 20 Lowest Scored Questions
M. Mini Survey Results
N. Work Group 8(a) Action Matrix
O. Shared Planning and Decision-Making Handbook (narrative section only)
P. SWCCD Governing Board Accreditation Resolution on Governance
Q. SWCCD Governing Board Study Session Agenda: February 16, 2011
R. Recommendation 9: Governing Board Signatures of Acknowledgement
S. Governing Board New Board Member Orientation Agenda: January 12, 2011
T. Governing Board Retreat Agenda: March 12, 2011
U. Recommendation 10: Governing Board Signatures of Acknowledgement
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List of Acronyms Found in March 15 Follow Up Report
ACCJC

Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior Colleges

ACCT

Association of Community College Trustees

AdPRC

Administrative Program Review Committee

AIM

Achieving Institutional Mission

ALO

Accreditation Liaison Officer

AOC

Accreditation Oversight Committee

APRC

Academic Program Review Committee

AS

Academic Senate

ASCCC

Academic Senate for California Community Colleges

ASO

Associated Student Organization

ATC

Academic Technology Committee

AUO

Administrative Unit Outcomes

BFA

Business and Financial Affairs

CAL-PASS

California Partnership for Achieving Student Success

CCLC

Community College League of California

CLC

College Leadership Council

CMR

Community and Media Relations

CMT

College Management Team

CSEA

California School Employees Association

CSS

Computer Systems and Services

CTE

Career and Technical Education

FHP

Faculty Hiring Prioritization

FPPC

Fair Political Practices Commission

GB

Governing Board

GBPR

Governing Board Policy Review

HEC

Higher Education Center

HR

Human Resources

IPRC

Institutional Program Review Committee

I S/P

Interim Superintendent/President

ISLO

Institutional Student Learning Outcome

ISS

Instructional Support Services

IT

Institutional Technology
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PPL

Professional Personnel Leasing, Inc.

RPG

Research, Planning and Grants

S/P

Superintendent/President

SCC

Shared Consultation Council

SCCDAA

Southwestern Community College District Administrators Association

SCEA

Southwestern College Education Association

SLO

Student Learning Outcomes

SS

Student Services

SWC

Southwestern College

SWCCD

Southwestern Community College District

TSC

Training Services Coordinator

TTT

Technology Task Team

VPAA

Vice President for Academic Affairs

VPAS

Vice President, Academic Senate

VPBFA

Vice President for Business and Financial Affairs

VPHR

Vice President for Human Resource

VPSA

Vice President for Student Affairs

WASC

Western Association of Schools and Colleges
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Master List of Evidence
Section 1
S of P

Evidence Cited

1.1

ACCJC Action Letter: January 29, 2010

1.2

Town Hall Forums

1.3

VPAA Accreditation Email Invitation

1.4

AOC Minutes: February 4, 2010

1.5

AOC Committee Composition (February 2010)

1.6

AOC Vision Statement

1.7

AOC Work Group Composition

1.8

AOC Weekly Activity Calendar

1.9

AOC Work Group Guides

1.10

SCC Agenda and Minutes: February 18, 2010

1.11

AOC Recommendation, Process, and Approval Chart

1.12

Governing Board Presentation: March

1.13

Governing Board Presentation: April

1.14

Governing Board Presentation: February 2011

1.15

Governing Board Presentation: July

1.16

Governing Board Presentation: September

1.17

AOC Opening Day Presentation

1.18

Public Folders: Accreditation

1.19

SWCCD Accreditation Link

1.20

SWCCD BlackBoard Accreditation Organization Link

1.21

Community Updates: Dr. Chopra

1.22

Governing Board Newsletters

1.23

CMR Communications: Outlook, General

1.24

AOC Agendas and Minutes: Summer Meetings

1.25

Follow-Up Report Project Timeline

1.26

ALO—Superintendent/President Meeting Agendas

1.27

Governing Board Agenda—PPL Contract Approval: September 8, 2010

1.28

Denise Whittaker Selection Flyer

1.29

AOC/SCC Summit Agenda
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SECTION 2.a
2.a

Evidence Cited

2.a.1

District Policy 1200: Mission and Values

2.a.2

November 18, 2010 Agenda/Minutes: Shared Consultation Council (SCC)

2.a.3

May 14, 2010 Email to College community: Review of Mission Statement

2.a.4

August 13, 2010: Mission Statement Talking Points

2.a.5

June 23, 2010 Agenda/Minutes: Accreditation Oversight Committee (AOC)

2.a.6

August 13, 2010 Memo from VPAA: Review of Draft Mission

2.a.7

August 16, 2010 Opening Day Presentation

2.a.8

October 27, 2010 AOC Agenda/Minutes/Attachment on Mission consultation process

2.a.9

October 27, 2010 Email/Attachments: Formal request for consultation

2.a.10

November 4, 2010 Agenda: HEC National City Staff Meeting

2.a.11

November 9, 2010 Agenda/Minutes: Academic Senate Meeting

2.a.12

November 10, 2010 Agenda: Deans’ Council

2.a.13

November 11, 2010 Agenda/Minutes: HEC Otay Mesa Staff Meeting

2.a.14

November 16, 2010 Agenda/Minutes: Academic Senate Meeting

2.a.15

November 16, 2010 Agenda/Minutes: College Management Team

2.a.16

November 18, 2010 SCC Formal Approval of Mission Statement

2.a.17

November 22 2010 AS President Calendar shot: CSEA Meeting

2.a.18

November 30, 2010 Agenda/Minutes: ASO Executive Council

2.a.19

December 1, 2010 Agenda/Minutes: GBA&PPRC

2.a.20

December 14, 2010 Email: AOC approval

2.a.21

December 14, 2010 Calendar: Cabinet Meeting

2.a.22

January 19, 2011 Agenda/Minutes: Governing Board

2.a.23

February 9, 2011 Agenda/Minutes: Governing Board

2.a.24

Integrated Planning Chart
Section 2.b

2.b

Evidence Cited

2.b.1

AOC Agenda and Minutes: Approval of Integrated Planning Model

2.b.2

Shared Consultation Council Agenda and Minutes: Approval of Integrated Planning Model

2.b.3

Agendas and Minutes of Presentation of Integrated Planning Process to Constituent Groups
via the Formal Consultation Process

2.b.4

February 4, 2010 AOC Agenda and Minutes
98

2.b.5

WG 2 Agenda and Meeting Notes: February 25, 2010; May 27, 2010

2.b.6

WG 2 Agenda and Meeting Notes: April 15, 2010; April 22, 2010; April 29, 2010; May
13, 2010

2.b.7

WG 123 Agenda and Meeting Notes: June 16, 2010; June 23, 2010; July 1, 2010; August
13, 2010; September 13, 2010; October 11, 2010

2.b.8

Planning Documents from Citrus, Cerro, San Diego City, Mateo Community College
District

2.b.9

Organization and Governance Handbook (draft) Note: the title was revised in Fall 2010 to
the Shared Planning and Decision-Making Handbook

2.b.10

WG 8 (b) Agenda And Meeting Notes re: development of Governance Handbook

2.b.11

Integrated Planning PowerPoint Presentation

2.b.12

Work group recommendations from the Accreditation Oversight Committee

2.b.13

AOC, SCC, and Cabinet Agenda and Minutes

2.b.14

Institutional Program Review Process and related documents

2.b.15

Program Review Timeline for Academic Program Review and Snapshots
Section 2.c

2.c

Evidence Cited

2.c.1

APRC Meeting Agenda/Minutes: January 26, 2011

2.c.2

Programs that have been discontinued: Email from Director of Instructional Support
Services

2.c.3

GB Agenda: February 9, 2011 re: Policy and Procedure 4021

2.c.4

3-6 year PR Cycle

2.c.5

Program Review Snapshot Form

2.c.6

Transitional Cycle and Timeline
Section 2.d

2.d

Evidence Cited

2.d.1

SWC Student Services SLOs

2.d.2

SWC Mission Statement

2.d.3

CurricUNET Screenshot

2.d.4

Staff Development Workshops: January 2008

2.d.5

GB Agenda/Minutes November 12, 2008 re: approval of eLumen software purchase

2.d.6

SWC Web Link: History and Development of SLOs at SWC

2.d.7

SLO Committee meeting minutes: January 10, 2011

2.d.8

SLO Committee Goals and Timeline

2.d.9

SLO Course Report
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2.d.10

Assessment of SLOs and Rubric Writing

2.d.11

AUO Training CD

2.d.12

SLO Implementation Pilot Results

2.d.13

Philosophy discipline SLO Results

2.d.14

Academic Faculty and Student Services Workshop agendas and eLumen handouts

2.d.15

SLO/AUO Implementing Guidelines

2.d.16

SLO Web Link

2.d.17

SLO Collaborative POWER (Promising Outcomes Work and Exemplary Research) 2009
SLO Mentor of the Year

2.d.18

SLO and Assessment—Academic and Student Affairs Coordinator

2.d.19

Opening Day Staff Development Calendar of Activities: January 11, 2011

2.d.20

Site Handout, PowerPoint, and Pre/Post email to attendees

2.d.21

SLO/AUO Assessment Policy and Procedure

2.d.22

SLO Implementation Chart
Section 2.e

2.e

Evidence Cited

2.e.1

Technology Task Team (TTT) 2011–2015 Technology Plan

2.e.2

Approval of Technology Plan: SCC Agenda/Minutes: March 2, 2011; GB Agenda:
March 9, 2011

2.e.3

GB Agenda: August 2010 re: Approval to hire Computer Programmer

2.e.4

GB Agenda: Approval of funds to hire Training Services Coordinator

2.e.5

Consultants 2011–2015 Technology Plan

2.e.6

2010–2011 Strategic Priority Action Plans

2.e.7

Technology Chart: Program Reviews

2.e.8

TTT Action Plans
Section 2.f

2.f

Evidence Cited

2.f.1

Staff Development Organizational Flow Chart

2.f.2

Results from four Needs Assessment Surveys in spring 2010 and 2011

2.f.3

Fall 2010 and Spring 2011 Opening Day Break-out Session Agendas

2.f.4

Attendance records for events and workshops offered through Staff Development

2.f.5

SCCDAA Retreat Agendas

2.f.6

Training Services Coordinator Job Description
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2.f.7

Staff Development Budget: 2010–2011

2.f.8

Staff Development Coordinator Job Description

2.f.9

Evaluations for events and workshops offered through Staff Development

2.f.10

Flex Guidelines committee meeting agenda and notes

2.f.11

Work Group 7 Action Matrix from Summit I
SECTION 2.g

2.g

Evidence Cited

2.g.1

Accreditation Oversight Committee (AOC) Minutes: February 10, 2010

2.g.2

Work Group 8(a) Minutes and sign-in sheet: March 12, 2010

2.g.3

Campus Climate Survey questions

2.g.4

Work Group 8(a) Recommendations

2.g.5

Work Group 8(a) Minutes: April 20, 2010

2.g.6

Work Group 8(a) Progress Flow Chart

2.g.7

Work Group 8(a) Meeting Minutes and Revised List: December 9, 2010

2.g.8

Staff Dining Room Re-Opening Email

2.g.9

Fall 2010 Opening Day Agenda

2.g.10

Spring 2011 Opening Day

2.g.11

Workshops—Classified Staff Development Day: January 5, 2011 and Spring Opening
Day: January 11, 2011

2.g.12

Campus Climate Survey Meeting Notes: March 2010

2.g.13

Thanksgiving Tree Email Announcement

2.g.14

Policy 2310: Adjournment of Meetings

2.g.15

Email from constituents re: Governing Board Meeting: January 2011

2.g.16

SCEA/District Email re: Faculty Contract

2.g.17

Email/Evite and Thank you from CSEA President

2.g.18

SWC SUN Special Edition: February 11, 2011 page One

2.g.19

SWC Policy 3900: Freedom of Expression

2.g.20

Arbitrator’s Ruling: Elisandra Singh

2.g.21

Governing Board Meeting Minutes re: Rejection of Arbitrator’s ruling; SUN article

2.g.22

Governing Board Meeting Minutes: February 5, 2011 re: Recall Eli Singh decision

2.g.23

Opening Day Follow Up Survey

2.g.24

―Phoenix‖ Song Link to YouTube Video; lyrics

2.g.25

Campus Climate Survey 2010: Results
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2.g.26

Mini-Survey: spring 2011

2.g.27

ASO Announcement of Student Survey; Survey

2.g.28

AOC/SCC Summit I: February 10, 2011: Agenda, PowerPoint, Sign-In Sheets

2.g.29

KGTV Television Coverage of SWC: spring 2011

2.g.30

Mini Survey: spring 2011 Results

2.g.31

Evidence: Southwestern Community College District Work Group 8 Action Plans, October
15, 2011).
SECTION 2.h

2.h

Evidence Cited

2.h.1

Shared Consultation Council Agenda: February 9, 2011

2.h.2

Shared Planning and Decision-Making Handbook

2.h.3

AOC/SCC Summit I February 9, 2011: Agenda and Handouts

2.h.4

Minutes of the Shared Governance Policy and Procedure Task Group (SGPPTP):
January 28, 2010

2.h.5

Minutes of the SGPPTP-various

2.h.6

Previous District Policy 2510: Participation in Local Decision Making

2.h.7

Revised District Policy 2510: Shared Planning and Decision Making-August 2010

2.h.8

New District Procedure 2510: Shared Planning and Decision Making

2.h.9

New District Policy 2515: Role and Scope of the Academic Senate 10 + 1

2.h.10

New District Procedure 2515: Role and Scope of the Academic Senate 10 + 1

2.h.11

Constituent Email for 2510 Policy and Procedure Review

2.h.12

Agenda and Minutes of the SCC Retreat 8/5/10

2.h.13

SCC Shared Planning Presentation: Scott Lay

2.h.14

AS Agenda for Superintendent/President: 7/26/10

2.h.15

AS Executive Committee Meeting Notes: August 11, 2010

2.h.16

Agenda of the GBPRC: 8/24/10

2.h.17

Governing Board Agenda: 9/29/10

2.h.18

SCC Agenda February 16, 2011: Handbook Approval

2.h.19

Academic Senate, AOC, SCC Agendas: Approval of Handbook

2.h.20

Web Link to Shared Panning and Decision-Making Handbook

2.h.21

SCC Reorganization and Function: Flow Chart, Agenda, Minutes

2.h.22

SCC Request for Consultation Form
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SECTION 2.i
2.i

Evidence Cited

2.i.1

SWCCD Governing Board Accreditation Resolution on Governance

2.i.2

SWC Policy 2410: Policies and Administrative Procedure

2.i.3

SWCCD Governing Board Study Session Training Manual February 16, 2011

2.i.4

SWCCD Governing Board Study Session Agenda February 16, 2011

2.i.5

Interim Superintendent/President Reports to the Governing Board

2.i.6

CCLC Board Training

2.i.7

SCC Retreat: Agenda

2.i.8

SCC Retreat: Minutes

2.i.9

SCC Retreat Presentation: Participating Effectively in College Governance

2.i.10

ACCJC Board Training—Dr. Barbara Beno: Presentation

2.i.11

ACCJC Board Training: Annotated Standards

2.i.12

ACCJC Board Training: Holding Board Presidents Accountable

2.i.13

SWC Policy 2432: Selection of Vice Presidents

2.i.14

SWC Procedure 2710: Conflict of Interest

2.i.15

Governing Board Agenda: June 9, 2010 re: 2710 Conflict of Interest Procedure

2.i.16

Governing Board Minutes: June 9, 2010 re: Approval of 2710

2.i.17

New Governing Board Member Orientation Session: January 12, 2011

2.i.18

CCLC New Trustee Workshop and Legislative Conference: January 21–24, 2011

2.i.19

Associated Student Organization: Governing Board Meeting Statement: January 2011

2.i.20

Survey Responses Comparisons

2.i.21

Governing Board Meeting Minutes: February 9, 2011
SECTION 2.j

2.j

Evidence Cited

2.j.1

SWC 2715 Policy and Procedure: Code of Ethics

2.j.2

Governing Board Ethics Signature Form

2.j.3

Governing Board Agenda Item 10: March 9, 2011

2.j.4

Governing Board minutes noting Recusal

2.j.5

Governing Board New Board Member Orientation: January 12, 2011

2.j.6

Governing Board Study Session: February 16, 2011 Item 10

2.j.7

Governing Board Retreat Agenda March 12, 2011: Self Evaluation
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2.j.8

2010 Campus Climate Top 20, spring 2011 Student Survey; Mini Survey Results

2.j.9

Letter from Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior Colleges to Dr. Raj K.
Chopra, President Southwestern College, January 29, 2010—Commission action to impose
Probation on Southwestern College

2.j.10

Timeline for Work Group 9 & 10—March 16, 2010

2.j.11

Meeting Notes Work Group 9 & 10 March 12, 2010—Discussion of history and
development of Board Policy and Procedure

2.j.12

Meeting Notes Work Group 9 & 10 March 23, 2010—The group’s two recommendations
will be put in writing for presentation to AOC on 3/24/10.

2.j.13

Meeting Notes Work Group 9 & 10 April 13, 2010—developing language regarding the
Code of Ethics Policy #2715 and Conflict of Interest Policy #2710

2.j.14

Meeting Notes Work Group 9 & 10 April 20, 2010—Draft procedures for Policy 2710
―Conflict of Interest‖ was reviewed and discussed. The draft incorporates language from
the CCLC Procedure will be placed on the April 21 agenda for AOC.

2.j.15

SWC Procedure 2710: Conflict of Interest

2.j.16

Governing Board Minutes for Approval of Governing Board Policy 2710—Conflict of
Interest, March 12, 2008

2.j.17

AOC Recommendation, Communication, and Approval Process

2.j.18

Description of violations from Evaluation Report; Southwestern College accreditation
visit. This report represents the findings of the evaluation team that visited Southwestern
College on October 5–8, 2009, p. 35, 38

2.j.19

Governing Board Minutes for Approval of Procedures regarding Board Policy 2710—
Conflict of Interest, June 9, 2010

2.j.20

Community College League of California, Board Policy and Administrative Procedure
Subscription Service. Models available via web access:
http://www.ccleague.org/files/public/HowToGuide.pdf Board Policy 2710 & 2715,
Administrative Policy 2710 & 2715, October 2007
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APPENDIX C
SWC District Policy 1200: Mission and Values
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APPENDIX D
Program Discontinuance Policy and Procedure
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109
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APPENDIX E
3–6 Year Academic Program Review Cycle
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2009/2010

Spring 2011
Yearly Program Review
Snapshot by All Units

Business and Financial Affairs Division
Fall 2011
Fall 2012
Bond Project
Bookstore
Cashiering
Contract Opportunities
College Police
Ctr.
CSS
Facilities & Operations
Custodial
Finance
Facilities/Leasing
Payroll/Risk Mgmt
Food Services
Purchasing/Warehouse
Grounds
Maintenance
OSS/Warehouse

All other BFA units Yearly
Program Review Snapshot

2009/2010

Spring 2011
Yearly Program Review
Snapshot by All Units

Fall 2011
Benefits
Staff Development

All other BFA units Yearly
Program Review Snapshot

Human Resources Division
Fall 2012
Human Resources

Fall 2013
Vice President of Business
& Financial Affairs

Fall 2014
Yearly Program Review
Snapshot by All Units
Rest/Review

All other BFA units Yearly
Program Review Snapshot

Fall 2013
Vice President of Human
Resources

Fall 2014
Yearly Program Review
Snapshot by All Units
Rest/Review

All other units HR yearly
Program Review Snapshot

2009/2010

Spring 2011

All other units HR yearly
Program Review Snapshot

All other units HR yearly
Program Review Snapshot

Superintendent/President Office of Institutional Effectiveness
Fall 2011
Fall 2012
Fall 2013

Yearly Program Review
Snapshot by All Units

Community/Media
Relations
College Foundation

Research, Grants, Planning

Superintendent/President

All other units S/P yearly
Program Review Snapshot

All other units S/P yearly
Program Review Snapshot

All other units S/P yearly
Program Review Snapshot

Fall 2014
Yearly Program Review
Snapshot by All Units
Rest/Review

Fall 2010

Spring 2011

Admissions &
Financial Aid

Annual Program Review
Snapshot by All Units

Student Affairs Division
Fall 2011
Fall 2012
Articulation
Assessment Center

Office of Counseling &
Matriculation (School of
Counseling and Personal

Fall 2013
Vice President for Student
Affairs

Fall 2014
All units Annual
Program Review
Snapshot
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Career Center
CTECS/WRC

Development)
Center for International
Education/International
Students

Records/
Outreach

Office of Student Services

DSS
Transfer
Center

EOPS/CARE
Evaluations
Grievance & Order
Health Services
Scholarships
Service Learning/CWEE
Student Development &
Leadership
Student Employment
Services
Veterans
All other units Annual
Program Review Snapshot

Fall 2010
1/2 Resident
programs

Spring 2011
Annual Program Review
Snapshot by All Units

1/2 Resident programs

All other units Annual
Program Review Snapshot

Academic Affairs Division
Fall 2011
Fall 2012
Academic Success Center Instructional Support
Services
Library
School of Arts &
Crown Cove Aquatic
Communication
Center
School of Business,
HEC, National City
Professional and Technical
Education
HEC, San Ysidro
School of Continuing
HEC, Otay Mesa
Education & Workforce
Development

All other units Annual
Program Review Snapshot

Fall 2013
Vice President for
Academic Affairs

Fall 2014
All units Annual
Program Review
Snapshot
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CalWORKs
Small Business
Development Center
International Trade Center

School of Health, Exercise
Science, and Athletics
School of Language and
Literature
School of Math, Science
and Engineering
School of Social
Sciences& Humanities

All other units Annual
Program Review
Snapshot

All other units Annual
Program Review Snapshot

All other units Annual
Program Review Snapshot

All other units Annual
Program Review Snapshot
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APPENDIX F
Program Review Transitional Cycle
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2010-2011 Institutional Program Review
Transitional Cycle
March 15, 2011

PR Annual Snapshot report due to highest level director from
supervisor/director level

March 22, 2011

PR Annual Snapshot report due to vice president
From highest level director

March 29, 2011

Vice President PR Annual Snapshot report to IPRC
Sub Committees:*
Vice President Meadows completes and sends to
Mink Stavenga, Chair Academic Admin PR Committee
Vice President Suarez completes and sends to
Dean Bea Zamora, Chair SS Program Review Committee
Vice President Kerns completes and send to
Wayne Yanda, Chair BFA/HR/S/P Program Review
Committee
Vice President Temple completes and sends to
Wayne Yanda, Chair BFA/HR/S/P Program Review
Committee

April 13, 2011

IPRC submits PR Annual Snapshot reports to Shared
Consultation

*Please send all documents electronically and a hard copy to the
chair of the appropriate committee. Include all program/unit
snapshots.
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APPENDIX G
Program Review Snapshot Form
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TEMPLATE FOR ANNUAL PROGRAM REVIEW SNAPSHOT
(These forms need to be completed each year including those years when a full program review is not conducted.)
(Plan, Implement & Evaluate)
Program: Click here to enter text.
Location:_________________
Please evaluate your program/unit’s progress for the current year. Identify who will do what, by when.

SUMMARY PROGRAM /UNIT ACTION PLAN 2010/2011
Action Plans/Goals

Timeline for
Completion

Strategic
Priority

Responsible
Individual/Groups

Budget Augmentation

Click here to enter
text.

Click here to
enter text.

Click here to
enter text.

Click here to enter
text.

No
Other

Click here to enter
text.

Click here to
enter text.

Click here to
enter text.

Click here to enter
text.

No
Other

Click here to enter
text.

Click here to
enter text.

Click here to
enter text.

Click here to enter
text.

No
Other

Accomplished

In
Progress

N/A

Yes
Estimated Cost
Click here to
enter text.
Yes
Estimated Cost
Click here to
enter text.
Yes
Estimated Cost
Click here to
enter text.
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OUTCOME OF PROGRAM SLO/AUO ASSESSMENTS
List each identified Program
SLO/Unit AUO
Click here to enter text.

Click here to enter text.

Which ISLO(s) relate to the
Program SLO/Unit AUO
Global Awareness
Thinking and Reasoning
Information Competency
Communication
Global Awareness
Thinking and Reasoning
Information Competency
Communication

Summarize SLO/AUO
Assessment Results
Click here to enter text.

Summarize Plan for improvement

Click here to enter text.

Click here to enter text.

Click here to enter text.

TECHNOLOGY RESOURCES
Such As: Computers, Software, Diagnostic lab machines, Copiers, Scanners, repairs to above (regardless of cost)
Rank
#

List Equipment and/or Equipment Repairs
Needed for the Following Academic Year:
Click here to enter text.

Rationale for Requests
Click here to enter text.

Click here to enter text.

Click here to enter text.

Click here to enter text.

Click here to enter text.

Estimated
Cost
Click here
to enter
text.
Click here
to enter
text.
Click here
to enter
text.

Strategic Priority
Click here to enter text.

Click here to enter text.

Click here to enter text.

122

EQUIPMENT (>or = $5,000)
Such As: Vehicles, Golf carts, Furniture, Desks
Rank
#

List Equipment and/or Equipment Repairs
Needed for the Following Academic Year:
Click here to enter text.

Rationale for Requests
Click here to enter text.

Click here to enter text.

Click here to enter text.

Click here to enter text.

Click here to enter text.

Estimated
Cost
Click here
to enter
text.
Click here
to enter
text.
Click here
to enter
text.

Strategic Priority
Click here to enter text.

Click here to enter text.

Click here to enter text.

SUPPLIES/MINOR EQUIPMENT (< than $5,000)
Such As: Books, Magazines, Instructional supplies, Office supplies
Rank
#

List Equipment and/or Equipment Repairs
Needed for the Following Academic Year:
Click here to enter text.

Rationale for Requests
Click here to enter text.

Click here to enter text.

Click here to enter text.

Click here to enter text.

Click here to enter text.

Estimated
Cost
Click here
to enter
text.
Click here
to enter
text.
Click here
to enter
text.

Strategic Priority
Click here to enter text.

Click here to enter text.

Click here to enter text.
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FACILITIES
Rank
#

List Facilities needed for the Following
Academic Year (remodels, renovations, office
spaces, days/times and additional classroom
space)
Click here to enter text.

Rationale for Requests

Click here to enter text.

Click here to enter text.

Click here to enter text.

Click here to enter text.

Click here to enter text.

Estimated
Cost

Click here
to enter
text.
Click here
to enter
text.
Click here
to enter
text.

Strategic Priority

Click here to enter text.

Click here to enter text.

Click here to enter text.

HUMAN RESOURCES: New Faculty and/or Staff
Rank
#

Position Requested

Rationale for New Position

Click here to enter text.

Click here to enter text.

Click here to enter text.

Click here to enter text.

Click here to enter text.

Click here to enter text.

Estimated
Cost
Click here
to enter
text.
Click here
to enter
text.
Click here
to enter
text.

Strategic Priority
Click here to enter text.

Click here to enter text.

Click here to enter text.
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NON-COST RESOURCES (Training, Supplies, etc)
Institutional Research:

Click here to enter text.

Training & Support for Using Technology:

Click here to enter text.

Marketing & Outreach:

Click here to enter text.

Are there any other un-funded needs identified by your
program/unit? (If so, provide a priority list, cost,
rationale, and related strategic priority)

Click here to enter text.

1. Are there any institutional, division, center, school, unit, department, or program issue(s) that have impacted your program/unit positively or
negatively in the previous fiscal year? If so, provide a detailed explanation. Click here to enter text.
2. What accomplishments were achieved by the program/unit in the previous fiscal year? Click here to enter text.

Signature _________________________________________________________
Print Name: Click here to enter text.

Date: Click here to enter a date.

Dept/Unit: Click here to enter text.
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APPENDIX H
SLO Course Report Summary
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Academic Course SLO Completion Report
TOTAL OVERALL

1484

0

1484

100%

0%

Courses
Complete

Courses
Incomplete

Total
Number of
Courses

Percent
Complete

Percent
Incomplete

TOTAL

4
24
28

0
0
0

4
24
28

100%
100%
100%

0%
0%
0%

TOTAL

19
25
29
45
9
6
44
2
179

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

19
25
29
45
9
6
44
2
179

100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

25
2
15
5
26
5
8
6
9
11
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0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

25
2
15
5
26
5
8
6
9
11
112

100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

Counseling and Personal Guidance
Cooperative Education
Personal Development

School of Applied Technology & Learning Assistance
Architecture
Administration of Justice
Automotive Technology
Child Development
Construction Inspection
Landscape Architecture
Landscape and Nursery Technology
Library

Higher Education Center San Ysidro
Higher Education Center Otay Mesa
ADN: Associate Degree Nursing
CNA: Certified Nursing Assistant
Emergency Medical Technology and Paramedic
Emergency Medical Technology
Fire Science
Insurance
Leadership
Operating Room Nurse
Surgical Technology
Vocational Nursing
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Higher Education Center National City
Dental Hygiene
Medical Office Professional
Medical Laboratory Technician
TOTAL

30
18
19
67

0
0
0
0

30
18
19
67

100%
100%
100%
100%

0%
0%
0%
0%

TOTAL FOR ENTIRE SCHOOL

358

0

358

100%

0%

TOTAL for ENTIRE SCHOOL

76
18
55
10
86
27
21
293

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

76
18
55
10
86
27
21
293

100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

School of Business and Information Systems
Accounting
Business
Culinary Arts
Computer Aided Design
Computer Information Systems
Computer Literacy
Electronics
Event Convention Planning
Hospitality Tourism Management
Legal
Real Estate
Recreation
Travel & Tourism
TOTAL FOR BUSINESS & Is

12
64
14
10
62
1
35
3
4
26
12
9
14
266

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

12
64
14
10
62
1
35
3
4
26
12
9
14
266

100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

School of Health, Exercise Science & Athletics
Exercise Science/Activity
Exercise Science/Intercollegiate
Exercise Science/Limited

89
36
16

0
0
0

89
36
16

100%
100%
100%

0%
0%
0%

School of Arts and Communication
Art
Communication
Dance
Journalism
Music
Telemedia
Theatre Arts
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Exercise Science/Theory
Environmental Hazardous Materials
Health
TOTAL FOR HESA

53
13
8
215

0
0
0
0

53
13
8
215

100%
100%
100%
100%

0%
0%
0%
0%

School of Language & Literature
American Sign Language
Chinese
Education
English
English as a Second Language
Farsi
French
Italian
Japanese
Learning Skills
Pilipino
Portuguese
Reading
Spanish
TOTAL FOR LANGUAGE AND LITERATURE

2
2
5
40
31
2
4
3
5
5
3
3
6
12
123

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

2
2
5
40
31
2
4
3
5
5
3
3
6
12
123

100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

7
29
14
11
12
3
39
11
4
130

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

7
29
14
11
12
3
39
11
4
130

100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

5
5

0
0

5
5

100%
100%

0%
0%

School of Math, Science & Engineering
Astronomy
Biology
Chemistry
Engineering
Geography
Geology
Math
Physics
Physical Science
TOTAL FOR MSE
School of Social Sciences and Humanities
African-American Studies
Anthropology
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Asian-American Studies
Economics
History
Humanities
Mexican American Studies
Philosophy
Psychology
Political Science
Sociology
TOTAL FOR SOCIAL SICENCES AND HUM

4
3
17
7
3
5
9
5
8
71

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

4
3
17
7
3
5
9
5
8
71

100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

TOTAL OVERALL

1484

0

1484

100%

0%
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APPENIDX I
Technology Task Team:
2011–2015 Technology Plan
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137
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139

140

141

142
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149

150
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APPENDIX J
WASC Letter: Recommendation 7
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APPENDIX K
Work Group 7 Action Matrix
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SOUTHWESTERN COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT
Recommendation 7: Institutional Staff Development Plan
PRIORITY 1: Address what must be done in the next 3 weeks.
GOAL: 1. Provide action plans that support SWC’s Accreditation follow up report and the Accreditation Commission directives for
RESOLUTION/ACTION; timeline must address the work/implementation plan detailing actions from NOW through February 25, 2011.
ACTION/WORK TO BE COMPLETED
ASSIGNED
TIMELINE
EVIDENCE OF COMPLETION
FISCAL
NEEDS
Summit Meeting
D. Whittaker
2/10/11
Determine if resolving plan for March or June
WG 7 and D.
2/10/11
95% Complete by March
Clerical
Report
Whittaker
Need: Assessment Surveys, Flex
Assistance
Guidelines, Opening Day Survey,
Scholarships, Staff Development Org
Chart
Assessment of Staff Development Needs
Need Assessment Surveys FA/10 and
 Faculty
SP/11
 Classified
 Management
 Governing Board
Develop, write, and submit to SCC/GB
WG7 and
6/1/11
Comprehensive Staff Development Plan
 Include 5-year Action Plan
S/D
 Include 5-year Staffing Plan
Coordinator
 Include 5-year Budget Plan
 Integrate Institutional Plan in Program
Review and overall Strategic Planning
Process
Include in March Report
2/28/11
PRIORITY 2: Spring Session March through May 2011
GOAL: 2. Provide action plans that support SWC’s Accreditation follow up report and the Accreditation Commission directives for
RESOLUTION/ACTION; timeline must address the work/implementation plan detailing actions from MARCH through
MAY
ACTION/WORK TO BE COMPLETED
ASSIGNED
TIMELINE
EVIDENCE OF COMPLETION
FISCAL
NEEDS
Implementation of Work Group 7 Additional
3/1/–5/31/11
Plans
Develop SD Plan
SD Coord
3/11/–4/1/11
Approved by Senate
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Complete SD Program Review
Create Subcommittee of Staff Development
Committee to address Part-time Faculty
participation

SD Coord
3/1/–4/15/11
Staff
3/1-4/15/11
Development

Sent to IPRC
Minutes of Staff Development
Committee action

Recommend to AOC that all Classified Staff
must participate in both Classified Staff
Professional Development Days.

WG 7

3/1-4/15/11

AOC Meeting Minutes

Recommend to AOC that the College adopt a

WG 7

3/1-4/15/11

AOC Meeting Minutes

Committee

procedure of closing all offices from 8 a.m. to
noon on Opening Day of each semester to allow
all staff to have the opportunity to participate in
Opening Day activities

Write Staff Development Board Policy and
WG 7
2/15–3/1/11
Board Approval include in report only if
Procedure
approved.
PRIORITY 3: Summer Session JUNE through AUGUST 2011
GOAL: 3. Provide action plans that support SWC’s Accreditation follow up report and the Accreditation Commission directives for
RESOLUTION/ACTION; timeline must address the work/implementation plan detailing actions from JUNE through
AUGUST.
ACTION/WORK TO BE COMPLETED

ASSIGNED

TIMELINE

EVIDENCE OF COMPLETION

FISCAL NEEDS

Status Report for Spring 2011
Summer Action Plan

SD Coord
6/30/11
WG 7 and
6/1/11–6/31/11
SD Coord
PRIORITY 4: Fall Session SEPTEMBER through DECEMBER 2011
GOAL: 4. Provide follow-up action plans that support SWC’s Accreditation follow up report and the Accreditation Commission
directives for RESOLUTION/ACTION; timeline must address the work/implementation plan detailing actions from SEPTEMBER
through DECEMBER.
ACTION/WORK TO BE COMPLETED

ASSIGNED

TIMELINE

EVIDENCE OF COMPLETION

FISCAL NEEDS

Summer Status Report
WG 7
9/30/11
Review and implement recommendation and
WG 7
forward to AOC
PRIORITY 5: SUSTAINABILITY Spring 2012 though Fall 2012
GOAL: 5. Provide follow-up action plans that support SWC’s Accreditation follow up report and the Accreditation Commission
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directives for RESOLUTION/ACTION; timeline must address the work/implementation plan detailing actions from SEPTEMBER
through DECEMBER.
ACTION/WORK TO BE COMPLETED
Spring 2012 Action Plan
Spring 2012 Status Report
Summer 2012 Action Plan
Fall 2012 Action Plan

ASSIGNED
WG 7
Co-Leads
WG 7
Co-Leads
WG 7
Co-Leads
WG 7
Co-Leads

TIMELINE
1/1/12

EVIDENCE OF COMPLETION

FISCAL NEEDS

6/30/12
6/1/12–8/31/12
9/1/12–12/31/12

WORK GROUP PARTICIPANTS
WG

7

Name
Beach, Randy
Hopkins, Kesa
Elias, Helen
Torres, Patty
Riley, Nelson
Barrera, Zeidy
MacNintch, Bruce
Orihuela, Omar
Ricasa, Arlie
Fighera, Joe
McClellan, Mia

Constituency

WG

Name

Constituency

Vess, Ron
Kelly, Diana

7
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APPENDIX L
Campus Climate Survey Summary
Top 20 Highest
and
Top 20 Lowest Scored Questions
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Summary of 2010 Campus Climate Survey results
The Southwestern College 2010 Campus Climate survey was deployed in late November/early December. Almost
600 employees responded to all or part of the survey. Employees were asked to respond to 67 questions which
were in the form of 138 statements with which the respondent was to indicate the degree to which he/she agreed
or disagreed.
The results of the survey are presented in several ways. First of all, responses to each statement were shown in a
bar graph format and in a numerical form by showing the mean score of each individual statement.
In addition, an analysis was made of the twenty lowest- and twenty highest-scored statements. The statements with
the highest scores were those with which the most employees agreed. These categories viewed most positively
included:
department chairs and supervisors
Faculty and classified leaders
Library services, payroll, student services
Curriculum approval process
There was significant interest in providing input in the areas of institutional program review, strategic planning,
and technology planning and considerable satisfaction with job responsibilities and job space.
Among the categories with the twenty lowest-scored statements, indicating disapproval or discontent, were:
Governing board and Superintendent/President in their responsiveness, communication, support of
employees, and respect for shared decision-making
Staffing appropriate to reflect the purpose, size, and complexity of the institution
An environment of trust, respect, and ethical behavior
An additional level of analysis was done by listing the ten lowest- and ten highest-scored questions by constituent
group.
Further analysis will be completed in the weeks to come and will be posted in public folders along with this first
series of reports. Included in this will be a summarization, and identification of themes, related to the written
comments that were made by respondents.
It is the intention that this survey will be administered again at the end of April, 2011, with initial results to be
released prior to the end of the Spring 2011 semester.
You may access the survey by clicking on the link below:
outlook:\\Public Folders\All Public Folders\Accreditation\Campus Climate Survey
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Twenty Highest Scored Questions Overall
Overall
Question
OH1

OH2

OH3

OH4
OH5

OH6

OH7

OH8

OH9

OH10

OH11

Score
55. [Library Services] My needs
are being met in each of the
following areas?
48b. [Payroll] The operational
processes and departments
listed below allow me to
perform my job effectively and
efficiently.
63. My supervisor is
approachable and
understanding when I have a
question related to my work
responsibilities.
32. My program/unit spends
allocated funds responsibly.
48m. [Roster and Grade
Submission] The operational
processes and departments
listed below allow me to
perform my job effectively and
efficiently.
28. The performance
evaluation(s) that I have
received were fair and
appropriate.
8h. [My Department Chair]
Institutional leaders create an
environment that promotes
trust and respect.
66. I have access to sufficient
space to perform my job
successfully.
2b. [Classified Leaders (e.g.
CSEA President)] Institutional
leaders create an environment
for empowerment, innovation,
and institutional excellence.
49d. [Technology planning
process] I would like to have
input into improving
institutional processes.
2a. [Faculty Leaders (e.g.
Academic Senate President,
SCEA President, Dept. Chairs)]
Institutional leaders create an
environment for
empowerment, innovation, and

3.32

3.27

3.27

3.26
3.25

3.25

3.22

3.21

3.20

3.17

3.17

189

institutional excellence.

OH12

OH13

OH14

OH15
OH16

OH17

OH18

OH19

OH20

8b. [Classified Leaders (e.g.
CSEA President)] Institutional
leaders create an environment
that promotes trust and
respect.
3b. [Classified Leaders (e.g.
CSEA President)] Institutional
leaders create an environment
that promotes institutional
effectiveness.
3a. [Faculty Leaders (e.g.
Academic Senate President,
SCEA President, Dept. Chairs)]
Institutional leaders create an
environment that promotes
institutional effectiveness.
61. Work responsibilities are
within my job description.
48g. [Curriculum Approval] The
operational processes and
departments listed below allow
me to perform my job
effectively and efficiently.
55b. [Student Services] My
needs are being met in each of
the following areas?
48k. [Facility Assignment
Request] The operational
processes and departments
listed below allow me to
perform my job effectively and
efficiently.
49h. [Institutional Program
Review] I would like to have
input into improving
institutional processes.
49g. [Strategic Planning
process] I would like to have
input into improving
institutional processes.

3.17

3.14

3.13

3.13
3.11

3.09

3.05

3.04

3.04
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Twenty Lowest Scored Questions Overall
Overall
Question
OL1

OL2

OL3

OL4

OL5

OL6

OL7

OL8

OL9

OL10

Score
39. The Governing Board utilizes
a consistent and transparent
self‐evaluation process in which
input from the College
community is solicited and the
results are accessible and
communicated to the college
community.
57. The Governing Board listens
and responds to
recommendations from College
constituencies.
38. The Governing Board and
Superintendent/President are
aware of and demonstrate
support for faculty, classified
staff, students, and
administration in the shared
planning and decision making.
41. I am aware of the results of
the Governing Board
self‐evaluation that are posted
on the SWC website and in the
Outlook public folder.
8F. [Governing Board]
Institutional leaders create an
environment that promotes
trust and respect.
40. An opportunity was given
for constituents to provide
input as part of the Governing
Board self‐evaluation process.
8e. [Superintendent/President]
Institutional leaders create an
environment that promotes
trust and respect.
2f. [Governing Board]
Institutional leaders create an
environment for
empowerment, innovation, and
institutional excellence.
3f. [Governing Board]
Institutional leaders create an
environment that promotes
institutional effectiveness.
3e. [Superintendent/President]
Institutional leaders create an

1.62

1.63

1.69

1.75

1.75

1.75

1.80

1.81

1.82

1.85
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OL11

OL12

OL13

OL14

OL15

OL16

OL17

OL18

OL19

environment that promotes
institutional effectiveness.
2e. [Superintendent/President]
Institutional leaders create an
environment for
empowerment, innovation, and
institutional excellence.
6. I feel an environment of trust
and respect exists for all
employees at SWC.
56. Decision making processes
are regularly evaluated and the
results are widely
communicated and distributed
to all members of the college
community.
12. I feel that institutional
leaders make optimal use of
existing shared planning and
decision making processes to
assure effective discussion,
planning and implementation of
ideas for improvement.
51. SWC is organized and
staffed appropriately and
proportionately to reflect the
institution's purpose, size, and
complexity.
15. I have a substantive and
clearly defined role in the
shared planning and decision
making process.
46. I have participated in a
dialogue about improving
institutional processes.
37. The Governing Board
establishes itself as a
policy‐making body, delegates
operational authority to the
Superintendent/President,
clarifies management roles, and
supports the authority of the
management in the
administration of the College.
14. Input provided by me or the
constituent group that
represents me is welcomed,
respected, and given
appropriate consideration by
institutional leaders when

1.87

1.91

2.03

2.03

2.05

2.08

2.08

2.11

2.12
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decisions are made.

OL20

7. The College fosters an
environment of ethical
behavior.

2.12
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APPENDIX M
Mini Survey Results
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1 Southwestern College Campus Climate Mini Survey
Prepared by
Office of Institutional Research, Planning and Grants
In an on-going effort to assess perceptions of staff, faculty and administration regarding the working
environment at Southwestern College, a mini campus climate survey, consisting of 10 closed-end
statements and one open-ended statement, was administered using Lime Survey, a web based open source
survey software. The College has undergone executive leadership changes since the last campus climate
survey was administered in November/December 2010. In order to provide a basis for comparison of
perceptions of staff, faculty and administration regarding executive leadership changes and current
working environment satisfaction levels, the 2011 mini survey’s statements (#s1-10) were repeated from
the 2010 survey.
The mini campus climate survey had initial email inviting responses that were sent out on February 25,
2011, with reminder emails to non-respondents sent out on March 2, 2011, and the last date for
participation was March 3, 2011. A total of 1,626 invitations were sent out by email. Three hundred forty
three surveys were completed (21%). The differences in the means between the November/December
2010 survey and the 2011 campus climate mini survey are statistically significant for each and every
statement.
Table 1. Summary of Statements
Campus Climate Mini Survey
Statements

1. The current GB listens and responds to
recommendations from College
constituencies.
2. The current GB and Interim S/P are
aware of and demonstrate support for
faculty, classified staff, students, and
administration in the shared planning and
decision making.
3. The current GB creates an environment
that promotes trust and respect.
4. The Interim Superintendent/President
creates an environment that promotes
trust and respect.
5. The current GB creates an environment
from empowerment, innovation, and
institutional excellence.
6. The current GB creates an environment
that promotes institutional effectiveness.
7. The Interim S/P creates an
environment that promotes institutional
effectiveness.
8. The Interim S/P creates and
environment for empowerment,
innovation, and institutional excellence.

Nov/Dec 2010
% of responses
indicating agreement
(strong- moderate)
16%

March 2011
% of responses indicating
agreement
(strong-moderate)
74%

Change

19%

80%

+61%

20%

73%

+53%

24%

83%

+59%

23%

65%

+42%

24%

69%

+45%

27%

81%

+54%

28%

80%

+52%

+58%
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9. The current GB establishes itself as a
policy-making body, delegates
operational authority to the S/P, clarifies
management roles, and supports the
authority of the management in the
administration of the College.

29%

% of responses indicating better than it used to be

10. How would you describe morale at
Southwestern College this semester
(Spring 2011) as compared to last
semester (Fall 2010).

4%

61%

+32%

% of responses indicating better than
it used to be
84%

+80%
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APPENDIX N
Work Group 8(a) Action Matrix
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SOUTHWESTERN COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT
WORK GROUP 8 ACTION PLANS
March 15, 2011
GOAL: 1. Review the Freedom of Expression Policies of the District to ensure that appropriate policies have been adopted
and implemented for all constituent groups.
ACTION
ASSIGNED
TIMELINE
EVIDENCE OF COMPLETION
Review existing Board Policies and
WG-8 (b)
February 2011
Appropriate policy changes have been
Regulations for:
AOC
identified and moved forward for consultation
by all constituents.
· Academic Freedom (Faculty/Student)
· Institutional Code of Professional
Ethics
· Freedom of Expression Policy if not
incorporated in one of the above
policies
Changes for Policy have been forwarded to the SCC
February 2011
The SCC takes action to approve the changes
SCC for final action
and move them forward for Governing Board
action
Governing Board holds 1st and 2nd readings
Governing
Freedom of
Final approval has been given by the Board to
on the policy recommendations and approves
Board
Expression Policy
recommended policy changes for the
the policy
3900 on agenda for Freedom of Expression Policy (approved
Mar 9, 2011 GB
3/9/11)
meeting
GOAL: 2. Faculty, staff, and administrators should participate in a multi-pronged effort to improve communication and
promote an environment of trust and respect.
ACTION
ASSIGNED
TIMELINE
EVIDENCE OF COMPLETION
Leadership training (required for all
Staff
Initial workshops
Workshops have been held and accounting
supervisors, managers, deans, administrators,
Development completed by end
for attendance has been completed
etc.) on characteristics of a good leader and
of Fall 2011
dealing effectively with bullying in the
semester; ongoing
workplace
offerings
Hold interpersonal communication workshops Staff
Spring semester
Communications workshops have been held
or activities that will build these skills
Development 2011; will be
ongoing
Team building activities, including a
WG 8 (a);
Picnic May 2011;
A set of activities and dates has been defined
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rescheduled campus-wide picnic

Staff
others by end of
and the events have been held
Development Fall 2011 semester
Academic year
Workshops have been held and attendance
Workshops and programs promoting cultural Staff
Development
2011-12
has been documented; Cultural Institute
competency and diversity to be drawn under
brochure available online and/or hard copy
the umbrella of the revived Cultural Institute
GOAL: 3. A campaign to promote core values (includes Recommendations 8=A 10, 12, 13, and 15)
ACTION
ASSIGNED
TIMELINE
EVIDENCE OF COMPLETION
Creation of a slogan and poster campaign to
WG 8 (a)
End of Fall 2011
A campaign has been developed and activities
promote civility in the workplace
PIO
semester
have been implemented
Celebrating employees, departments, or groups PIO
Info gathered and
who have brought honor to the College
dissemination
through accomplishments both on and off
begins Fall
campus; these should be on the College
semester 2011
website and changed regularly.
Hold monthly forums for staff, faculty, and
Admin
Forums to begin
students to be attended by all Cabinet
SCC
Sept. 2011
members, and one forum per semester at each
Center.
GOAL: 4. Review and modify appropriate human resources actions on campus.
ACTION
ASSIGNED
TIMELINE
HR to implement 360 degree evaluations,
HR.
Implementation to
beginning with administrators; re-evaluate
SCEA
begin Spring 2012
what is being done, re-design, re-implement
Admin
semester
When seeking consultants, give first
HR
Database to be
consideration to on-campus experts. (This
Admin
compiled by end of
implies that a database should be created to
PIO
Fall 2011 semester
store this information.
The newly developed Shared Planning and
Task Force
Decision Making Handbook will be updated at SCC
appointed in Spring
the beginning of every academic year to reflect
semester beginning
any organizational changes that took place in
2011, report to
the previous academic year. Task Force to be
SCC at annual
appointed in Spring semester to review the
retreat beginning
Handbook and make suggestions for updates.
August 2011

These profiles will be developed and placed
on the web page and in other media that will
get information out to the campus and the
community
The Forums are planned and implemented on
the campus and centers.

EVIDENCE OF COMPLETION
Evaluations schedules for all employees are
maintained and recorded in HR
A database is developed and is accessible for
those planning for consultant use. This
information can also be used by the
community when a need for an expert arises
Updated Shared Planning and Decision
Making Handbook; minutes of retreat
documenting that this has been done
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GOAL: 5. Open Dialogue will begin on campus and include dialogue leading to student improvement at the class, program
and institutional level.
ACTION
ASSIGNED
TIMELINE
EVIDENCE OF COMPLETION
SLO results and program review results will be Research,
July 1, 2011
The reports will be compiled and made
compiled and made available to the campus
Planning &
(quite possibly
available to the campus on the web page
Grants;
earlier)
other
appropriate
committees
Goals for each of the six priorities under the
SCC
End of Spring 2011 7th Priority, Teaching & Learning, was added
Strategic Plan will be identified and discussed
semester
and the goals for the 2010-2012 plan were
approved at the SCC meeting on March 9,
2011
GOAL: 6. The College develops an Appreciative Inquiry Training program that will assist the college in creating an
understanding and appreciation for collaborative efforts on campus.
ACTION
ASSIGNED
TIMELINE
EVIDENCE OF COMPLETION
A forum will be presented on ―Appreciative
Staff
Academic year
A consultant is identified and training
Inquiry‖ as a tool for bringing collaborative
Development; 2011-12
sessions have been held.
approaches to improving campus climate
SCC
Assessment of the Appreciative Inquiry results Program
End of Spring
A report on the results has been complied and
are incorporated into the annual assessment
Review
semester 2012
shared with the campus community
plan for the campus and centers
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APPENDIX O
Shared Planning and Decision-Making
Handbook (narrative section only)
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Integrated Planning Operational Model

Strategic
Planning and
Accreditation

Institutional
Program
Review
SLOs/AUOs
· Academic
Programs
· Academic
Administrative
· Student
Services

Institutional
Program
Review
Committee
(IPRC)

Proposed
Strategic Plan

SWC
Governing
Board

Education
Planning
Committee
Technology
and Facilities
Committee

Proposed
Institutional
Plans

Shared
Consultation
Council
(SCC)

SCCApproved
Strategic and
Institutional
Plans

Superintendent/
President

· BFA/HR/ SPB

Human
Resources
Committee

Budget
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APPENDIX P
SWCCD Governing Board Accreditation
Resolution on Governance
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APPENDIX Q
SWCCD Governing Board Study Session
Agenda: February 16, 2011

252

253

254

255

APPENDIX R
Recommendation 9: Governing Board
Signatures of Acknowledgement
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APPENDIX S
Governing Board New Board Member
Orientation Agenda: January 12, 2011
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AGENDA
New Governing Board Member Orientation
Superintendent/President’s Conference Room, 100A
January 12, 2011, 6:15 – 7:30 PM
Attendees: Norma L. Hernandez, Tim Nadar, Angelica Suarez, Don Averill (Accreditation Consultant, PPL)

Roles, Goals, and Support Systems
A. CCLC Trustee Handbook (ENCLOSURE)
B. Board Policies: Chapter 2 (ENCLOSURE)
· GB Policy/Procedure 2710: Conflict of Interest (ENCLOSURE)
· GB Policy/Procedure 2710: Code of Ethics (ENCLOSURE)
C. Key Superintendent/President & Governing Board Office contact
· Mary Ganio, (619) 482-6301
D. Superintendent/President/Board Relations and Communications
· Superintendent/President Contact Information
· Pre-board meetings with trustees
· Superintendent/President’s Board meeting report
E. Board Goals for 2010-2011 (ENCLOSURE)

Orientation to the College
A. Characteristics
· Student Profile (ENCLOSURE)
· Enrollment Goals (ENCLOSURE)
B. WASC/ACCJC: Western Association of Schools and Colleges/Accrediting Commission for Community and
Junior Colleges
·
·

Board Orientation/Discussion Points by LPL (Averill) (ENCLOSURE)
Accreditation Gap Analysis by LPL (ENCLOSURE)

C. Other Resources:
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·
·
·
·
·
·
·

Accreditation Under Sanction 2009 (ENCLOSURE)
ACCJC Dialogue (ENCLOSURE)
American Governing Board (AGB) Ten Responsibilities of Boards & Board Governance
(ENCLOSURE)
Accreditation Site Visit Report (ENCLOSURE)
Accreditation Action Letter (ENCLOSURE)
Accreditation First Follow Up Report – October 2010 (ENCLOSURE)
Accreditation Second Follow Up Report – March 2011 (ENCLOSURE)

D. Role of the Academic Senates, Classified Senate, and Associated Student Governments
· GB Policy/Procedure 2510: Shared Planning & Decision Making Policy (ENCLOSURE)
· GB Policy/Procedure 2515: Role & Scope of the Academic Senate: 10+1 Agreement
(ENCLOSURE)
E. August 2010 Collegial Consultation Workshop facilitated by Scott Lay, Vice President Community College
League of California and Jane Patton, President California Statewide Academic Senate (ENCLOSURE)

F.

Institutional Planning
· Educational & Facilities Master Plan (ENCLOSURE)
· District Strategic Plan 2006-2009 (Extended Through 2012) (ENCLOSURE)
· District Approved Budget 2010/2011 (ENCLOSURE)

Trustee Advocacy and Development
A. San Diego and Imperial Counties Community College Association (SDICCCA) Board Alliance Meetings (1st
Monday of the Month at 11:00) – Attended by GB President, S/P, & CCCGR (ENCLOSURE)
B. Community College League of California (CCLC) New Trustee Workshop and Legislative Conference
January 21-24, 2011, Sacramento CA (Scheduled)
Board Meetings, Workshops, and Retreats
A. Board Meetings
· Board meeting schedule (ENCLOSURE)
· Board meeting agendas
· Brown Act Compliance (ENCLOSURE)
B. Board Retreat/Self Evaluation/Board Goals – March 2011 (tentative)
Proposition R
A. Citizens Oversight Committee Membership & Bylaws (ENCLOSURE)
B. Ballot Language (ENCLOSURE)

C. Board Resolution (ENCLOSURE)

D. Bond Overview/Presentation (ENCLOSURE)
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APPENDIX T
Governing Board Retreat Agenda:
March 12, 2011
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APPENDIX U
Recommendation 10: Governing Board
Signatures of Acknowledgement
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