
Office of the Vice President/ 
Assistant Superintendent 
 
TO:                     REGULAR FULL TIME FACULTY 
 
FROM:           Mary Kay Rudolph, Vice President of Academic Affairs 
 
RE:                     FACULTY OPPORTUNITY - Steering Committee Chair for the 2015 
Accreditation Self-Study 
 
It is time to select a full time SRJC faculty member to serve as the chair of the college’s 
Accreditation Steering Committee.  The Steering Committee will direct the development 
of the institution’s self-evaluation, monitoring the work of numerous sub-committees 
assigned to respond to each of four accreditation standards.  An accreditation team 
appointed by the Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior Colleges/Western 
Association of Schools and Colleges (ACCJC/WASC) will visit the college in the spring of 
2015 to validate the self-evaluation (formerly called Self Study). 
 
The faculty member selected as chair will receive reassigned time as follows: 
 
Fall 2013 – 20% 
Spring 2014 – 50% 
Summer 2014 – 20% 
Fall 2014 – 50% 
Spring 2015 – 10% 
 
As the accreditation liaison officer, I will provide support and assistance to the chair. 
 
I believe the accreditation process is a wonderful opportunity to evaluate ourselves and 
make meaningful improvements in our institution. The steering committee chair is key to a 
successful process and plays a critical role in recruiting members for the various standard 
committees.  The Steering Committee Chair provides leadership in organizing the process 
and in determining the final edited version of the self-evaluation report. The chair should 
command respect from the college community and possess organizational skills, 
communication skills and integrity. Prior experience with the accreditation process or a 
similar process might be useful, but it is not required.  (On the job training will be 
provided) 
 
Interested faculty should submit a letter of application addressed to my office by 
September 28, 2012.  A committee (see below) will review the applications, interview final 
candidates, and make a final selection shortly thereafter. 
 
Selection Committee 
•       Dr. Frank Chong, Superintendent/President 
•       Robin Fautley, Academic Senate President 
•       Gary Allen, Steering Committee Chair, 2009 Self Study 
•       Mary Kay Rudolph, VPAA/Accreditation Liaison Officer (ALO) 



Accreditation Standard Committee Liaison Appointments 
 
 
Standard One Institutional Mission and Effectiveness Jane Saldana-Talley 

          
 
Standard Two Student Learning Programs and Services 
 
   A.  Instructional Programs   Kris Abrahamson 
   B.  Student Support Services   Ricardo Navarette 
   C.  Library and Learning Support Services Cherry Li-Bugg 
 
 
Standard Three Resources 
      
   A.  Human Resources    Karen Furukawa 
   B.  Physical Resources   Tony Ichsan  
   C.  Technology Resources   Scott Conrad 
   D. Financial Resources   Doug Roberts 
 
 
Standard Four Leadership and Governance  Mary Kay Rudolph  
 
 
Descriptive Background       KC Greaney 
& Demographics / Research Support 
 



Sonoma County Junior College District Accreditation Steering Committee 
 

     
Wanda Burzycki  Faculty, College Skills   Steering Committee Faculty Co- 
        Chair 
 
Doug Roberts  VP, Business Services   Administration Representative 

Rick Call       Board Trustee(s) 

Debbie Weatherly Accounting    Classified Senate 

Robin Fautley  Faculty, Life Sciences   Academic Senate 

Karen Furukawa  VP, Human Resources     Administration Representative 

Julie Thompson  Faculty, English    All Faculty Association (AFA) 

Hilleary Izard  Student Advisor, Categorical Progs., Designate, SEIU Local 707 
   CalWORKS  
 
Ricardo Navarette VP, Student Services   Administration Representative 

Jane Saldana-Talley VP, Petaluma Campus   Administration Representative 

Mary Kay Rudolph VP, Academic Affairs   Accreditation Liaison Officer 

Jessica Jones  President, Assoc. Students   Associated Students Representative 

 

 
 



 
 
 

Accreditation Statement of Interest 
 
Below are the four basic standards for the new accreditation process.  Each 

standard has sub-divisions.  It will be the task of the Standard Committees to examine 
data and documents pertinent to assigned standards; consult with appropriate staff and 
standing committees; conduct survey or other research as needed; develop the initial draft 
for the standard and revise as necessary; and report regularly to the Steering Committee.  
For each standard, we hope to assign a mix of both “experts" and “novices.”  This is 
essentially a 1.5 year commitment, except for an organization meeting this spring and 
potential interaction with the visiting team in the spring of ’09. 
 
_____  Standard One:  Institutional Mission and Effectiveness.  This standard deals 
with the communication of the college mission internally and externally and the use of 
data and assessment to measure the effectiveness by which the mission is accomplished. 
 
            Standard Two:  Student Learning Programs and Services.  This standard 
explores the College’s effort to produce and aid student learning through learning 
outcomes, evaluation, and appropriate allocation of resources. 
 
 _____ A.  Instructional Programs 
 
 _____  B.  Student Support Services 
 
 _____  C.  Library and Learning Support Services 
 
            Standard Three:  Resources.  This standard poses the question:  Does the 
institution effectively use its human, physical, technology, and financial resources, 
including student learning outcomes, to improve institutional effectiveness? 
 
 ____   A.  Human Resources 
 
 _____  B.  Physical Resources 
 
 _____  C. Technology Resources 
 
 _____  D. Financial Resources 
 
_____  Standard Four:  Leadership and Governance.  This standard addresses the 
College’s shared governance system and the decision making processes that support 
student learning programs and services. 
 
 



 
 

SRJC 2015 Accreditation Self Evaluation 
What to Expect as a Standard Committee Member 

 

SPRING 2013 
April 12—Orientation Meeting 
 Face-to-face introductions to your group 
 Select faculty or classified co-chair (committees have administrative co-chairs) 
 Review goals, the process, and the resources related to your standard 
 Identify general data and other information that your committee will need access to 
 Discuss timeline and schedule for future meetings (one in Spring 2013 plus regular 

meetings in Fall 2013) Note: Flex credit available for faculty for Fall meetings. 
 

April-May—Follow-Up 
 Co-chairs meet to refine schedules, discuss work strategy, set up a Spring meeting 
 Co-chairs contact every member of the Standard Committee to confirm commitment 

and meeting schedule 
 Hold one meeting of the committee. Wanda will attend and provide orientation 

specific to that standard, answer questions, and collect requests for data. 
 

SUMMER 2013 
 Wanda will contact administrative co-chairs (and other co-chairs as available), 

organize and submit data requests 
 Co-chairs and anyone else so inspired may begin reading, planning, researching 
 ACCJC Accreditation Website: http://www.accjc.org/  
 

FALL 2013 
PDA Day, August 16: “Making Sense: Writing Workshop for the Accreditation Self 
Evaluation”— Please plan to attend if possible.  
 Accreditation Steering Committee meets 
 Co-chairs hold “launch meeting” for their respective Standards Committees 

o Confirm schedule of meetings and deadlines 
o Review website access and procedures for posting and online discussion 
o Develop and assign specific tasks for research and writing 
o Invite Wanda to attend to answer questions and give more explanation 

Committee members should expect to spend 2-3 hrs/week for work such as reading, 
interviews, data analysis, notes, emails, meeting preparation and meetings.  
 

September 2013 
 Accreditation Steering Committee meets 
 Standards committees meet. Wanda will attend as needed. 

o Review initial findings related to specific areas of research 
o Identify themes and begin shaping report 
o Determine further data or research needs 
o Set deadline for sharing initial drafts (posted on website by end of October) 

Committee members: Prepare for 2-3 hours/week for drafting. 



October 2013 
 Co-chairs may meet individually with committee members to discuss drafts and 

suggest development, organization, revision ideas. 
 Accreditation Steering Committee meets 
 Standards Committees meet to discuss and share drafts, general progress, posting 

process and deadline. Troubleshooting, revision suggestions, additional information, 
etc. Wanda will attend as needed.  

DEADLINE for first drafts to be posted (for committee review only): Monday, 
October 28 
Committee members: Expect to spend 2-3 hours/week for meetings, writing, and 
consultation (not 10 hours on the Sunday before the deadline, if possible!) 
 

November 2013 
 Accreditation Steering Committee meets 
 Standards Committees work on revisions as suggested. Committee may not meet as a 

whole, but co-chairs will consult and follow-up to make sure members have what 
they need to complete the tasks by the December deadline. 

Committee members: Prepare for approximately 2 hours/week for revisions (depending 
on how the first draft went). Wanda available as needed. 
 

December 2013 
DEADLINE for all first drafts to be posted for review by Mary Kay and Wanda: 
Monday, December 2 
 Standards Committee members take a breath. They may need to answer a few 

questions or clarify points, but overall, committee work for Fall 2013 is done. 
 Mary Kay and Wanda will review posted drafts and prepare for Spring work on 

second draft. 
 

SPRING 2014 
January-February 2014 
 Accreditation Steering Committee meets for all-day retreat to discuss Self Evaluation 

draft and plan for revisions, documentation, etc. 
 Standards Committees meet with Wanda to address Steering Committee feedback and 

recommendations before Draft 1 is posted for general review. 
 

March-April 2014 
 Draft 1 of the Self Evaluation is posted for review by entire college community: 

faculty, staff, managers, students and Board members are encouraged to respond with 
comments and suggestions. 

 Standards Committees meet one more time to discuss and confirm revisions. 
Committee members: Prepare for approximate total of 8 hours of review and revision 
plus communications and meetings, depending on feedback. 
 

May 2014 
DEADLINE for Draft 2 Monday, May 5. Wanda will review second draft of Self 
Evaluation and submit for final editing. 
 



  Standards Committees
 October 27, 2014 

Accreditation Standards Committees  
 
Standard One: Institutional Mission and Effectiveness 
 
Administrative Liaison:  Jane Saldana-Talley VP, Petaluma Campus Management  
Co-Chairs:   Lauren Servais English   Faculty 
    Vincent Hamilton Counseling   Faculty 
Committee Members:  Ann Foster  English   Faculty 
    Robert Ethington Student Affairs  Management 
    Brian Phifer  Student Affairs  Management 
    Tony Graziani  Life Sciences   Faculty 
    Mike Roth  IT    Classified 
 
Standard Two: Student Learning Programs and Services  
 

A.  Instructional Programs  
 
Administrative Liaison:  Kris Abrahamson Dean, Liberal Arts  Management 
 Co-Chair:    Nancy Persons  Interim Dean, A&H  Management  
Committee Members:  Lisa Beach  Distance Ed/Comp Stud Faculty 
    Andrea Alvarado Counseling   Faculty 
    Bic DoVan  Mathematics   Faculty 
    Elona Russell  Music    Classified 
    Deborah Chigazola Health Sciences  Management 
    Art Hsieh  Public Safety/EMC  Faculty 
    Cindy Avenell  ESL    Faculty 
    Dean Gooch  Mathematics   Faculty 
    Sherry Forkum English   Faculty 
    Nick Lawrence Child Development  Management 
    Victor Cummings Dean, Lang. Arts  Management 
    Cecilia Roy  College Skills   Faculty 
    Anna Valdez  Health Sciences  Management 
    Susan Wilson  Life Sciences   Faculty 
 
 

B.  Student Support Services 
 
Administrative Liaison:  Ricardo Navarrette VP, Student Services  Management 
Co-Chairs:   Nancy Chinn   DRD   Faculty 
    Lily Hunnemeder-Bergfelt CalWORKs  Management 
Committee Members:  Sharien Hinton  DRD   Faculty 
    Jill Hunter   Institut. Research Classified 
    Erica Crowell Altobelli Behavioral Sci. Faculty 
    Freyja Pereira   A&R   Management 
    John Eberly   Child Development Faculty 
    Rachael Cutcher  Scholarship  Management 
    Catherine Williams  DRD   Faculty 



  Standards Committees
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    Lauralyn Larsen  Dean, Petaluma Management 
 
 

C.  Library and Learning Support Services 
 
Administrative Liaison:  Cherry Li-Bugg Dean, Learning Resources Management 
Co-Chair:    Micca Gray  Learning Resources  Faculty  
Committee Members:  Anne O’Toole  Media Services  Classified 
    Jorge DaCosta  Media Services  Classified 
    Jacob Aharonian English   Faculty 
    Phyllis Usina  Learning Resources  Faculty 
    Josh Adams  IT/Instruc. Comp.  Management 
    Norberto Quiroz Counseling   Faculty 
    Cheryl Hanson CSKLS   Faculty 
 
     

Standard Three: Resources 
 
A.  Human Resources 
 
Administrative Liaison:  Karen Furukawa VP, Human Resources Management 
Co-Chair:   Sarah Hopkins  Human Resources  Management  
Committee Members:  Geoff Navarro  Counseling   Faculty 
    Diana Rangaves Health Sciences  Faculty 
    Cathy Wilson  Dean, Instruction   Management 
    Beatriz Camargo HSE Program   Classified 
 
 

B.  Physical Resources 
 
Administrative Liaison:  Tony Ichsan  Dean, Facilities/Ops  Management 
Co-Chairs:    Anna Felciano  Facilities/Ops   Classified 
    Doug Kuula  Environ. Health & Safety Management 
Committee Members:  Kirsten Swinstrom Life Sciences   Faculty 
    Chris Wills  Ag/NRM   Management 
    Carl Dobson  Facilities/Ops   Management 
    Mark Ferguson Mathematics   Faculty 
    Vanessa Spaeth District Police   Classified 
    April Chapman Dean, Public Safety  Management 
 
 

C.  Technology Resources 
 
Administrative Liaison:  Scott Conrad  Director, IT   Management 
Co-Chair:    Ying Lin  Mathematics   Faculty 
Committee Members:  Jeff Diamond  Computer Studies  Faculty 
    Tad Wakefield  English   Faculty 
    Salvador Diaz  Social Sciences  Faculty 
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    Don Webb  IT    Management 
    Marshall McGowan IT/Instruc. Comp.  Classified 
    Russ Bowden  Media Services  Management 
    Carolyn Massell Computer Studies  Faculty 
    Kathleen Kearney Contract Ed   Management 
    Paul Bielen  Facilities/Ops   Management 
    Allison Baker  Social Sci/Petaluma  Faculty 
    Alex Drake  IT/Instruc. Comp.  Classified 
 

D.  Financial Resources 
 
Administrative Liaison:  Doug Roberts  VP, Business Services Management 
Co-Chairs:   Kate Jolley  Business Services  Management 
    Morris Hamm  BAD    Faculty 
Committee Members:  Lindsay Eigenauer DRD    Management 
    Hilleary Izard  Student Affairs  Classified 
    Randy Collins  Public Safety/Fire Tech Management 
    Abby Bogomolny English   Faculty 
    Jerry Miller  Dean, B&PS   Management 
    Lisa Hotchkiss  Payroll    Classified 
    Lisa Perkins  DRD    Classified 
    Anne DeClouette Dean, B&PS   Management 
 
 

Standard Four: Leadership and Governance 
 
Administrative Liaison:  Mary Kay Rudolph VP, Academic Affairs Management 
Co-Chair:   Julie Thompson English   Faculty 
Committee Members:  Abe Farkas  Dean, Curriculum  Management 
    Paulette Bell  Computer Studies  Faculty 
    Cliff Norton  Industrial/Trade Tech  Faculty 
    Alicia Virtue  Learning Resources  Faculty 
    Alicia Artz  CTE    Classified 
    Debbie Weatherly Accounting   Classified 
    Carol Hatrick  Health Sciences  Faculty 
    Ganesan Srinivasan Dean, Ag/NR   Management 



 

Santa Rosa Junior College       

Initiator Supervising Adm/Mgr Vice President President 

  Mary Kay Rudolph Frank Chong 
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REASON FOR BOARD CONSIDERATION 
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BACKGROUND 
 
This is the first in a series of reports to the Santa Rosa Junior College Board of Trustees 
during the 2013-2014 academic year regarding progress on SRJC’s Accreditation Self 
Evaluation Report, due to the Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior 
Colleges/Western Association of Schools and Colleges (ACCJC/WASC) in spring 2015. 
 
The SRJC Self Evaluation preparation officially began last fall when a District team of 
managers and faculty (Abe Farkas, Karen Furukawa, Kris Abrahamson, Doug Roberts, 
Tony Ichsan, Patie Wegman, Cherry Li-Bugg, Robin Fautley and Wanda Burzycki) 
attended a training session given by the ACCJC/WASC for colleges undertaking the self 
evaluation process. 
 
In spring 2013 the recruitment and organization process for the SRJC Self Evaluation 
Report began in earnest.  Wanda Burzycki, Accreditation Self Evaluation Faculty Co- 
Chair, recruited volunteers for the Standard Committees from a variety of college 
governance groups, such as the Academic Senate, Petaluma Faculty Forum, Classified 
Senates on both the Santa Rosa and Petaluma campuses, SEIU and Associated 
Students. This effort, along with two college-wide emails, resulted in approximately 90 
volunteers, including faculty, staff, managers and students. These volunteers were 
brought together on April 12, 2013 for an Accreditation Orientation workshop, where 
Standard Committee members learned about the process and made plans for their future 
meetings. 
 
Over the summer, Standard Committee members began gathering information to address 
their standards.  Robert Thompson, SRJC’s Web Design Specialist, developed the official 
Accreditation 2015 Web site, which was presented to the Board in July, 2013. Since then, 
IT staff have created a confidential SharePoint Web site where committee members can 
post drafts, provide feedback and list sources of evidence. 

Continued 
 
 
 
At the fall 2013 Professional Development Activities (PDA) Day, Wanda Burzycki and 
Mary Kay Rudolph held a “how-to” writing workshop for Standard Committee volunteers.   
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Committees are meeting regularly during the fall semester to gather evidence, conduct 
interviews and write their sections of the first draft of the Self Evaluation Report. 
Committees will be completing their drafts by the end of October, 2013, reviewing content 
and recommendations during November, 2013 and submitting the drafts for review by the 
Self Evaluation Faculty Co-Chair and the Accreditation Liaison Officer on December 2, 
2013. The first draft of the Self Evaluation Report will be available for review and 
comment by the college community in spring 2014. 
 
Board information reports later in the academic year will highlight the issues and 
concerns that the Self Evaluation Report has reviewed and analyzed. 
 
 
 
 
 



Accreditation Self Evaluation Timeline 

Fall 2012—Building Awareness 
• Begin briefing the Institutional Planning Council (IPC) on progress of the 2015 Accreditation Self 

Evaluation. An update will be a standing item on the IPC agenda throughout the self evaluation 
process. 

• Begin process to recruit and select the Self Study Faculty Co-Chair (Vice President of Academic 
Affairs/Accreditation Liaison Officer or VPAA/ALO, Former Accreditation Chair, Superintendent / 
President of the District). 

• Begin internal informational campaign regarding accreditation--purpose, standards, significance, and 
opportunity to participate. 

• December Board of Trustees Meeting: VPAA/ALO presents information regarding accreditation to 
the Board of Trustees. Updates will be provided at each Board meeting throughout the self 
evaluation process. 

Spring 2013—Organizing the Work 
• Appoint the representatives to the Accreditation Steering Committee (ASC). 

• Continue internal informational campaign; meet with people who have served on External Evaluation 
Teams to elicit suggestions, etc. (VPAA/ALO, Self Evaluation Faculty Co-Chair). 

• Hold the first meeting of the Accreditation Steering Committee (ASC). The Self Evaluation Faculty 
Co-Chair and ALO lead the ASC meetings. Agenda includes an overview of the process and 
responsibilities of the ASC. The ASC meets as needed in spring and at least monthly thereafter 
throughout the self evaluation process.  

• Invite volunteers to serve on the standards committees; provide informational/promotional 
workshops on both campuses. Assign people to the committees, and send all members 
informational packets (VPAA/ALO, Self Evaluation Faculty Co-Chair). 

• Hold a workshop and luncheon for all participants in the self evaluation.  

• Standards committees meet, organize themselves, make preparations for fall, and identify research 
needs, evidence collection, storage sites and Web site needs. 

• Self Evaluation Faculty Co-Chair and VPAA/ALO work with Assessment, Institutional Research, IT 
and others to identify probable research needs, evidence collection, storage sites and Web site 
needs. 

Summer 2013 
• Research and evidence data assembled and/or developed based on direction from the ASC. 

• SRJC Accreditation Web site created. 

Fall 2013—Writing Draft One of the Institutional Self 
Evaluation Report 

• Editorial Assistant hired. 

• Work proceeds. Standards committees meet on their own, with Administrative Liaisons checking in 
with the Self Evaluation Faculty Co-Chair. ASC meets monthly to check on progress. Self Evaluation 



Faculty Co-Chair and VPAA/ALO facilitate coordination between standards committees and District-
wide research and documentation efforts. Regular communications with the college community 
continue. 

• Early December: All standards committees complete their first drafts of the Institutional Self 
Evaluation Report. 

• Self Evaluation Faculty Co-Chair does initial review of drafts, makes sure everything is turned in 
prior to the end of the semester. 

 

Spring 2014—Writing Draft Two of the Institutional Self 
Evaluation Report 

• ASC holds all day retreat, reviews first drafts of the Institutional Self Evaluation Report and offers 
advice to the Standards Committees. 

• District staff work with standards committees to develop documentation and drafts for Descriptive 
Background and Demographics, Eligibility Requirements for Accreditation, Responses to 
Recommendations from the Last Evaluation, Abstracts, and Planning Summary. 

• Draft One of the Institutional Self Evaluation Report is disseminated electronically to the college 
community, and informational workshops are presented. Students, staff, faculty, managers, and 
Board members are encouraged to respond with comments and suggestions.  

• Standards committees make final revisions to their drafts. 

• Early May: All standards committees complete their second drafts. 

• Self Evaluation Faculty Co-Chair does initial review of second drafts, makes sure that everything is 
turned in prior to the end of the semester. 

 

Summer 2014 
• Editorial Assistant, working with the Self Evaluation Faculty Co-Chair, the VPAA/ALO and others, 

reviews and revises material and produces second draft of the Institutional Self Evaluation Report, 
including Descriptive Background and Demographics, Eligibility Requirements for Accreditation, 
Responses to Recommendations from the Last Educational Quality and Institutional Effectiveness 
Review, and Abstracts and Planning Summary. 

• Public Relations Editor reviews and edits full draft. 

• Plans are developed for the format, printing, and distribution of the Institutional Self Evaluation 
Report. 

 

Fall 2014—Final Review and Preparation of the Self Study 
• Self Evaluation Faculty Co-Chair writes the Organization and Timeline sections of the Institutional 

Self Evaluation Report. 

• District-wide review of Draft Two of the Institutional Self Evaluation Report. 

• Accreditation Steering Committee approves the Certification of Continued Institutional Compliance 
with Eligibility Requirements and Certification of Continued Institutional Compliance with 
Commission Policies. 

• Review of the entire document by the Editorial Assistant, Public Relations Editor, standards 
committees, and the Accreditation Steering Committee. 

• Early November: District-wide review of Draft Three of the Institutional Self Evaluation Report 

•    December 1st: Final draft of the Institutional Self Evaluation Report sent to printer. 

• December Board of Trustees meeting: Board of Trustees approves the Institutional Self Evaluation 
Report. 



Spring 2015—The External Evaluation Team Visit 
• VPAA/ALO sends letter to the Accrediting Commission with updates on significant developments 

that have occurred since the publication of the Institutional Self Evaluation Report. 

• Institutional Self Evaluation Report is distributed to college community and sent to External 
Evaluation Team members. 

• A planning group is formed to organize the logistics of the External Evaluation Team visit. 

• External Evaluation Team Visit. 

 



 
	

SRJC Accreditation 2015 
	

Accreditation	Retreat		
Friday,	January	31,	2014	
9:00	a.m.‐3:00	p.m.	

Petaluma	Campus	Tutorial	Center	(Room	PC	247)	
	

Preparation	for	this	Retreat:	
 Standard	Committee	leaders	should	review	their	first	drafts.	Any	updates	or	

revisions	should	be	sent	to	Wanda	by	Jan.	28.	File	Depot	links	to	all	Standard	
drafts	will	be	sent	on	Jan.	29.	

	

 Review	the	questions	for	each	Standard	as	listed	in	the	ACCJC	Guide	to	
Evaluating	Institutions.	These	will	be	used	in	our	review	of	the	Standards.	
http://www2.santarosa.edu/f/?nELWNVwO		
	

Agenda	
	

8:45am	Coffee	and	morning	snacks	
	

1. Welcome,	introductions,	and	a	huge	thank	you!	
	

2. Organization	of	the	review	process:	
 guidelines	for	reviewing	the	draft											
 feedback	template	
 example	

	

10:15am	Break	
	

3. Review	of	drafts	online	(in	adjoining	computer	lab)	
	

12:00pm	‐	1:00pm	Lunch	(provided)	
	

4. Completion	of	review	(as	necessary)	
	

5. Discussion	of	Actionable	Improvement	Plans	and	how	to	approach	areas	
recommended	for	improvement	in	the	Self	Evaluation	

	

6. Discussion	of	draft	and	next	steps	
 Strengths	and	areas	for	development	
 The	role	of	Standard	Committee	leaders	and	members	in	the	revision	process	
 Timeline	for	obtaining	additional	information	and	making	revisions	
 How	to	cite,	organize,	and	list	evidence	
 Use	of	graphics	and	examples	
 Suggestions	for	formatting	and	preparation	for	college	community	review	

	

7. Thank	you!	Please	note	that	the	Accreditation	Launch	workshop	will	be	
held	at	2:45	p.m.	on	PDA	Day,	Thursday,	February	13th.		
 



 

Future	Meetings	‐	Fridays	from	8:30am‐9:45am		
(Joint	meetings	unless	indicated	otherwise	in	follow‐up	emails)	

Feb.	21	
April	18	
May	16	

	



 

Questions to Use in Institutional Evaluation 
This Guide is designed to provoke thoughtful dialogue and judgment about institutional 
quality by college communities engaged in self evaluation and by external evaluation teams 
assigned to affirm the quality of institutions.  As either group seeks to evaluate an 
institution’s ability to meet the Accreditation Standards, inquiry — asking questions and 
seeking answers — is necessary before judgment is made.  The following questions are 
designed to provoke thoughtful reflection about institutional quality and may be asked by 
either the institution engaged in self-reflection for self evaluation, or by the External 
Evaluation Team that visits the college.  The Guide also provides a list of possible sources of 
evidence that can be used to develop answers to the questions raised through the process of 
inquiry. 

 
The questions, and lists of possible evidence, are designed to inform discussions of student 
achievement, such as number of graduates, number of transfer students, retention rates, 
course completion rates, job placement rates; institutional performance such as the presence 
and effective use of institutional resources, structures, and policies, to achieve the 
institutions educational mission; and student learning outcomes such as the acquisition of 
knowledge, skills, abilities and attitudes that the institution intended students to learn and 
which are defined by the institution as the intended learning outcomes. There may be many 
other questions that institutions and team members can and should ask in order to assess 
institutional quality and effectiveness. 

 

 
Questions to Use in Institutional Evaluation 

11 
 

 

Standard I: Institutional Mission and Effectiveness 
The institution demonstrates strong commitment to a mission that emphasizes achievement 
of student learning and to communicating the mission internally and externally.  The 
institution uses analyses of quantitative and qualitative data and analysis in an ongoing and 
systematic cycle of evaluation, integrated planning, implementation, and re-evaluation to 
verify and improve the effectiveness by which the mission is accomplished. 

 
A.  Mission 

The institution has a statement of mission that defines the institution's broad 
educational purposes, its intended student population, and its commitment to achieving 
student learning. 

 

x    What does the institution's mission statement say about its educational purposes? 
Are these purposes appropriate to an institution of higher learning? 

 

x    Who are the college's intended students?  How does the institution determine 
its intended population?  Is the identified population a reasonable match for the 
institution's location, resources, and role in higher education? 

 

x    What processes does the institution use to foster college wide 
commitment to student learning?  Does the mission statement express this 
commitment? 

 
1.  The institution establishes student learning programs and services aligned with 
its purposes, its character, and its student population. 

 

x    Have discussions been held among key constituents regarding the 
relevance of the mission statement to student learning? 

 

x    What statements about student learning are included in the mission statement? 
How do these statements make explicit the purposes of the institution? 

 

x    How does the institution know that it is addressing the needs of its 
student population? 

 

x    What assessments of institutional effectiveness are undertaken? 
 



2.  The mission statement is approved by the governing board and published. 
 

x    When was the current mission statement approved by the board? 
 

3.  Using the institution’s governance and decision-making processes, the 
institution reviews its mission statement on a regular basis and revises it as 
necessary. 

 

x    How effective is the institution's process for periodic review of the 
mission statement?  Does the process allow for incorporating the interests 
of the institutions' stakeholders? 

 

x    How does the institution know that the way the mission statement is 
developed, approved and communicated to all stakeholders is effective? What 
circumstances prompt changes to the statement? 

 

 
Standard I: Institutional Mission and Effectiveness 
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4.  The institution's mission is central to institutional planning and decision making. 

 

x    How effectively does the mission statement prompt planning and 
decision making?  To what extent is the mission statement central to the 
choices the college makes? 

 
B.  Improving Institutional Effectiveness 

The institution demonstrates a conscious effort to produce and support student learning, 
measures that learning, assesses how well learning is occurring, and makes changes to 
improve student learning.  The institution also organizes its key processes and allocates 
its resources to effectively support student learning.  The institution demonstrates its 
effectiveness by providing 1) evidence of the achievement of student learning outcomes 
and 2) evidence of institution and program performance. The institution uses ongoing 
and systematic evaluation and planning to refine its key processes and improve student 
learning. 

 
1.  The institution maintains an ongoing, collegial, self-reflective dialogue about 
the continuous improvement of student learning and institutional processes. 

 

x    How has the college structured its dialogue?  How well does the college 
embrace and understand the purpose of the dialogue? 

 

x    When, how, and about what subjects has the college engaged in dialogue?  
What impact has the dialogue had on student learning? 

 

x    Does the dialogue lead to a collective understanding of the meaning of 
evidence, data, and research used in evaluation of student learning? 

 
2.  The institution sets goals to improve its effectiveness consistent with its stated 
purposes.  The institution articulates its goals and states the objectives derived from 
them in measurable terms so that the degree to which they are achieved can be 
determined and widely discussed.  The institutional members understand these goals 
and work collaboratively toward their achievement. 

 

x    What criteria does the college use to determine its priorities (set goals)? 
 

x    Is there broad-based understanding of the goals and the processes to 
implement them?  Is there institutional commitment to achieve identified goals? 

 

x    How well does the college implement its goals? 
 

x    Are goals articulated so that the institution can later determine the 
degree to which they have been met? 

 

x    To what extent does the college achieve its goals? 
 

x    What evidence is used to demonstrate progress toward achieving college goals? 
 



3.  The institution assesses progress toward achieving its stated goals and makes 
decisions regarding the improvement of institutional effectiveness in an ongoing and 
systematic cycle of evaluation, integrated planning, resource allocation, 
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implementation, and re-evaluation.  Evaluation is based on analyses of both 
quantitative and qualitative data. 

 

x    To what extent does the institution understand and participate in ongoing 
and integrated planning? 

 

x    Does the college have a planning process in place? Is it cyclical, i.e., does 
it incorporate systematic evaluation of programs and services, improvement 
planning, implementation, and re-evaluation?  How does college budgeting of 
resources follow planning?  How is planning integrated? 

 

x    To what extent are institutional data and evidence available and used 
for planning?  Are data analyzed and interpreted for easy understanding by 
the college community? 

 
4.  The institution provides evidence that the planning process is broad-based, offers 
opportunities for input by appropriate constituencies, allocates necessary resources, 
and leads to improvement of institutional effectiveness. 

 

x    What mechanisms exist for participation in college planning? 
 

x    How is broad involvement guaranteed? 
 

x    To what extent does the college allocate resources to fulfill its plans? 
 

x    When resources to fulfill plans are not available, does the college identify 
and follow strategies to increase its capacity, i.e., seek alternate means for 
securing resources? 

 

x    What changes have occurred as a result of implemented plans? 
 

5.  The institution uses documented assessment results to communicate 
matters of quality assurance to appropriate constituencies. 

 

x    What assessment data does the college collect? 
 

x    By what means does the college make public its data and analyses internally 
and externally? 

 

x    How does the college assess whether it is effectively communicating 
information about institutional quality to the public? 

 
6.  The institution assures the effectiveness of its ongoing planning and resource 
allocation processes by systematically reviewing and modifying, as appropriate, all 
parts of the cycle, including institutional and other research efforts. 

 

x    What processes does the institution use to assess the effectiveness of its 
cycle of evaluation, integrated planning, resource allocation implementation, 
and re- evaluation? 

 

x    How effective is the college planning process for fostering improvement? 
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7.  The institution assesses its evaluation mechanisms through a systematic 
review of their effectiveness in improving instructional programs, student support 
services, and library and other learning support services. 

 

x    What mechanisms does the institution use to gather evidence about 



the effectiveness of programs and services? 
 

x    How effectively do evaluation processes and results contribute to 
improvement in programs and services? 
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Sources of Evidence: Examples for Standard I 
Listed below are examples of potential sources of evidence for Standard I.  There may be 
many other sources that institutions should provide and teams should consider. 

 
Standard I: Institutional Mission and Effectiveness 

 
A.  Mission 

 

�   Evidence that analysis of how the institutional mission and goals are linked to 
the needs of the student population has taken place 

 

�   Evidence of analysis of how the mission statement is developed, approved 
and communicated to all stakeholders 

 
�   Evidence of analysis of the process used for the periodic review of the 
institution's mission; evidence that the process is inclusive 

 
�   Evidence that the mission statement provides the preconditions for 
setting institutional goals 

 
�   Evidence of analysis of how the cycle of evaluation, integrated planning, 
implementation, and re-evaluation relates to the mission and is used for institutional 
improvement 

 
B.  Improving Institutional Effectiveness 

 

�   Evidence that the institution has developed processes by which continuous 
dialogue about both student learning and institutional processes can take place 

 

�   Evidence of broad-based participation in the dialogue 
 

�   Evidence that clearly stated, measurable goals and objectives guide the college 
community in making decisions regarding planning and allocation of resources as well 
as curriculum and program development 

 

�   Written, current institutional plans that describe how the institution will achieve 
its goals 

 

�   Evidence that the processes used in planning and institutional improvement 
are communicated and they provide the means by which the college community 
can participate in decision-making 

 

�   Evidence that goals are developed with the knowledge and understanding of 
the college community 

 

�   Evidence there exists a current cycle in which evaluation results are utilized 
in integrating planning, resource allocation, implementation, and re-evaluation 
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�   Evidence that data is both quantitative and qualitative 

 

�   Evidence that well-defined, decision-making processes and authority 
facilitate planning and institutional effectiveness 

 

�   Evidence of regular and systematic assessment of the effectiveness of 



all institutional services and processes 
 

�   Evidence that the results of evaluations are disseminated to and understood by 
the college community 

 

�   Evidence that results of regular and systematic assessments are used for 
institutional improvement 

 
�   Evidence of current, systematic program reviews and use of results 

 

�   Evidence that program review processes are systematically evaluated 
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Standard II: Student Learning Programs and Services 
The institution offers high-quality instructional programs, student support services, and 
library and learning support services that facilitate and demonstrate the achievement of 
stated student learning outcomes.  The institution provides an environment that supports 
learning, enhances student understanding and appreciation of diversity, and encourages 
personal and civic responsibility as well as intellectual, aesthetic, and personal development 
for all of its students. 

 
A.  Instructional Programs 

The institution offers high-quality instructional programs in recognized and emerging 
fields of study that culminate in identified student outcomes leading to degrees, 
certificates, employment, or transfer to other higher education institutions or programs 
consistent with its mission.  Instructional programs are systematically assessed in order 
to assure currency, improve teaching and learning strategies, and achieve stated 
student learning outcomes.  The provisions of this standard are broadly applicable to all 
instructional activities offered in the name of the institution. 

 
1.  The institution demonstrates that all instructional programs, regardless of 
location or means of delivery, address and meet the mission of the institution and 
uphold its integrity.1

 
 

x    How does the institution ensure that all institutional offerings align with 
the stated mission of the institution? 

 

x    How does the institution ensure that its programs and services are high 
quality and appropriate to an institution of higher education? 

 

x    How does the institution choose the fields of study in which it offers programs? 
What are the student achievement outcomes of the institution's programs, i.e., 
to what extent do students progress through and complete degrees and 
certificates, gain employment, or transfer to four-year institutions?  By what 
means are programs assessed for currency, teaching and learning strategies, and 
student learning outcomes? 

 

x    How does the institution ensure that its programs and curricula are current? 
 

a.  The institution identifies and seeks to meet the varied educational 
needs of its students through programs consistent with their educational 
preparation and the diversity, demographics, and economy of its 
communities.  The institution relies upon research and analysis to identify 
student learning needs and to assess progress toward achieving stated 
learning outcomes. 

 

x    What research is conducted to inform the college of student 
learning needs?  What means does the institution use to assess 
students' educational preparedness? 

 

x    How is this information incorporated into program planning? 
 

x    What kind of research is being conducted to determine if students 



are achieving stated learning outcomes? 
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b.  The institution utilizes delivery systems and modes of instruction 
compatible with the objectives of the curriculum and appropriate to the 
current and future needs of its students.1

 
 

x    How does the institution determine that delivery of instruction 
supports the objectives and content of its courses? 

 

x    How are delivery methods evaluated for their effectiveness in 
meeting student needs? 

 

x    What dialogue is taking place about delivery systems and 
modes of instruction? 

 

x    How effectively are delivery systems and modes of instruction 
facilitating student learning? 

 
c.  The institution identifies student learning outcomes for courses 
programs, certificates, and degrees; assesses student achievement of those 
outcomes; and uses assessment results to make improvements. 

 

x    What student learning outcomes has the institution identified for 
its courses, programs, certificates, and degrees? 

 

x    How and by whom are student learning outcomes and strategies for 
attaining them created?  How and by whom are student learning outcomes 
and program outcomes assessed?  How are the results used for 
improvement? 

 

x    Are student learning outcomes verifiably at the collegiate level?  
What assessments are in place for measuring these outcomes?  How 
effectively are the assessments working? 

 

x    What dialogue has occurred about using assessment results to 
guide improvements to courses, programs, etc.?  What improvements 
have resulted? 

 
2.  The institution assures the quality and improvement of all instructional courses 
and programs offered in the name of the institution, including collegiate, 
developmental, and pre-collegiate courses and programs, continuing and community 
education, study abroad, short-term training courses and programs, programs for 
international students, and contract or other special programs, regardless of type of 
credit awarded, delivery mode, or location.1,2

 
 

x    By what criteria and processes does the institution decide to offer 
developmental, pre-collegiate, continuing and community education, study 
abroad, short-term training, international student, or contract education 
programs? 

 

x    Which of these (or other) categories of courses and programs does the 
institution offer? 

 

 
x    By what means does the institution ensure that all of its instructional courses 
and programs are of high quality?  Are they all of high quality? 
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x    What is the process for establishing and evaluating each type of course and 
program?  How does the college determine the appropriate credit type, delivery 
mode, and location of its courses and programs? 

 



x    How does the institution ensure the quality of all instructional courses and 
programs offered in its name?  Does the institution use evaluation of courses and 
programs effectively for improvement? 

 
a.  The institution uses established procedures to design, identify 
learning outcomes for, approve, administer, deliver, and evaluate 
courses and programs.  The institution recognizes the central role of its 
faculty for establishing quality and improving instructional courses and 
programs. 

 

x    What established policies and institutional processes guide the 
development and evaluation of courses, programs, certificates, and 
degrees?  What is the role of faculty? 

 

x    Do these procedures lead to assessment of quality and improvement? 
Who is responsible for identifying appropriate student learning 
outcome/assessments? 

 

x    Are student learning outcomes and assessments established for 
each course, program, certificate, and degree? 

 

x    What processes exist to approve and administer courses , 
programs, certificates, and degrees?  Are the processes effective? 

 

x    How are courses, programs, certificates, and degrees evaluated?  
How often?  What are the results of the evaluations? 

 

x    What improvements to courses, programs, certificates, and degrees 
have occurred as a result of evaluation?  How does the institution assure 
that it relies on faculty discipline expertise for establishing the quality of 
its courses and programs? 

 
b.  The institution relies on faculty expertise and the assistance of advisory 
committees when appropriate to identify competency levels and measurable 
student learning outcomes for courses, certificates, programs including 
general and vocational education, and degrees. The institution regularly 
assesses student progress towards achieving those outcomes. 

 

x    How are competency levels and measurable student learning 
outcomes determined?  What is the role of faculty?  What is the role of 
advisory committees? 

 

x    How has the institution structured the relationship between 
student learning outcomes, competency levels for degrees, 
certificates, programs, and courses? 

 

 
x    Do students have a clear path to achieving the student learning 
outcomes required of a course, program, certificate and degree?  How 
well does the institution achieve and evaluate the effectiveness of 
learning at each level? 
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c.  High-quality instruction and appropriate breadth, depth, rigor, 
sequencing, time to completion, and synthesis of learning characterize all 
programs. 

 

x    How does the institution demonstrate the quality of its instruction?  
What evidence exists that all programs are characterized by the variables 
cited in this standard? 

 

x    What institutional dialogue has occurred to enhance understanding 
and agreement about the quality and level of its programs? 

 

x    What criteria does the college use to decide the breadth, depth, rigor, 
sequencing, time to completion, and synthesis of learning breadth of each 



program it offers? 
 

x    What role do faculty play in these decisions?  How does the college 
use these qualities (breadth, depth, etc.) to determine that a program 
is collegiate or pre-collegiate level? 

 
d.  The institution uses delivery modes and teaching methodologies that 
reflect the diverse needs and learning styles of its students.1

 
 

x    What assessment of student learning styles has the college performed? 
 

x    How does the institution demonstrate it is meeting the needs and 
learning styles of its students?  What do faculty and staff know about 
learning needs and pedagogical approaches? 

 

x    Do courses include multiple ways of assessing student learning?  How 
does the college determine what delivery modes are appropriate for its 
students? 

 

x    What teaching methodologies are commonly used?  How are 
methodologies selected?  Have faculty discussed the relationship between 
teaching methodologies and student performance?  What efforts has the 
college made to match methodologies with particular needs of students’ 
learning styles? 

 

x    Has the college investigated the effectiveness of its delivery modes?  
How effective are delivery modes and instructional methodologies that 
the college uses in producing learning? 

 
e.  The institution evaluates all courses and programs through an 
ongoing systematic review of their relevance, appropriateness, 
achievement of learning outcomes, currency, and future needs and 
plans. 

 

x    How does the college evaluate the effectiveness of its courses 
and programs? 

 

 
x    Do criteria used in program review include relevancy, 
appropriateness, achievement of student learning outcomes, currency, 
planning for the future?  Is this process consistently followed for all 
college programs, regardless of the type of program (collegiate, 
developmental, etc.)? 
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x    What types of data are available for program evaluation?  Does 
the evaluation include a curricular review?  Does the evaluation 
include a comprehensive review of the program role in the overall 
college curriculum? 

 

x    How is the relevancy of a program determined?  Have student 
learning outcomes for the program been identified and assessed?  How 
well are student achieving these outcomes? 

 

x    How are results of program evaluation used in institutional planning? 
What changes/improvements in programs have occurred as a result of the 
consideration of program evaluations? 

 
f.  The institution engages in ongoing, systematic evaluation and integrated 
planning to assure currency and measure achievement of its stated student 
learning outcomes for courses, certificates, programs including general and 
vocational education, and degrees.  The institution systematically strives to 
improve those outcomes and makes the results available to appropriate 
constituencies. 

 

x    To what extent does the institution understand and participate in 



ongoing and integrated planning? 
 

x    Does the college have a planning process in place? Is it cyclical, i.e., 
does it incorporate systematic evaluation of programs and services, 
improvement planning, implementation, and re-evaluation?  How does 
college budgeting of resources follow planning? 

 

x    To what extent are institutional data and evidence available and used 
for planning?  Are data analyzed and interpreted for easy understanding 
by the college community? 

 
g.  If an institution uses departmental course and/or program examinations, it 
validates their effectiveness in measuring student learning and minimizes test 
biases. 

 

x    How does the institution ensure the use of unbiased, valid 
measures of student learning? 

 
h.  The institution awards credit based on student achievement of the 
course's stated learning outcomes.  Units of credit awarded are consistent 
with institutional policies that reflect generally accepted norms or 
equivalencies in higher education.3

 
 

x    Are student learning outcomes the basis for credit awarded for courses? 
Are credits awarded consistent with accepted norms in higher education? 

 

 
Standard II: Student Learning Programs and Services – Standard IIA: Instructional Programs 

22 
 

 
i.   The institution awards degrees and certificates based on 
student achievement of a program's stated learning outcomes. 

 

x    By what means does the institution ensure that achievement of 
stated programmatic learning outcomes are the basis for awarding 
degrees and certificates? 

 

x    What institutional dialogue has occurred about the learning 
expected of students to earn a degree or certificate? 

 

x    How has the college identified student learning outcomes for its 
degrees and certificates? 

 
3.  The institution requires of all academic and vocational degree programs a 
component of general education based on a carefully considered philosophy that is 
clearly stated in its catalogue.  The institution, relying on the expertise of its 
faculty, determines the appropriateness of each course for inclusion in the general 
education curriculum by examining the stated learning outcomes for the course. 

 

x    What evidence is found in the catalogue of a faculty developed rationale 
for general education that serves as the basis for inclusion of courses in 
general education? 

 

x    How are student learning outcomes used to analyze courses for 
inclusion as general education? 

 

x    How is the rationale for general education communicated to all stakeholders? 
 

x    How is the general education philosophy reflected in the degree requirements? 
 

General education has comprehensive learning outcomes for the students who 
complete it, including the following: 

 

a.  An understanding of the basic content and methodology of the major areas of 
knowledge: areas include the humanities and fine arts, the natural sciences, and 
the social sciences. 

 

x    How are the basic content and methodology of traditional areas of 
knowledge in general education determined? 



 

x    What process is used to ensure that general education courses include 
this content and methodology? 

 

x    Do general education courses demonstrate student 
achievement of comprehensive student learning outcomes? 

 

x    Do student learning outcomes for general education courses require 
students to understand the basic content and methodology in the major areas 
of knowledge?  Is there a consistent process for assuring that the content and 
methodology are included in course outlines? 

 

x    How well are students able to apply their understanding to 
subsequent coursework, employment, or other endeavors? 
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b.  A capability to be a productive individual and lifelong learner: skills include 
oral and written communication, information competency, computer literacy, 
scientific and quantitative reasoning, critical analysis/logical thinking, and the 
ability to acquire knowledge through a variety of means. 

 

x    What criteria have been developed to determine if general 
education students have attained these capabilities or skills? 

 

x    What criteria does the college use to assure that the required skill level 
meets collegiate standards?  Is there a consistent process for assuring that 
expected skill levels are included in course outlines?  What measures of 
student skills are employed?  Is the college satisfied that these measures are 
effective? 

 

x    How well are students achieving these outcomes?  How well are students 
able to apply these skills to subsequent coursework, employment, or other 
endeavors? 

 
c.  A recognition of what it means to be an ethical human being and 
effective citizen: qualities include an appreciation of ethical principles; 
civility and interpersonal skills; respect for cultural diversity; historical 
and aesthetic sensitivity; and the willingness to assume civic, political, and 
social responsibilities locally, nationally, and globally. 

 

x    How are student learning outcomes developed to address concerns 
about ethics and effective citizenship?  How is it determined where to 
include student learning leading to development of these qualities? 

 
4.  All degree programs include focused study in at least one area of inquiry or in 
an established interdisciplinary core. 

 

x    Do degree programs include at least one area of focused 
study or interdisciplinary core? 

 
5.  Students completing vocational and occupational certificates and degrees 
demonstrate technical and professional competencies that meet employment and 
other applicable standards and are prepared for external licensure and certification. 

 

x    What evidence exists that students who complete vocational and 
occupational degrees and certificates meet employment competencies; are 
prepared for licensure; are prepared for certification by external agencies? 

 

x    How does the college acquire reliable information about its students' 
ability to meet these requirements? 

 
6.  The institution assures that students and prospective students receive clear and 
accurate information about educational courses and programs and transfer policies.3

 

The institution describes its degrees and certificates in terms of their purpose, 
 



content, course requirements, and expected student learning outcomes.  In every 
class section students receive a course syllabus that specifies learning outcomes 
consistent with those in the institution's officially approved course outline. 
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x    How does the institution assure that information about its programs is clear 
and accurate?  Are degrees and certificates clearly described? Are student 
learning outcomes included in descriptions of courses and programs? 

 

x    How does the institution verify that students receive a course syllabus 
that includes student learning outcomes? 

 

x    How does the college verify that individual sections of courses adhere to 
the course objectives/learning outcomes? 

 
a.  The institution makes available to its students clearly stated transfer-of-
credit policies in order to facilitate the mobility of students without penalty.  In 
accepting transfer credits to fulfill degree requirements, the institution certifies 
that the expected learning outcomes for transferred courses are comparable to 
the learning outcomes of its own courses. Where patterns of student enrollment 
between institutions are identified, the institution develops articulation 
agreements as appropriate to its mission.4

 
 

x    What policies does the institution have to address transfer of 
coursework internally and externally and how are they communicated to 
students?  Are these policies regularly reviewed? 

 

x    How does the institution develop, implement, and evaluate 
articulation agreements? 

 
b.  When programs are eliminated or program requirements are significantly 
changed, the institution makes appropriate arrangements so that enrolled 
students may complete their education in a timely manner with a minimum of 
disruption.3

 
 

x    What policy does the institution have to address elimination of, or 
major changes in, programs? 

 

x    How are students advised to complete educational requirements 
when programs are eliminated or modified? 

 
c.  The institution represents itself clearly, accurately, and consistently to 
prospective and current students, the public and its personnel, through its 
catalogs, statements, and publications, including those presented in electronic 
formats.  It regularly reviews institutional policies, procedures, and publications 
to assure integrity in all representations about its mission, programs, and 
services.5

 
 

x    How does the institution conduct regular reviews of its policies and 
practices regarding publications to ensure their integrity? Are electronic 
representations of the institution regularly reviewed? 

 

x    Does the institution provide information on student achievement to 
the public?  Is that information accurate and current? 
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7.  In order to assure the academic integrity of the teaching-learning process, the 
institution uses and makes public governing board-adopted policies on academic 
freedom and responsibility, student academic honesty, and specific institutional 
beliefs or world views. These policies make clear the institution's commitment to 
the free pursuit and dissemination of knowledge. 



x    Do board-approved policies on academic freedom exist and are they made 
public?  Do board-approved policies on student academic honesty exist and are 
they made public? 

 
a.  Faculty distinguishes between personal conviction and professionally 
accepted views in a discipline.  They present data and information fairly and 
objectively. 

 

x    What policies demonstrate institutional commitment to the pursuit 
and dissemination of knowledge? 

 

x    How does the college communicate its expectation that faculty 
distinguish between personal conviction and professionally accepted views 
in a discipline?  In what discussions have faculty engaged to deepen 
understanding of this expectation?  How successfully does the faculty make 
this distinction in the classroom?  What mechanisms does the college have 
for determining how effectively it is meeting this expectation? 

 
b.  The institution establishes and publishes clear expectations concerning 
student academic honesty and consequences for dishonesty. 

 

x    What mechanism does the institution have for informing and enforcing 
its policies on academic honesty for students and faculty? 

 
c.  Institutions that require conformity to specific codes of conduct of staff, 
faculty, administrators, or students, or that seek to instill specific beliefs or 
world views, give clear prior notice of such policies, including statements in 
the catalog and/or appropriate faculty or student handbooks. 

 

x    How are requirements of conformity to codes of conduct communicated? 
 

x    If a college seeks to instill specific beliefs or world views, what 
policies does it have in place to detail these goals?  How are the 
policies communicated to appropriate constituencies? 

 
8.  Institutions offering curricula in foreign locations to students other than U.S. 
nationals operate in conformity with standards and applicable Commission policies.2

 
 

x    How well do curricula offered in foreign locations to non-U.S. students conform 
to the specifications of Commission policy Principles of Good Practice in Overseas 
International Education Programs for Non-U.S. Nationals? 
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B.  Student Support Services 

The institution recruits and admits diverse students who are able to benefit from its 
programs, consistent with its mission.  Student support services address the identified 
needs of students and enhance a supportive learning environment.  The entire student 
pathway through the institutional experience is characterized by a concern for student 
access, progress, learning, and success.  The institution systematically assesses student 
support services using student learning outcomes, faculty and staff input, and other 
appropriate measures in order to improve the effectiveness of these services. 

 

x    How does the institution determine that admitted students are able to benefit 
from its programs?  How is this information applied to admissions policies and 
procedures? 

 

x    What college wide discussions have occurred about how student access, 
progress, learning, and success are consistently supported? 

 
1.  The institution assures the quality of student support services and demonstrates 
that these services, regardless of location or means of delivery, support student 
learning and enhance achievement of the mission of the institution.1,2

 
 

x    By what means does the institution assure the quality of its student 



support services?  How does the institution demonstrate that these services 
support student learning? 

 

x    How are distance education and correspondence education (DE/CE) 
student support services evaluated for comparability to face-to-face 
course/program student support services? 

 
2.  The institution provides a catalog for its constituencies with precise, accurate, 
and current information concerning the following: 
a.     General Information 

 

x    Official Name, Address(es), Telephone Number(s), and Website 
 

x    Address of the Institution 
 

x    Educational Mission 
 

x    Course, Program, and Degree Offerings 
 

x    Academic Calendar and Program Length 
 

x    Academic Freedom Statement 
 

x    Available Student Financial Aid 
 

x    Available Learning Resources 
 

x    Names and Degrees of Administrators and Faculty 
 

x    Names of Governing Board Members 
 

b.     Requirements 
 

x    Admissions 
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x    Student Fees and Other Financial Obligations 

 

x    Degree, Certificates, Graduation and Transfer 
 

c.     Major Policies Affecting Students 
 

x    Academic Regulations, including Academic Honesty 
 

x    Nondiscrimination 
 

x    Acceptance of Transfer Credits 
 

x    Grievance and Complaint Procedures 
 

x    Sexual Harassment 
 

x    Refund of Fees 
 

d.     Locations or Publications Where Other Policies May Be Found 
 

x    Is the catalog current, complete, clear, easy to understand, easy to 
use, well-structured? 

 

x    How is the catalog reviewed for accuracy and currency? What process 
does the college use to ensure that the information in its publications is 
easily accessible to students, prospective students, and the public? 

 

x    Is the catalog information on the college website identical to the 
printed version? 

 

x    When policies are not included in the catalog, are the publications in 
which they are found easily accessible? 

 

x    Does the institution maintain records of student complaints/grievances 
and make them available to the team? 



 
3.  The institution researches and identifies the learning support needs of its 
student population and provides appropriate services and programs to address those 
needs. 

 

x    By what means does the institution determine the support needs of its students? 
How well does it address these needs? 

 

x    If courses, programs, certificates or degrees are offered via DE or CE, how 
does the institution determine and monitor learning support needs? 

 
a.  The institution assures equitable access to all of its students by 
providing appropriate, comprehensive, and reliable services to students 
regardless of service location or delivery method.1

 
 

x    What evidence is provided that the institution assesses student needs 
for services regardless of location or mode of delivery, and provides for 
them? 

 

x    How are online and off-site location services evaluated?  How well 
are services meeting the needs of students? 
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b.  The institution provides an environment that encourages personal and civic 
responsibility, as well as intellectual, aesthetic, and personal development for 
all of its students. 

 

x    What is the institution doing to provide a learning environment that 
promotes these personal attributes?  What dialogue has the institution about 
what constitutes a good learning environment? 

 

x    What programs or services has the institution determined contribute to 
this environment?  What areas have been identified for improvement?  How 
does the college evaluate its efforts in this area?  How are the results of the 
evaluations used to improve the environment? 

 
c.  The institution designs, maintains, and evaluates counseling and/or 
academic advising programs to support student development and success and 
prepares faculty and other personnel responsible for the advising function. 

 

x    Does the institution develop, implement, and evaluate counseling 
and/or academic advising? 

 

x    Does the evaluation of counseling and/or academic advising include 
how it enhances student development and success? 

 

x    Are those responsible for counseling/advising trained? 
 

x    Are these or comparable services available to online students? 
 

d.  The institution designs and maintains appropriate programs, practices, 
and services that support and enhance student understanding and 
appreciation of diversity. 

 

x    What does the institution do to promote student understanding 
and appreciation of diversity?  What measures does the institution 
use to determine the effectiveness of services? 

 

x    Are these or comparable services available to online students? 
 

e.  The institution regularly evaluates admissions and placement instruments 
and practices to validate their effectiveness while minimizing biases. 

 

x    What processes are used to evaluate the effectiveness of practices and 
tools of admissions?  What evaluations of placement processes are used to 
ensure their consistency and effectiveness?  How are cultural and linguistic 



bias in the instruments and processes minimized? 
 

f.  The institution maintains student records permanently, securely, and 
confidentially, with provision for secure backup of all files, regardless of the 
form in which those files are maintained.  The institution publishes and follows 
established policies for release of student records. 
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x    What institutional policies govern the maintenance of student records?  
Are records secure?  Does the institution have a policy for release of 
student records? 

 
4.  The institution evaluates student support services to assure their adequacy in 
meeting identified student needs.  Evaluation of these services provides evidence 
that they contribute to the achievement of student learning outcomes.  The 
institution uses the results of these evaluations as the basis for improvement. 

 

x    How does the institution provide for systematic and regular review of its 
student support services?  How are the results used? 

 

x    Does the evaluation assess how student support services contribute to the 
achievement of student learning outcomes?  How are evaluation results used to 
improve services? 
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C. Library and Learning Support Services 

Library and other learning support services for students are sufficient to support the 
institution's instructional programs and intellectual, aesthetic, and cultural activities in 
whatever format and wherever they are offered.  Such services include library services 
and collections, tutoring, learning centers, computer laboratories, and learning 
technology development and training.  The institution provides access and training to 
students so that library and other learning support services may be used effectively and 
efficiently.  The institution systematically assesses these services using student learning 
outcomes, faculty input, and other appropriate measures in order to improve the 
effectiveness of the services. 

 
1.  The institution supports the quality of its instructional programs by providing 
library and other learning support services that are sufficient in quantity, currency, 
depth, and variety to facilitate educational offerings, regardless of location or 
means of delivery.1

 

 
a.  Relying on appropriate expertise of faculty, including librarians and other 
learning support services professionals, the institution selects and maintains 
educational equipment and materials to support student learning and enhance the 
achievement of the mission of the institution. 

 

x    What information about student learning needs is provided by 
other instructional faculty and staff to inform selection of library 
resources? 

 

x    How does the institution assess the effectiveness of its own library 
collection in terms of quantity, quality, depth and variety? 

 

x    What level of quality is determined by the institution? 
 

x    How does the institution know it has sufficient depth and variety of 
materials to meet the learning needs of its students? 

 

x    What information does the library use to determine whether it is 



enhancing student achievement of identified learning outcomes? 
 

x    How are comparable services provided to DE/CE students and students at 
off- site locations? 

 
b.  The institution provides ongoing instruction for users of library and other 
learning support services so that students are able to develop skills in information 
competency. 

 

x    What are the information competencies that the institution purports to 
teach all students?  What is the evidence that the institution acts purposefully 
to teach these competencies? 

 

x    How does the institution assess the competencies in information retrieval/ 
use that it teaches students?  How does the institution evaluate its teaching 
effectiveness and set goals for improvement? 

 

x    How are comparable information competency skills developed for DE/CE 
students and students at off-site locations? 
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c.  The institution provides students and personnel responsible for student 
learning programs and services adequate access to the library and other learning 
support services, regardless of their location or means of delivery.1

 
 

x    What are the hours of operation of the library? 
 

x    What is the availability of electronic access to library materials? 
 

x    Are all campus locations/all types of students/all college 
instructional programs equally supported by library services and 
accessibility? 

 
d.  The institution provides effective maintenance and security for its library 
and other learning support services. 

 
e.  When the institution relies on or collaborates with other institutions or other 
sources for library and other learning support services for its instructional 
programs, it documents that formal agreements exist and that such resources and 
services are adequate for the institution's intended purposes, are easily accessible, 
and utilized.  The performance of these services is evaluated on a regular basis. 
The institution takes responsibility for and assures the reliability of all services 
provided either directly or through contractual arrangement. 

 

x    What contracts, if any, exist for the provision of library and learning 
support services (LSS)?  What processes does the institution have for 
evaluating and ensuring the quality of those contracted services?  How does 
the institution gather information to assess whether the services are being 
used? 

 
2.  The institution evaluates library and other learning support services to assure their 
adequacy in meeting identified student needs.  Evaluation of these services provides 
evidence that they contribute to the achievement of student learning outcomes.  The 
institution uses the results of these evaluations as the basis for improvement. 

 

x    What methods does the institution use to evaluate its library and other LSS?  
Does the evaluation assess use, access, and relationship of the services to intended 
student learning?  Does the evaluation include input by faculty, staff and students? 
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Sources of Evidence: Examples for Standard II 
Listed below are examples of potential sources of evidence for Standard II.  There may be 
many other sources that institutions should provide and teams should consider. 

 
Standard II: Student Learning Programs and Services 

 
A.  Instructional Programs 

 

�   Evidence that all instructional offerings align with the institution's mission 
regardless of where and how they are taught 

 

�   Evidence that the quality of all programs is consistently determined to meet a 
high standard and rigor appropriate for higher education 

 
�   Evidence of analytical reviews demonstrating that instructional programs are 
relevant to the interests, needs and educational goals of the students served by the 
institution 

 

�   Evidence students are achieving stated learning outcomes 
 

�   Evidence the institution considers how instruction is delivered and how it 
assesses that delivery is both appropriate and current 

 

�   Evidence of the development of student learning outcomes and strategies 
for attaining those outcomes at the course, program, certificate and degree 
level 

 

�   Evidence of assessment of student learning and program outcomes 
 

�   Evidence of assessment of student achievement data 
 

�   Evidence of analysis of assessment results and use for improvement of 
student learning 

 

�   Evidence that an institutional process exists for determining the quality of 
all courses and programs 

 

�   Evidence that established procedures are used to develop courses and programs 
and that faculty play a major role in this endeavor 

 
�   Evidence of a faculty-driven assessment plan that includes systematic evaluation 
and integrated planning of student learning outcomes for all courses, programs 
certificates, programs, and degrees 

 

�   Evidence that systematic evaluation and review of student progress toward 
achieving learning outcomes take place 

 

�   Evidence of the role played by advisory committees 
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�   Evidence instructional offerings are in appropriate areas of academic study given the 

institution's mission 
 

�   Evidence programs are appropriately sequenced to provide the bases for success 
in subsequent courses 

 
�   Evidence courses are of sufficient content, breadth, and length to permit 
the student to learn and practice expected knowledge, skills, and abilities 

 
�   Evidence the institution concerns itself with pedagogy that addresses student 
needs and learning styles 

 

�   Evidence that diverse methods of instruction are used and that students are 
exposed to a variety of points of view 

 

�   Evidence of regular, systematic evaluation and review of instructional courses 



and programs, using consistent and valid research strategies 
 

�   Evidence evaluation results are used for improvement 
 

�   Evidence that elements assessed include measures of student learning 
 

�   Evidence for an assessment plan that includes systematic evaluation and 
integrated planning of student learning outcomes for all courses, programs, 
certificates and degrees 

 

�   Evidence that results of evaluation are communicated and disseminated 
 

�   Evidence that results of evaluation are used for improvement 
 

�   Evidence of a process for validating the effectiveness of examinations that 
assess student learning 

 

�   Evidence that placement tests are examined for biases 
 

�   Evidence the institution has developed a means for awarding credit based on 
student learning outcomes 

 

�   Evidence that credits awarded are consistent with accepted higher 
education practices 

 

�   Evidence the college uses student achievement of stated learning outcomes 
in awarding credit for degrees and certificates 

 

�   Evidence that a consistent process for examining student learning outcomes is 
used to analyze courses for inclusion as general education 

 

�   Evidence that the rationale for general education is communicated to 
students, employers, and other constituencies 

 

 
Sources of Evidence: Examples for Standard IIA – Instructional Programs 

34 
 

 
�   Evidence that content and methodology is determined by appropriate discipline 

faculty 
 

�   Evidence the institution has determined standards for the skills in general education 
 

�   Evidence students who complete general education programs are proficient 
in general education skills 

 

�   Evidence the program of general education includes student learning 
outcomes concerning values, ethics, civic responsibility, and diverse 
perspectives 

 

�   Evidence that students who complete vocational and occupational degrees 
and certificates meet employment competencies, are prepared for 
certification by external agencies, are prepared for licensure 

 

�   Evidence that clear and complete information about degrees and certificates 
is made available to students in publications and course syllabi 

 

�   Evidence that transfer policies are made available to students 
 

�   Evidence that transferred courses accepted are comparable to the college's 
student learning outcomes for courses 

 
�   Evidence that articulation agreements exist and are regularly evaluated 

 

�   Evidence students are able to complete programs that substantially change or 
are eliminated 

 
�   Evidence students are advised on what they must do to complete the 
programs above 

 
�   Evidence that publications and other representations of the college are 



regularly reviewed for clarity and accuracy 
 

�   Evidence that institutional policies are regularly reviewed to ensure integrity 
 

�   Evidence the institution provides the public with information about 
student achievement 

 
�   Evidence of board-approved and distributed policies on academic freedom 
and student academic honesty 

 
�   Evidence that the policies above are followed 

 

�   Evidence of faculty awareness and commitment to fair and objective presentation 
of knowledge 

 

�   Evidence that a college’s declaration of specific world views or codes of conduct 
policies are clear in publications provided in advance of enrollment or employment 
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B.  Student Support Services 

 

�   Evidence the institution systematically evaluates its student support services in 
light of its stated mission 

 

�   Evidence student support services support learning 
 

�   Evidence that the catalog contains items specified in Standards II.B.2.a-d 
 

�   Evidence the institution assesses student needs for services and provides for them 
 

�   Evidence the institution assesses student needs for services regardless of location 
or mode of instructional delivery and provides them 

 

�   Evidence activities encouraging personal development are made available 
to students 

 

�   Evidence the institution develops, implements, and evaluates counseling 
and/or academic advising 

 
�   Evidence that evaluation of counseling and/or academic advising includes how it 
enhances student development and success, including online students and students 
at off-campus locations 

 

�   Evidence that those responsible for counseling/advising are appropriately trained 
 

�   Evidence the institution develops, implements, and evaluates the effectiveness 
of services that enhance student understanding and appreciation of diversity 

 
�   Evidence admissions practices and placement instruments are regularly evaluated 

 

�   Evidence placement instruments are valid and minimize bias 
 

�   Evidence that student records are kept confidential and secure 
 

�   Evidence for how student records are released 
 

�   Evidence that review of student service programs is regularly conducted and 
results are used for improvement 

 

�   Evidence that analysis of review of student service programs includes 
verification that services contribute to student learning outcomes 

 

�   Evidence the institution maintains a file of student complaints/grievances 
 

�   Evidence of a student authentication process to ensure the student enrolled in 
an online course is the same student that participates, completes the course, and 
receives the credit. 
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C.  Library and Learning Support Services 

 

�   Evidence that includes the evaluation instruments, their analysis, conclusions 
and plans for improvement of the library and learning support services (LSS), 
evidence that improvements are planned and implemented 

 

�   Evidence that demonstrates quantity, quality, depth and variety: 
 

x    Description of quantity:  Number of volumes, number of periodicals, 
description of number and kinds of technological resources or equipment, 
including computers, microfiche machines, video equipment, audio tapes, CD 
ROM's and other data source, number of student stations available in library and 
learning resource center (LRC) 

 

�   Evidence that demonstrates ongoing instruction: 
 

x    List of courses, workshops and other training held each academic year and 
the attendance 

 

x    Course or workshop outlines, materials used in training, including 
identified learning outcomes 

 

�   Evidence the library evaluates the effectiveness of student learning during 
courses, workshops on information competency and use of the library and LSS 

 

�   Evidence that data links purchases to educational programs and SLOs defined 
by educational programs and by assessments of student learning 

 

�   A description of library acquisition plans related to educational plans 
 

x    Data and analyses of the institutional evaluations of library holdings by faculty 
(or disciplines or programs), students, and any external reviewers 

 

x    Other analyses showing relationship between library use and student learning 
 

�   Evidence that includes a description of hours of operation or access, description of 
remote access to library and LRC holdings, capacity of the remote means of delivery, 
any contingencies on turnaround time, limits to access relative to on campus 
students 

 
�   Evidence that holdings are related to educational programs and that all 
educational program needs have adequate materials in the library 

 
�   Evidence there is access to library and LSS for remote students/staff and 
institutional policies on remote access, including personnel policies that describe 
access provided to educational staff 

 
x    Description of remote access practice that is computer based, 
circulation of volumes, etc., for each remote site or population 

 

 
x    Description of use of library and LSS by remote users - students, faculty 
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�   Evidence that includes institutional maintenance schedules, capital improvement 
plans, a description of security provisions for library holdings, and any institutional 
self-assessments of adequacy 

 
x    Institutional plans for improvement of library and LSS 

 
�   Evidence that includes the formal agreements or contracts themselves, and 



evidence therein of the accredited institution’s expectations for services 
 

x    Description of the contracted/collaborated services quantity, quality, depth 
and currency, as in a, b, c and d, above 

 

x    Results of evaluation of the contracted/collaborated library and LSS 
 

x    Provisions of the contract that provide for accredited institution’s 
control of quality or ability to influence quality of contracted/collaborated 
service 

 

�   Evidence the institution complies with the Commission’s “Policy on Contractual 
Relationships with Non-Regionally Accredited Organizations.” 
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Standard III: Resources 
The institution effectively uses its human, physical, technology, and financial resources to 
achieve its broad educational purposes, including stated student learning outcomes, and to 
improve institutional effectiveness.  Accredited colleges in multi-college systems may be 
organized such that responsibility for resources, allocation of resources and planning rests 
with the system.  In such cases, the system is responsible for meeting standards on behalf of 
the accredited colleges. 

 
A.  Human Resources 

The institution employs qualified personnel to support student learning programs and 
services wherever offered and by whatever means delivered, and to improve 
institutional effectiveness.  Personnel are treated equitably, are evaluated regularly 
and systematically, and are provided opportunities for professional development. 
Consistent with its mission, the institution demonstrates its commitment to the 
significant educational role played by persons of diverse backgrounds by making positive 
efforts to encourage such diversity.  Human resource planning is integrated with 
institutional planning. 

 
1.  The institution assures the integrity and quality of its programs and services 
by employing personnel who are qualified by appropriate education, training, 
and experience to provide and support these programs and services. 

 

x    What methods does the institution use to assure that qualifications for each 
position are closely matched to specific programmatic needs? What analyses and 
discussions have led the institution to agree on those needs? 

 

x    Are the institution's personnel sufficiently qualified to guarantee the 
integrity of programs and services? 

 
a.  Criteria, qualifications, and procedures for selection of personnel are clearly 
and publicly stated.  Job descriptions are directly related to institutional mission 
and goals and accurately reflect position duties, responsibilities, and authority. 
Criteria for selection of faculty include knowledge of the subject matter or 
service to be performed (as determined by individuals with discipline expertise), 
effective teaching, scholarly, and potential to contribute to the mission of the 
institution.  Institutional faculty play a significant role in selection of new 
faculty.  Degrees held by faculty and administrators are from institutions 
accredited by recognized U.S. accrediting agencies.  Degrees from non-U.S. 
institutions are recognized only if equivalence has been established.3

 
 

x    How does the institution decide hiring criteria? 
 

x    How are faculty involved in the selection of new faculty? 
 

x    How does the college decide an applicant is well-qualified? 
 

x    How does the college know that the faculty selected have knowledge of 



their subject matter? 
 

 
x    By what methods does the college define and evaluate "effective 
teaching" in its hiring processes? How is that effectiveness judged? 
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x    How does the college define and judge scholarship in a candidate, and 
by what means does it judge a candidate's potential to contribute to a 
college mission? 

 

x    How are jobs advertised? 
 

x    By what means does the institution verify the qualifications of applicants 
and newly hired personnel? 

 

x    How does the college identify faculty expertise in DE/CE instruction? 
 

x    How does the college check the equivalency of degrees from non-
U.S. institutions? 

 

x    What evidence is there that hiring processes yield highly qualified employees? 
 

x    What safeguards are in place to assure that hiring procedures are 
constantly applied? 

 
b.  The institution assures the effectiveness of its human resources by evaluating 
all personnel systematically and at stated intervals.  The institution establishes 
written criteria for evaluating all personnel, including performance of assigned 
duties and participation in institutional responsibilities and other activities 
appropriate to their expertise.  Evaluation processes seek to assess effectiveness 
of personnel and encourage improvement.  Actions taken following evaluations 
are formal, timely, and documented. 

 

x    How does the college decide on appropriate institutional responsibilities 
for personnel participation?  How is participation judged? 

 

x    What process is in place to assure that evaluations lead to 
improvement of job performance? 

 

x    What is the connection between personnel evaluations and 
institutional effectiveness and improvement? 

 

x    Do evaluation criteria measure the effectiveness of personnel in 
performing their duties? 

 
c.  Faculty and others directly responsible for student progress toward 
achieving stated student learning outcomes have, as a component of their 
evaluation, effectiveness in producing those learning outcomes. 

 

x    What are the roles of faculty, tutors, and others in producing 
student learning outcomes? 

 

x    What in-depth thinking have faculty, as individuals and collectively, 
engaged in about how well students are learning in their courses and 
programs? What measures have they, again as individuals and collectively, 
created or 
selected to measure that learning?  Are these measures different for DE/CE 
students? 

 

 
x    What discussions have faculty had about how to improve learning?  
What plans have been made? 
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x    What changes have faculty made in teaching methodologies to 
improve learning? 

 

x    What changes in course content or sequencing have resulted from 
analyses of how well students are mastering course content in both DE/CE 
and face- to-face instructional formats?? 

 

x    What methods has the institution developed to evaluate 
effectiveness in producing student learning outcomes?  Are these 
methods yielding meaningful and useful results? 

 

x    How does the institution use analysis of the results of assessment to 
improve student learning outcomes? 

 

x    How has professional development supported faculty performance in 
satisfactory development and assessment of student learning outcomes? 

 

x    Is there professional development for faculty using DE/CE 
modes of instruction? 

 
d.  The institution upholds a written code of professional ethics for all its personnel 

 

x    How does the institution foster ethical behavior in its employees? 
 

x    Does the institution have a written code of professional ethics for all 
its personnel? 

 
2.  The institution maintains a sufficient number of qualified faculty with full-time 
responsibility to the institution.  The institution has a sufficient number of staff and 
administrators with appropriate preparation and experience to provide the 
administrative services necessary to support the institution's mission and purposes. 

 

x    By what means does the institution determine appropriate staffing levels 
for each program and service? 

 

x    How does the institution decide on the organization of administrative 
and support staffing? 

 

x    How effectively does the number and organization of the institution's 
personnel work to support its programs and services? How does the institution 
evaluate this effectiveness? 

 
3.  The institution systematically develops personnel policies and procedures that 
are available for information and review.  Such policies and procedures are 
equitably and consistently administered. 

 

x    What processes does the institution use to develop and publicize its 
personnel policies? 

 

x    How does the institution ensure that it administers its personnel policies and 
procedures consistently and equitably?  Do these policies and processes result in 
fair treatment of personnel? 
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a.  The institution establishes and adheres to written policies ensuring fairness in 
all employment procedures. 

 

b.  The institution makes provision for the security and confidentiality of 
personnel records.  Each employee has access to his/her personnel records in 
accordance with law. 

 

x    What are the institution’s provisions for keeping personnel records 
secure and confidential? 

 

x    How does the institution provide employees access to their records? 
 

4.  The institution demonstrates through policies and practices an 



appropriate understanding of and concern for issues of equity and 
diversity. 

 

x    In what ways does the institution foster an appreciation for diversity? 
 

x    How effective are the institution's policies and practices in promoting 
understanding of equity and diversity issues?  How does the institution know 
these policies and practices are effective? 

 
a.  The institution creates and maintains appropriate programs, practices, 
and services that support its diverse personnel. 

 

x    How does the institution determine what kinds of support its 
personnel need? 

 

x    How does the institution design programs and services that provide for 
the range of diverse personnel at the institution? 

 

x    What programs and services does the institution have to support 
its personnel?  How effective are these programs? 

 

x    Are the programs, practices and services evaluated on a regular basis? 
 

b.  The institution regularly assesses that its record in employment equity 
and diversity is consistent with its mission. 

 

x    What is the institution’s record on employment equity and diversity? 
 

x    How does the institution track and analyze its employment equity record? 
How does it use this information? 

 
c.  The institution subscribes to, advocates, and demonstrates integrity in 
the treatment of its administration, faculty, staff and students. 

 

x    What policies and procedures about the treatment of personnel does 
the institution have in place? 

 

x    How does the institution ensure that its personnel and students are 
treated fairly? 
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5.  The institution provides all personnel with appropriate opportunities for 
continued professional development, consistent with the institutional mission and 
based on identified teaching and learning needs. 

 

a.  The institution plans professional development activities to meet the needs of 
its personnel. 

 

b.  With the assistance of the participants, the institution systematically 
evaluates professional development programs and uses the results of these 
evaluations as the basis for improvement. 

 

x    What professional development programs does the institution offer 
and/or support? 

 

x    How does the institution identify teaching and learning needs of its 
faculty and other personnel? 

 

x    What processes ensure that professional development opportunities 
address those needs? 

 

x    How does the college ensure meaningful evaluation of 
professional development activities? 

 

x    What impact do professional development activities have on the 
improvement of teaching and learning?  How does the institution evaluate 
that improvement? 

 



6.  Human resources planning is integrated with institutional planning.  The 
institution systematically assesses the effective use of human resources and uses the 
results of the evaluation as the basis for improvement. 

 

x    What process does the institution use to assess the effectiveness of 
human resources in meeting the stated college mission and goals? 

 

x    How does the institution ensure that human resource decisions are developed 
from program review results, institutional needs, and plans for improvement? 
What evidence is there that demonstrates the institution bases its human 
resource decisions on the results of the evaluation of program and service needs? 

 

x    How does the institution determine that human resource needs in program 
and service areas are met effectively? 
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B.  Physical Resources 

Physical resources, which include facilities, equipment, land, and other assets, support 
student learning programs and services and improve institutional effectiveness.  Physical 
resource planning is integrated with institutional planning. 

 
1.  The institution provides safe and sufficient physical resources that support and 
assure the integrity and quality of its programs and services, regardless of location 
or means of delivery. 

 

x    Against what criteria and by what processes does the institution evaluate 
the safety of its facilities? 

 

x    What evidence and/or data does the institution use to determine the 
sufficiency of its classrooms, lecture halls, laboratories, and other facilities?  
What mechanisms does the college use to evaluate how effectively facilities 
meet the needs of programs and services? 

 

x    How well does the institution meet its facilities needs?  Does the institution 
use the same criteria and processes for determining safety and sufficiency of 
facilities at off-campus sites?  To what extent are off-campus sites safe and 
sufficient? 

 

x    How does the college use the results of facilities evaluations to improve them? 
Does the college use similar processes to assure the safety and sufficiency of its 
equipment? 

 

x    How does the institution support the equipment needs of the distance 
delivery modes it offers?  Are institutional needs for equipment met? 

 
a.  The institution plans, builds, maintains, and upgrades or replaces its 
physical resources in a manner that assures effective utilization and the 
continuing quality necessary to support its programs and services. 

 

x    How does the institution consider the needs of programs and services 
when planning its buildings? 

 

x    What processes ensure that program and service needs determine 
equipment replacement and maintenance? 

 

x    How does the institution evaluate effectiveness of facilities and 
equipment in meeting the needs of programs and services? 

 

x    How effectively does the institution use its physical resources? 
 

b.  The institution assures that physical resources at all locations where it 
offers courses, programs, and services are constructed and maintained to 
assure access, safety, security, and a healthful learning and working 
environment. 

 



x    How does the institution assure access to its facilities? 
 

 
x    How does the institution ensure it maintains sufficient control over off-
site facilities to ensure their quality? 
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2.  To assure the feasibility and effectiveness of physical resources in supporting 
institutional programs and services, the institution plans and evaluates its facilities 
and equipment on a regular basis, taking utilization and other relevant data into 
account. 

 

x    What process does the institution use to assess the use of its facilities?  
How often does the evaluation occur? 

 

x    How does the college use the results of the evaluation to improve 
facilities or equipment? 

 
a.  Long-range capital plans support institutional improvement goals and 
reflect projections of the total cost of ownership of new facilities and 
equipment. 

 

x    What process does the institution follow to develop capital plans?  How 
are long-range capital projects linked to institutional planning? 

 

x    What elements comprise the definition of "total cost of ownership" that 
the institution uses when making decisions about facilities and equipment? 

 

x    How do planning processes ensure that capital projects support college 
goals?  How effective is long-range capital planning in advancing the college 
improvement goals? 

 
b.  Physical resource planning is integrated with institutional planning.  The 
institution systematically assesses the effective use of physical resources and 
uses the results of the evaluation as the basis for improvement. 

 

x    How does the institution ensure that facilities decisions are developed 
from program review results, institutional needs, and plans for 
improvement? 

 

x    What evidence is there that the institution bases its physical resource 
decisions on the results of evaluation of program and service needs?  How 
does the institution prioritize needs when making decisions about equipment 
purchases? 

 

x    How does the institution determine that physical resource needs in 
program and service areas are met effectively?  How effectively are those 
needs met? 
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C.  Technology Resources 

Technology resources are used to support student learning programs and services and to 
improve institutional effectiveness.  Technology planning is integrated with institutional 
planning. 

 
1.  The institution assures that any technology support it provides is designed to 
meet the needs of learning, teaching, college-wide communications, research, and 
operational systems. 

 

x    How does the institution ensure that its various types of technology needs 
are identified? 

 



x    If the college is not supported by technology, how did the college make 
that decision? 

 

x    How does the institution evaluate the effectiveness of its technology in 
meeting its range of needs?  How effectively are those needs met? 

 
a.  Technology services, professional support, facilities, hardware, and software 
are designed to enhance the operation and effectiveness of the institution. 

 

x    How does the institution make decisions about technology services, 
facilities, hardware, and software? 

 

x    How well does technology accommodate the college's curricular 
commitments for distance learning programs and courses? Whether 
technology is provided directly by the institution or through contractual 
arrangements, are there provisions for reliability, disaster recovery, privacy, 
and security? 

 

b.  The institution provides quality training in the effective application of 
its information technology to students and personnel. 

 

x    How does the institution assess the need for information technology 
training for students and personnel? 

 

x    What technology training does the institution provide to students and 
personnel?  How does the institution ensure that the training and technical 
support it provides for faculty and staff are appropriate and effective?  How 
effective is the training provided?  How is the training evaluated? 

 
c.  The institution systematically plans, acquires, maintains, and upgrades or 
replaces technology infrastructure and equipment to meet institutional needs. 

 

x    How has the institution provided for the management, maintenance, 
and operation of its technological infrastructure and equipment? 

 

x    Does the college provide an appropriate system for reliability and 
emergency backup? 
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d.  The distribution and utilization of technology resources support the 
development, maintenance, and enhancement of its programs and services. 

 

x    How does the institution make decisions about use and distribution of 
its technology resources? 

 

x    What provisions has the institution made to assure a robust and secure 
technical infrastructure that provides maximum reliability for students and 
faculty? 

 

x    What policies or procedures does the institution have in place to keep 
the infrastructure reasonably current and sustainable? 

 

x    Does the institution give sufficient consideration to equipment selected for 
DE programs?  How effectively is technology distributed and used? 

 
2.  Technology planning is integrated with institutional planning.  The institution 
systematically assesses the effective use of technology resources and uses the results 
of evaluation as the basis for improvement. 

 

x    How does the institution ensure that facilities decisions are developed 
from program review results, institutional needs, and plans for 
improvement? 

 

x    What evidence is there that the institution bases its technology decisions on 
the results of evaluation of program and service needs? 

 



x    How does the institution determine that technology needs in program and 
service areas are met effectively? 

 

x    How does the institution prioritize needs when making decisions 
about technology purchases?  How effectively are those needs met? 
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D. Financial Resources 

Financial resources are sufficient to support student learning programs and services and 
to improve institutional effectiveness.  The distribution of resources supports the 
development, maintenance, and enhancement of programs and services.  The institution 
plans and manages its financial affairs with integrity and in a manner that ensures 
financial stability.  The level of financial resources provides a reasonable expectation of 
both short-term and long-term financial solvency.  Financial resources planning is 
integrated with institutional planning at both college and district/system levels in multi- 
college systems. 

 

x    What is the institution’s overall budget? 
 

x    Does it have sufficient revenues to support educational improvements? 
 

x    Are the institution’s finances managed with integrity in a manner that 
ensures financial stability? 

 

x    Does the resource allocation process provide a means for setting priorities 
for funding institutional improvements? 

 

x    Are institutional resources sufficient to ensure financial solvency? 
 

1.  The institution’s mission and goals are the foundation for financial planning. 
 

a.  Financial planning is integrated with and supports all institutional planning. 
 

x    Does institution review its mission and goals as part of the annual 
fiscal planning process? 

 

x    Does the institution identify goals for achievement in any given budget cycle? 
 

x    Does the institution establish priorities among competing needs so that it 
can predict future funding? Do institutional plans exist, and are they linked 
clearly to financial plans, both short-term and long-range? 

 

x    Does the financial planning process rely primarily on institutional plans 
for content and timelines? 

 

x    Can the institution provide evidence that past fiscal expenditures 
have supported achievement of institutional plans? 

 

x    Does the governing board and other institutional leadership receive 
information about fiscal planning that demonstrates its links to institutional 
planning? 

 
b.  Institutional planning reflects realistic assessment of financial resource 
availability, development of financial resources, partnerships, and expenditure 
requirements. 

 

x    Do individuals involved in institutional planning receive accurate 
information about available funds, including the annual budget showing 
ongoing and anticipated fiscal commitments? 

 

 
Standard III: Resources – Standard IIID: Financial Resources 

48 
 

 
x    Does the institution establish funding priorities in a manner that helps 



the institution achieve its mission and goals?  Are items focused on student 
learning given appropriate priority?  What other documents are used in 
institutional planning? 

 
c.  When making short-range financial plans, the institution considers its long-
range financial priorities to assure financial stability.  The institution clearly 
identifies, plans, and allocates resources for payment of liabilities and future 
obligations. 

 

x    What evidence of long-term fiscal planning and priorities exits? 
 

x    Does the institution have plans for payments of long-term liabilities 
and obligations, including debt, health benefits, insurance costs, building 
maintenance costs, etc.?  Is this information used in short-term or annual 
budget and other fiscal planning? 

 

x    Does the Institution allocate resources to the payment of its liabilities 
and funds/reserves to address long-term obligations?  Are resources 
directed to actuarially developed plans for Other Post-Employment 
Retirement Benefit (OPEB) obligations? 

 
d.  The institution clearly defines and follows its guidelines and processes for 
financial planning and budget development, with all constituencies having 
appropriate opportunities to participate in the development of institutional plans 
and budgets. 

 

x    Where or how are the processes for financial planning and budget 
recorded and made known to college constituents? 

 

x    What mechanisms or processes are used to ensure constituent 
participation in financial planning and budget development? 

 
2.  To assure the financial integrity of the institution and responsible use of 
financial resources, the internal control structure has appropriate control 
mechanisms and widely disseminates dependable and timely information for sound 
financial decision making. 

 

a.  Financial documents, including the budget and independent audit, have a 
high degree of credibility and accuracy, and reflect appropriate allocation and 
use of financial resources to support student learning programs and services. 

 

x    Are funds allocated, as shown in the budget, in a manner that will 
realistically achieve the institution's stated goals for student learning? 

 

x    What do the audit statements say about financial management? 
 

x    Does the institution provide timely corrections to audit exceptions 
and management advice? 

 

x    Is the institutional budget an accurate reflection of institutional spending 
and does it have credibility with constituents? 
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x    Are audit findings communicated to appropriate institutional leadership 
and constituents? 

 
b.  Institutional responses to external audit findings are comprehensive, timely, 
and communicated appropriately. 

 

x    What information about budget, fiscal conditions, financial planning, and 
audit results is provided throughout the college?  Is this information sufficient 
in content and timing to support institutional and financial planning and 
financial management? 

 
c.  Appropriate financial information is provided throughout the institution, 



in a timely manner. 
 

x    What is the ending balance of unrestricted funds for the institution's 
immediate past three years?  Is this amount sufficient to maintain a reserve 
needed for emergencies? 

 

x    Does the institution have any other access to cash should the need arise? 
 

x    How does the institution receive its revenues?  Does this receipt pose 
cash- flow difficulties for the college?  If so, how does the college address 
cash- flow difficulties? (e.g., Certificates of Participation (COPS), loans)? 

 

x    Has the institution sufficient insurance to cover its needs?  Is the 
institution self-funded in any insurance categories?  If so, does it have 
sufficient reserves to handle financial emergencies? 

 
d.  All financial resources, including short- and long-term debt instruments (such 
as bonds and Certificates of Participation), auxiliary activities, fund-raising 
efforts, and grants, are used with integrity in a manner consistent with the 
intended purpose of the funding source. 

 

x    What are the institution's procedures for reviewing fiscal management?  
Are they regularly implemented? 

 

x    What evidence about fiscal management is provided by external audits 
and financial program reviews? 

 

x    Does the institution review its internal control systems on a regular basis? 
Does the institution respond to internal control deficiencies identified in the 
annual audit in a timely manner? 

 

x    Is there an annual assessment of debt repayment obligations, and 
are resources allocated in a manner that ensures stable finances? 

 

x    Are student loan default rates, revenues, and related matters monitored 
and assessed to ensure compliance with federal regulations? 

 

x    Has the institution received any audit findings or negative reviews during 
the last six years?  Have these been addressed in a timely manner? 
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e.  The institution’s internal control systems are evaluated and assessed for 
validity and effectiveness and the results of this assessment are used for 
improvement. 

 

x    Are the institution's special funds audited or reviewed by funding 
agencies regularly? 

 

x    Do the audits demonstrate the integrity of financial management practices? 
 

x    Are expenditures from special funds made in a manner consistent with 
the intent and requirements of the funding source?  Are bond expenditures 
consistent with regulatory and legal restrictions? 

 
3.  The institution has policies and procedures to ensure sound financial practices 
and financial stability. 

 

a.  The institution has sufficient cash flow and reserves to maintain stability, 
strategies for appropriate risk management, and develops contingency plans to 
meet financial emergencies and unforeseen occurrences. 

 

x    What is the level of the institution’s fiscal reserve? 
 

b.  The institution practices effective oversight of finances, including 
management of financial aid, grants, externally funded programs, contractual 
relationships, auxiliary organizations or foundations, and institutional 



investments and assets. 
 

x    What processes does the institution use to assess its use of 
financial resources? 

 

x    How does the institution ensure that it assesses its use of financial 
resources systematically and effectively? 

 

x    How does the institution use results of the evaluation as the basis 
for improvement? 

 
c.  The institution plans for and allocates appropriate resources for the 
payment of liabilities and future obligations, including Other Post-Employment 
Benefits (OPEB), compensated absences, and other employee related 
obligations. 

 

x    Is the institution fully funding its annual OPEB obligation (Annual 
required contribution (ARC))?  At what level is the contribution being 
funded? 

 
d.  The actual plan to determine Other Post-Employment Benefits 
(OPEB) is prepared, as required by appropriate accounting standards. 

 
e.  On an annual basis, the institution assesses and allocates resources for the 
repayment of any locally incurred debt instruments that can affect the financial 
condition of the institution. 

 

x    What is the level of locally incurred debt? 
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x    What percentage of the budget is used to repay this debt? 

 

x    Does the locally incurred debt repayment schedule have an adverse 
impact on institutional financial stability? 

 
f.  Institutions monitor and manage student loan default rates, revenue 
streams, and assets to ensure compliance with federal requirements. 

 

x    What is the default rate for the past three years? 
 

x    Is the default rate within federal guidelines? 
 

x    Does the institution have a plan to reduce the default rate if it 
exceeds federal guidelines? 

 
g.  Contractual agreements with external entities are consistent with the 
mission and goals of the institution, governed by institutional policies, and 
contain appropriate provisions to maintain the integrity of the institution.6

 
 

x    What contractual agreements exist, and are they consistent with 
institutional mission and goals? 

 

x    Does the institution have appropriate control over these contracts?  
Can it change or terminate contracts that don't meet its required 
standards of quality? 

 

x    Are external contracts managed in a manner to ensure that federal 
guidelines are met? 

 
h.  The institution regularly evaluates its financial management practices and 
the results of the evaluation are used to improve internal control structures. 

 

x    Does the institution have an annual external audit to provide feedback on 
its processes? 

 

x    Does the institution review the effectiveness of its past fiscal planning as 
part of planning for current and future fiscal needs? 



 
4.  Financial resource planning is integrated with institutional planning.  The 
institution systematically assesses the effective use of financial resources and uses 
the results of the evaluation as the basis for improvement of the institution. 

 

x    How does the institution ensure that financial decisions are developed 
from program review results, institutional needs, and plans for 
improvement? 

 

x    What evidence is there that the institution bases its financial decisions on 
the results of evaluation of program and service needs? 

 

x    How does the institution determine that financial needs in program 
and service areas are met effectively? 

 

x    How does the institution prioritize needs when making financial decisions? 
How effectively are those needs met? 
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Sources of Evidence: Examples for Standard III 
Listed below are examples of potential sources of evidence for Standard Ill.  There may be 
many other sources which institutions should provide and teams should consider. 

 
Standard III: Resources 

 
A.  Human Resources 

 

�   Evidence about how the institution determines human resource needs of 
programs and services 

 

�   Evidence the institution uses analyses in determining hiring priorities 
 

�   Evidence, such as planning meeting minutes, that the institution 
systematically considers and relies on needs of programs and services in 
determining hiring priorities 

 
�   Evidence the institution has a reasonable means for deciding what 
employee qualifications are needed for each position 

 
�   Evidence the institution uses a clear and reasonable process for 
determining personnel selection criteria 

 

�   Evidence that hiring procedures are written and consistently applied 
 

�   Evidence the institution verifies employee degrees, experience, and references 
of newly hired personnel 

 
�   Evidence of a systematic process for determining personnel evaluation criteria 

 

�   Evidence evaluation criteria are based on job responsibilities 
 

�   Evidence evaluation processes are written and followed 
 

�   Evidence evaluations are conducted regularly 
 

�   Evidence the institution uses the results of personnel evaluations for improvement 
 

�   Evidence the institution evaluates the effectiveness in producing student 
learning outcomes of faculty, tutors, and others involved in the teaching-learning 
process 

 
�   Evidence the institution applies an ethics document or documents for all personnel 

 

�   Evidence the institution employs a core of full-time faculty 
 

�   Evidence the institution employs qualified administrators and support staff 



in sufficient numbers 
 

 
�   Evidence the institution administers its personnel policies consistently and fairly 
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�   Evidence the institution maintains personnel records approprately 
 

�   Evidence about how the institution provides employees access to their records 
 

�   Evidence the institution has written policies on equity and diversity 
 

�   Evidence the institution is sensitive to issues of equity and diversity 
 

�   Evidence that programs and services are designed to provide for the range 
of personnel needs at the institution 

 
�   Evidence about how the institution tracks, analyzes, and uses its employment 
equity record 

 

�   Evidence about how the institution interacts with its personnel and students fairly 
 

�   Evidence about how the institution uses identified teaching and learning needs to 
determine professional development opportunities, including instruction via a mode 
of electronic delivery 

 

�   Evidence the institution evaluates professional development needs of its personnel 
 

�   Evidence the institution bases its programs on identified needs 
 

�   Evidence about how participants are involved in the programs' evaluation 
 

�   Evidence the institution assesses the use of its human resources 
 

�   Evidence the institutional plans determine human resource allocation priorities 
 

�   Evidence that human resource decisions are based on the results of program 
review and the evaluation of program and service needs, and are integrated with 
institutional planning 
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B.  Physical Resources 

 

�   Evidence about how the institution evaluates the safety and sufficiency of 
its facilities 

 

�   Evidence the institution provides adequate facilities for its programs and services 
 

�   Evidence that off campus sites are adequate to support courses, programs 
and services provided at those sites 

 

�   Evidence that equipment supports the needs of its programs and services 
 

�   Evidence that equipment supports the needs of the distance modes of delivery 
the college offers 

 
�   Evidence demonstrating that the institution plans and maintains its facilities 

 

�   Evidence the institution has considered the total cost of ownership when 
making decisions about facilities and equipment 

 
�   Evidence the institution's bases its building plans on the needs of programs 
and services 

 
�   Evidence the institution has replacement and maintenance plans for equipment 

 



�   Evidence the institution uses its facilities and equipment effectively 
 

�   Evidence demonstrating that the institution constructs and maintains its facilities 
at all locations 

 
�   Evidence demonstrating that the institution evaluates its facilities 

 

�   Evidence demonstrating that the institution evaluates the physical resources 
needs of its programs and services 

 
�   Evidence demonstrating that the institution plans its facilities 

 

�   Evidence demonstrating that the institution makes decisions about 
equipment purchases 

 

�   Evidence that long range capital projects are based on institutional planning 
 

�   Evidence the institution assesses the use of its physical resources 
 

�   Evidence that institutional plans determine physical resource priorities 
 

�   Evidence that physical resource decisions are based on the results of program 
review and evaluation of program and service needs and are integrated with 
institutional planning 
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C.  Technology Resources 

 

�   Evidence demonstrating that the institution evaluates how well its technology 
meets the needs of its programs and services 

 

�   Evidence demonstrating that the institution evaluates how well its technology 
meets the need for college-wide communications, research, and operational systems 

 

�   Evidence demonstrating that the institution makes decisions about 
technology services, facilities, hardware, and software 

 

�   Evidence about how the institution evaluates the effectiveness of its technology 
 

�   Evidence the institution assesses the need for information technology training 
for students and personnel 

 

�   Evidence that training is designed to meet the needs of students and personnel 
 

�   Evidence about how the institution plans and maintains its 
technology, infrastructure, and equipment 

 
�   Evidence the institution bases its technology plans on the needs of programs 
and services 

 
�   Evidence the institution has replacement and maintenance plans for its technology 

 

�   Evidence demonstrating how the institution uses and distributes its 
technology resources 

 
�   Evidence the institution assesses the technology needs of its programs and services 

 

�   Evidence the institution assesses the use of its technology resources 
 

�   Evidence that institutional program reviews and plans determine 
technology resource priorities 

 
�   Evidence that technology resource decisions are based on program review results 
and evaluation of program and service needs and are integrated with institutional 
planning 
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D. Financial Resources 
 

�   Evidence that includes copies of the annual budget, audits for past three years, 
financial plans associated with institutional plans, budget documents prepared for 
grant and other external funding, data showing financial planning is regularly 
evaluated and the results of that evaluation, documents showing institutional fiscal 
commitments for foreseeable future, including contracts for services, employee 
agreements, loans and other debt 

 
�   Other debt evidence includes actuarial plans for the repayment of Other Post 

Employment Retirement Benefits (OPEB) and funding plans to address the obligation 
 

�   Evidence that the mission and goals are used in short and long-range financial 
planning, such as a list of financial goals, a grid showing financial contributions to 
meeting goals, or an introductory text to fiscal documents such as annual budgets, 
long-range capital plans, long-range financial plans, etc., that show the relationship 
to educational goals as identified through institutional assessment and planning 

 
�   Evidence showing that fiscal planning follows institutional planning (in 
time sequence), and funds are used to achieve institutional plans and goals 

 
�   Evidence that fiscal planning is evaluated on the basis of its contribution to 
achievement of institutional goals, not solely on the basis of accounting principles of 
good practice.  Evidence that the financial plans, including annual budgets, capital 
plans, and long-term fiscal plans undergo periodic review and evaluation 

 

�   Evidence of a fiscal planning process, documents describing the financial 
planning, and budgeting processes, and minutes or other records showing the 
institution has followed those processes 

 
�   Evidence the institution monitors student financial aid obligations such as 
student loan default rates and compliance with all federal regulations that impact 
the institution 

 

�   Evidence the institution ensures that financial decisions are developed from 
program review results, institutional needs, and plans for improvement 

 
�   Evidence the institution bases its financial decisions on the results of evaluation 
of program and service needs 

 
�   Evidence the institution determines that financial needs in program and 
service areas are met effectively 

 
�   Evidence the institution prioritizes needs when making financial decisions 
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Standard IV: Leadership and Governance 
The institution recognizes and utilizes the contributions of leadership throughout the 
organization for continuous improvement of the institution.  Governance roles are designed to 
facilitate decisions that support student learning programs and services and improve 
institutional effectiveness, while acknowledging the designated responsibilities of the 
governing board and the chief administrator. 

 
A.  Decision-Making Process 

The institution recognizes that ethical and effective leadership throughout the 
organization enables the institution to identify institutional values, set and achieve 
goals, learn, and improve. 

 
1.  Institutional leaders create an environment for empowerment, innovation, 
and institutional excellence.  They encourage staff, faculty, administrators, and 



students, no matter what their official titles, to take initiative in improving the 
practices, programs, and services in which they are involved.  When ideas for 
improvement have policy or significant institution-wide implications, systematic 
participative processes are used to assure effective discussion, planning, and 
implementation. 

 

x    What do the statements about institutional mission and goals reveal about 
the institution's commitment to student success and educational excellence? 

 

x    Are the institution's goals and values clearly articulated and understood by all? 
Can college staff list what those goals and values are? 

 

x    Can staff describe their roles in assisting the institution to achieve its goals? 
 

x    What information about institutional performance is circulating and available 
to staff and students?  How is the information kept current?  Is it easily accessed, 
is it understandable?  Is it regularly used in institutional dialogue and decision- 
making sessions? 

 

x    Do the institution's processes for institutional evaluation and review, 
and planning for improvements, provide venues where the evaluations of 
the institution's performance are made available to all staff? 

 

x    Do institutional planning efforts provide opportunity for appropriate 
staff participation? 

 

x    How do individuals bring forward ideas for institutional improvement? 
 

x    How does the institution articulate the responsibilities of individuals to 
develop ideas for improvements in their areas of responsibility? 

 

x    How do individuals and groups at the institution use the governance 
process to enhance student learning? 

 
2.  The institution establishes and implements a written policy providing for 
faculty, staff, administrator, and student participation in decision-making 
processes.  The policy specifies the manner in which individuals bring forward 
ideas from their 
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constituencies and work together on appropriate policy, planning, and special- 
purpose bodies. 

 
a.  Faculty and administrators have a substantive and clearly defined role in 
institutional governance and exercise a substantial voice in institutional policies, 
planning, and budget that relate to their areas of responsibility and expertise. 
Students and staff also have established mechanisms or organizations for 
providing input into institutional decisions. 

 

x    What do institutional policies and procedures describe as the roles for 
each group in governance, including planning and budget development? 

 

x    What evidence demonstrates that these policies and procedures 
are functioning effectively? 

 
b.  The institution relies on faculty, its academic senate or other appropriate 
faculty structures, the curriculum committee, and academic administrators for 
recommendations about student learning programs and services. 

 

x    What documents describe the official responsibilities and authority of 
the faculty and of academic administrators in curricular and other 
educational matters? 

 
3.  Through established governance structures, processes, and practices, the 
governing board, administrators, faculty, staff, and students work together for the 



good of the institution.  These processes facilitate discussion of ideas and effective 
communication among the institution's constituencies. 

 

x    Do the written policies on governance procedures specify appropriate roles 
for all staff and students?  Do these policies specify the academic roles of 
faculty in areas of student educational programs and services planning? 

 

x    Are staff and students well informed of their respective roles. Do staff 
participate as encouraged by these policies?  Do the various groups work in 
collaborative effort on behalf of institutional improvements?  Is the result of this 
effort actual institutional improvement? 

 

x    Is there effective communication at the college - clear, understood, 
widely available, current communication? 

 

x    Do staff at the college know essential information about institutional 
efforts to achieve goals and improve learning? 

 
4.  The institution advocates and demonstrates honesty and integrity in its 
relationships with external agencies.  It agrees to comply with Accrediting 
Commission standards, policies, and guidelines, and Commission requirements for 
public disclosure, self evaluation, and other reports, team visits, and prior approval 
of substantive changes.  The institution moves expeditiously to respond to 
recommendations made by the Commission. 
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x    What does documentation of the institution's past accreditation history 
demonstrate about integrity in its relationship with the Commission - has it 
responded expeditiously and honestly to recommendations, are there citations 
indicating difficulty, etc.? 

 

x    Are the institution's communications of education quality and 
institutional effectiveness to the public accurate? 

 

x    What is the institution's evidence of compliance with the U.S. Department of 
Education (USDE) regulations? 

 
5.  The role of leadership and the institution's governance and decision-making 
structures and processes are regularly evaluated to assure their integrity and 
effectiveness.  The institution widely communicates the results of these evaluations 
and uses them as the basis for improvement. 

 

x    What process does the institution use to evaluate its governance and decision- 
making structures?  Are the results communicated within the campus community? 

 

x    How does the institution use identified weaknesses to make 
needed improvements? 

 
B.  Board and Administrative Organization 

In addition to the leadership of individuals and constituencies, institutions recognize the 
designated responsibilities of the governing board for setting policies and of the chief 
administrator for the effective operation of the institution.  Multi-college districts/ 
systems clearly define the organizational roles of the district/system and the colleges.7

 

 
1.  The institution has a governing board that is responsible for establishing policies 
to assure the quality, integrity, and effectiveness of the student learning programs 
and services and the financial stability of the institution.  The governing board 
adheres 
to a clearly defined policy for selecting and evaluating the chief administrator for 
the college or the district/system. 

 

x    Does the institution have a policy manual or other compilation of policy 
documents that demonstrate that the governing board's role in establishing a 



policy for selecting and evaluating the chief administrator for the college or 
district/system and reviewing it on a regular basis? 

 

x    What statements about quality of programs, integrity of institutional actions, 
and about effectiveness of student learning programs and services are to be found 
in the institution's board-established policies, mission statement, vision or 
philosophy statement, planning documents, or other statements of direction? 

 

x    What is the written policy describing selection and evaluation of the 
chief administrator?  Has the board followed it? 

 
a.  The governing board is an independent policy-making body that reflects 
the public interest in board activities and decisions.  Once the board 
reaches a 
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decision, it acts as a whole.  It advocates for and defends the institution and 
protects it from undue influence or pressure. 

 

x    Is the governing board appropriately representative of the public interest 
and lacking conflict of interest?  Does the composition of the governing board 
reflect public interest in the institution? 
x    Are less than half of the board members owners of the institution?  
Are a majority of governing board members non-owners of the 
institution? 

 
b.  The governing board establishes policies consistent with the mission statement 
to ensure the quality, integrity, and improvement of student learning programs 
and services and the resources necessary to support them. 

 

x    What policies, institutional goals or other formal statements exist that 
describe governing board expectations for quality, integrity and improvement 
of student learning programs and services? 

 
c.  The governing board has ultimate responsibility for educational quality, 
legal matters, and financial integrity. 

 

x    Is the governing board independent; are its actions final and not 
subject to the actions of any other entity? 

 
d.  The institution or the governing board publishes the board bylaws and 
policies specifying the board's size, duties, responsibilities, structure, and 
operating procedures. 

 
e.  The governing board acts in a manner consistent with its policies and bylaws. 

The board regularly evaluates its policies and practices and revises them as 
necessary. 

 

x    Do the records of governing board actions (minutes, resolutions) indicate 
that its actions are consistent with its policies and bylaws? 

 

x    Does the governing board have a system for evaluating and revising 
its policies on a regular basis?  Is this system implemented? 

 
f.  The governing board has a program for board development and new 
member orientation.  It has a mechanism for providing for continuity of 
board membership and staggered terms of office. 

 

x    What is the governing board's program for development and orientation? 
 

x    Does the governing board development program address the need to 
learn about Accreditation Standards and expectations? 

 

x    Does the board have a formal, written method of providing for 
continuing membership and staggered terms of office? 
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g.  The governing board’s self evaluation processes for assessing board 
performance are clearly defined, implemented, and published in its policies or 
bylaws. 

 

x    What is the board self evaluation process as defined in its policies?  Does 
the process as described present as an effective review? 

 

x    Does the governing board policy call for regular self evaluation?  Does 
the institution's board regularly evaluate its own performance? 

 
h.  The governing board has a code of ethics that includes a clearly defined 
policy for dealing with behavior that violates its code. 

 

x    What is the board's stated process for dealing with board behavior 
that is unethical?  Does the governing board implement this process?  Is 
there evidence of results? 

 
i.   The governing board is informed about and involved in the accreditation process. 

 

x    What training is provided to the board about the accreditation process and 
Accreditation Standards? 

 

x    How does the board participate appropriately in institutional 
self·evaluation and planning efforts? 

 

x    How do board actions indicate a commitment to improvements planned 
as part of institutional self evaluation and accreditation processes? 

 

x    How do board actions reflect the commitment to supporting and 
improving student learning outcomes as reflected in the Accreditation 
Standards and expectations for institutional improvement? 

 

x    Is the board informed of institutional reports due to the Commission, and of 
Commission recommendations to the institution? 

 

x    Is the board knowledgeable about Accreditation Standards, including 
those that apply to the board? 

 

x    Does the board assess its own performance using Accreditation Standards? 
 

j.  The governing board has the responsibility for selecting and evaluating the 
district/system chief administrator (most often known as the chancellor) in a 
multi-college district/system or the college chief administrator (most often 
known as the president) in the case of a single college.  The governing board 
delegates full responsibility and authority to him/her to implement and 
administer board policies without board interference and holds him/her 
accountable for the operation of the district/system or college, respectively.  In 
multi-college districts/systems, the governing board establishes a clearly defined 
policy for selecting and evaluating the presidents of the colleges. 

 

x    What is the established board process for conducting search and 
selection processes for the chief administrator?  Are those processes 
documented? 
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x    Has the board used these processes in its most recent chief 
administrator searches? 

 

x    How is the board delegation of administrative authority to the chief 
administrator defined?  (In policy documents?  In a contract with the chief 



administrator?) 
 

x    Is this delegation clear to all parties? 
 

x    How effective is the governing board in focusing at the policy level? 
 

x    What mechanisms does the board use in its evaluation of the chief 
administrator's performance on implementation of board policies and 
achievement of institutional goals? 

 

x    How does the board set clear expectations for regular reports on 
institutional performance from the chief administrator? 

 

x    How does the board set expectations for sufficient information on 
institutional performance to ensure that it can fulfill its responsibility for 
educational quality, legal matters, and financial integrity? 

 
2.  The president has primary responsibility for the quality of the institution 
he/she leads.  He/she provides effective leadership in planning, organizing, 
budgeting, selecting and developing personnel, and assessing institutional 
effectiveness. 

 
a.  The president plans, oversees, and evaluates an administrative structure 
organized and staffed to reflect the institution's purposes, size, and complexity. 
He/she delegates authority to administrators and others consistent with their 
responsibilities, as appropriate. 

 
b.  The president guides institutional improvement of the teaching and 
learning environment by the following: 

 

1.  establishing a collegial process that sets values, goals, and priorities; 
 

2.  ensuring that evaluation and planning rely on high quality research 
and analysis on external and internal conditions; 

 

3.  ensuring that educational planning is integrated with resource planning 
and distribution to achieve student learning outcomes; and 

 

4.  establishing procedures to evaluate overall institutional planning 
and implementation efforts. 

 

x    What does the president do to communicate institutional values, 
goals and direction? 

 

x    How familiar is the president with data and analyses of 
institutional performance? 

 

x    How does the president communicate the importance of a 
culture of evidence and a focus on student learning? 
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x    Where does the research office report in the institution; does it have 
easy access to the president's office? 

 

x    What mechanisms has the president put in place to link institutional 
research, particularly research on student learning, institutional planning 
processes, and resource allocation processes? 

 

x    How does the district chief executive officer follow the component 
parts of this Standard in the role of providing effective district 
leadership? 

 
c.  The president assures the implementation of statutes, regulations, and 
governing board policies and assures that institutional practices are consistent 
with institutional mission and policies. 

 
d.  The president effectively controls budget and expenditures. 



 
e.  The president works and communicates effectively with the communities 
served by the institution. 

 
3.  In multi-college districts or systems, the district/system provides primary 
leadership in setting and communicating expectations of educational excellence and 
integrity throughout the district/system and assures support for the effective 
operation of the colleges.  It establishes clearly defined roles of authority and 
responsibility between the colleges and the district/system and acts as the liaison 
between the colleges and the governing board.7

 
 

a.  The district /system clearly delineates and communicates the operational 
responsibilities and functions of the district/system from those of the colleges 
and consistently adheres to this delineation in practice. 

 

x    Does the district/system have a written delineation of responsibilities?  
Are institutional and district/system staff knowledgeable of this 
delineation? 

 

x    Is the delineation of responsibilities evaluated for effectiveness? 
 

b.  The district/system provides effective services that support the colleges in 
their missions and functions. 

 

x    What feedback mechanisms does the district/system have in place to 
provide assessment of the effectiveness of district/system services? 

 

x    Is the assessment of district/system services data driven?  Does it reflect 
the needs and priorities of the institutions? 

 

x    Are district/system services regularly evaluated with regard to their 
support for institutional missions and functions? 
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c.  The district/system provides fair distribution of resources that are adequate 
to support the effective operations of the colleges. 

 

x    What is the district/system's method of distributing resources to its 
institutions?  Is the district/system based in a realistic assessment of needs of 
each institution?  Is it a fair process? 

 

x    Is the district/system's resource distribution method data-driven?  
Does it reflect the needs and priorities of the institutions? 

 
d.  The district/system effectively controls its expenditures. 

 

x    What are the institution's financial control mechanisms? Does the 
institution follow standard good practice in fiscal management? 

 

x    Does the institution consistently end the fiscal year with an positive 
ending balance? 

 

x    What do the institution's most recent annual independent audit reports 
and audited financial statements reveal about control of expenditures? 

 
e.  The chancellor gives full responsibility and authority to the presidents of the 
colleges to implement and administer delegated district/system policies without 
his/her interference and holds them accountable for the operation of the 
colleges. 

 
f.  The district/system acts as the liaison between the colleges and the 
governing board.  The district/system and the colleges use effective methods 
of communication, and they exchange information in a timely manner. 

 

x    What methods of working jointly do the district/system and institutions use? 
 



x    Do these methods result in clear and timely communications in all directions? 
 

x    Are the institutions well informed about district/system issues, 
governing board actions and interests that have an impact on operations, 
educational quality, stability or ability to provide high quality education? 

 
g.  The district/system regularly evaluates district/system role delineation 
and governance and decision-making structures and processes to assure 
their 
integrity and effectiveness in assisting the colleges in meeting educational goals. 
The district/system widely communicates the results of these evaluations and 
uses them as the basis for improvement. 

 

x    What are the district/system's methods for evaluating its effectiveness? 
 

x    Does it conduct regular assessments?  How does it communicate the results? 
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Sources of Evidence: Examples for Standard IV 
Listed below are examples of potential sources of evidence for Standard IV.  There may be 
many other sources which institutions should provide and teams should consider. 

 
Standard IV: Leadership and Governance 

 
A.  Decision-Making Roles and Processes 

 

�   Evidence that demonstrates board and other governance policies and descriptions 
of the participation of constituencies in decision-making bodies 

 

�   Evidence that includes documents showing the transmission of 
recommendations from faculty and academic administrators to decision-making 
bodies, and descriptions of the institution's information and decision-making 
process 

 

�   Evidence that includes copies of governance policies and procedures, the 
composition of governance bodies, minutes of meetings, and documents showing the 
roles academic staff play in reviewing and planning student learning programs and 
services 

 

�   Evidence that includes evaluations and analyses the institution conducts of its 
governing and decision-making processes, and the form of communication of same to 
the college community 

 

�   Evidence that includes the policy manual, institutional statement of mission, 
vision or philosophy, and institutional planning documents 

 
B.  Board and Administrative Organization 

 

�   Evidence that includes published statements of institutional goals that reference 
the governing board's expectations for student learning and quality of education 

 
�   Evidence that includes documents describing the authority of the governing 
board; the absence of any external, higher authority than the board; descriptions 
of the board appointment and replacement process 

 

�   Evidence of the published bylaws 
 

�   Evidence of board minutes or a schedule showing board evaluation of policies 
 

�   Evidence of the materials from board training workshops 
 

�   Evidence of the policy on board membership, appointment and replacement 
 

�   Evidence that includes the board's policy and instruments used for self 



evaluation, analyses and reports on the last few self-evaluations completed 
 

 
�   Evidence of the governing board policy statement of ethics 
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�   Evidence that includes board minutes, statements to college constituents on the 
delegation of authority, the board policy manual, any contracts with administrators 
that specify delegation of authority, board agreements with faculty bodies regarding 
delegation of authority 

 
�   Evidence that includes budget documents and independent audit reports and 
audited financial statements showing ending year balances, and audit exceptions (if 
any) 

 
�   Evidence that includes the results of surveys, other evaluations of the 
president's activities directed toward the communities served by the institutions 

 

�   Evidence that includes surveys and other evaluative instruments, and the results 
of evaluation.  Evidence that includes descriptions of funding rules or formulas, 
committee minutes or other documents demonstrating that the system has assessed 
the needs of each institution 

 

�   Evidence that includes financial policies and manuals, the content of internal 
audits and reviews, annual independent external audits, fiscal program reviews 
conducted by other agencies, and the annual budget documents 

 
�   Evidence that includes any formal delineation of responsibilities that might be 
found in district/college documents, including descriptions of job duties, 
descriptions contained in employment contracts, and the district mapping provided 
to the institutions and the Commission 

 

�   Evidence of other documented or recorded communications 
 

�   Evidence that would include institutional analyses of performance, including fact 
books, reports, website data, portfolios, and publications that describe research on 
institutional performance 

 

�   Evidence of documented information about institutional planning processes, 
minutes of meetings, records of participation in institutional evaluation and planning 
sessions 

 
�   Evidence that includes the district/system's evaluation instruments, the results 
of the evaluation, and plans for improvement increasing 

 
�   Evidence the multi-college district/system has developed a "functional map" or 
description of district and college functions that delineates and distinguishes roles 
and responsibilities clearly 
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Accreditation Self Evaluation 
Timeline and Revision Guidelines 

 

2014/2015 Self Evaluation Timeline 

February 13  PDA Workshop to Introduce Self Evaluation Draft 1 

Feb. 13‐March 24  Draft of Self Evaluation available for College 
Community review and comment 

Feb. 13‐May 5  Standard Committees receive feedback and 
continue to work on revisions 

April 18  Steering Committee Meeting, finalization of 
Actionable Improvement Plans 

May 5  Deadline for Draft 2 of all Standards 

May 16   Steering Committee meeting,  

Feb.21‐Summer  Writing introductory and appendix portions of Self 
Evaluation (Wanda and Mary Kay) 

Summer  Final revisions, editing, graphics with editor 

August 29  Final draft completed and ready  for final review 

September‐November  Review and editing of final draft (for both online 
and hard copy versions) by all constituencies  

December 1  Final draft sent to printer 

December 9   Board of Trustees approves Self Evaluation  

March 2015  ACCJC Visiting Team Site Visit 

 
Next Steps 
The PDA Workshop to preview the first draft of the Self Evaluation will be Feb. 13 at 2:45 in room 4246. 
This will introduce the link to the draft as well as the online feedback form. Readers will be asked to 
respond regarding content, not style or format, and only the names of Standard Committee Liaisons and 
Co‐chairs will be given as contacts. Questions will be similar to this: 

 Is there information that could be added to more fully demonstrate how the College meets the 
Standard? 

 Do you have an example of how the College meets the Standard? 

 Are there areas in the Descriptive Summary or Self Evaluation sections that could be clearer to a 
general audience? Please identify specific parts. 

 Is there information that is inaccurate? Please explain, and, if possible, provide correct 
information and the source to back it up. 

 Do you feel that the College meets the Standard? If not, please explain.  

 Please contact the Self Evaluation chair to give further information or feedback. 
 

As Committees continue to work on drafts during the open review period, updated versions can easily 
be posted on the website. Wanda will collect feedback and send it to Standard Committee leaders. 
 
Your group may want to use results from the Accreditation Student Survey and SRJC Faculty/Staff 
Survey, which are available at these links: 

 Students:http://online.santarosa.edu/homepage/wburzycki/Accreditation/2013_Accreditation_Student_
Opinion_Survey_Results01‐30‐14.pdf 

 Faculty/Staff:http://online.santarosa.edu/homepage/wburzycki/Accreditation/2013_Accreditation_Facult
y‐Staff_Survey_Results01‐30‐14.pdf  



   



 
Some Guidelines for Revision 

 
1. Use language from each Standard itself in Descriptive Summary to ensure that Standard 

requirements are directly addressed. 
 

2. Make sure all questions from the Guide for Evaluating Institutions (listed on the Review 
Template) have been answered. Seek help from Wanda if you’re not sure where to get the 
answers and she will work with Mary Kay to locate them. 

 
3. Use subheads that relate to parts of the Standard statement. 

 
4. When you have an extended example, consider marking that as an “illustration,” and mark that 

in your text. We will work on the layout for that. 
 

5. If you have a long list of information, consider whether this could be represented by a flow 
chart, a table, or other graphic. If you can’t easily create that, please highlight that section and 
describe what you’d like to see, and we will get someone to do it. 

 
6. For evidence, list it all at the end of your Standard, with links if possible. In the final draft, actual 

titles of evidence mentioned in the text will become hyperlinks, but the hard copy will have 
numbered references. At this point, if you have evidence listed (like minutes for a meeting) and 
it’s in a numbered list at the end of your Standard, please put that number in parentheses at the 
end of your sentence. If you know you need evidence but haven’t yet located it, just put that in 
parentheses at the end of the sentence until you find it (Example: “Need minutes from Basic 
Skillss ). 

 
7. For the Self Evaluation section, start with, “The College meets the Standard.” (Or partially 

meets, or does not meet.) The Self Evaluation section should refer to parts of the Descriptive 
Summary that confirm how the College meets the standard, but should be a general summary. 
Do not introduce new information in the Self Evaluation section. For instance, Student Survey 
information that reflects how the College meets the Standard would be listed in the Descriptive 
Summary, not brought up in the Self Evaluation. 

 
8. If your committee believes an Actionable Improvement Plan should be listed, please include it 

right after the Self Evaluation of that section, not at the end of the entire section. 
 

9. Capitalize “College” when the word could be replaced by “Santa Rosa Junior College.” Capitalize 
“District.” Do not capitalize job titles, including “president” and “board member.” 

 
10. You can access all drafts to the Self Evaluation, as well as the Student and Faculty/Staff Surveys, 

at http://online.santarosa.edu/presentation/schedule/?6122 .This link is also located at the 
bottom of Wanda’s faculty homepage, at the very bottom, as “Accreditation Self Evaluation.” 
It’s a good idea to review other Standards to check for cross references. 

 
11. Refer to the Accreditation Website for further information: 

http://www.santarosa.edu/accreditation2015/index.php  
 



12. Please don’t hesitate to contact Wanda with any questions. 



 

 
 

SRJC Accreditation 2015 
 

Steering Committee and Standard Committee Liaisons and Co‐chairs 
Friday, April 18, 2014 
8:30am ‐ 9:45am 

Doyle Library, Room 4245 (1st floor) 
Meeting Agenda 

 

1. Welcome and status reports – 10 min. 
 

2. Review of deadlines (May 5 for final drafts) and general timeline – 5 min. 
 

3. Actionable Improvement Plans (AIPs) – 20 min. 
a. Presentations from each standard with AIP(s) 
b. Discussion and final decisions relating to AIPs (i.e., coordination, avoiding 

repetition, consistency, etc.) 
c. Format of AIPs (Plan, Responsibility, Completion) 

 

4. Transition from Initiatives to Strategic Planning Goals and Objectives—how to refer 
to this in Standard Descriptions and Evaluations (Jane Saldana‐Talley) – 20 min. 
 

5. Stylistic concerns for final draft: Wanda will send out style sheet early next week – 5 
min. 

 

6. Recent Reaffirmations of Accreditation: Good idea to check out the Self Evaluation 
documents, always available on the colleges’ websites, as a reference for Standard 
drafts 

a. Cabrillo College 
b. Canada College 
c. Cuyamaca College 
d. Grossmont College 

 

7. Questions, concerns, observations – 10 min. 
 

8. Many thanks to you and your committee members! 
 

 
Accreditation website: www.santarosa.edu/accred2015  



Style Sheet for Accreditation 2015 Self Evaluation 
 

Document component  Formatting and Style 

Submission   Email Word document as an attachment or through File Depot to 
wburzycki@santarosa.edu . (Do not use SharePoint at this stage.) 

 File title: Standard number and “Final” (Example: Std_IIB_Final) 

 Deadlines: May 12, 2014 for unformatted DRAFT. 

 Absolute deadline: May 30, 2014. 

 

Font and Layout   

Font  Calibri 

Standard title  14 pt. bold, centered
Standard statement  12 pt. bold. Use periods between numbers and letters of 

standard. Example: II.B.3.b 
Standard Section Titles  12 pt. bold. Use these terms for the main sections: 

 Descriptive Summary  

 Self Evaluation (not “Assessment,” and no hyphen) 

 Actionable Improvement Plan (not “Planning Agenda”) 

Subtitles within sections  11 pt. bold italic. Example: Providing Access and Training 

Page numbers  Bottom right 

Bullets   Black dots 

Use of italics and 
underlining 

Do not use unless essential for clarity. Do not use for titles of anything 
(see note regarding document titles below.) 

Paragraphs  Skip lines between paragraphs—do not indent. 

 

Capitalization & Acronyms   

References to 
Accreditation 

Capitalize the following: 

 the Commission 

 Accreditation Standards (e.g., “In order to meet Accreditation 
Standards…”) 

 Standard (e.g., “The College meets the Standard). 

References to SRJC  Capitalize “the College” when referring specifically to SRJC (that is, “the 
College” could be replaced by “Santa Rosa Junior College”). 
Capitalize “the District” when referring to the Santa Rosa Junior College 
District” in relation to Board actions. (“District” and “College” are not 
interchangeable.) 

Titles of official 
documents, websites, 
departments, etc. 

Use title case. At this point, don’t worry about whether you have been 
underlining, italicizing, or using plain type. This will be formatted 
consistently later.  

Titles of individuals  Capitalize the title when it precedes the name: President Frank Chong. 
Do not capitalize when it follows a name or stands alone: “…became 
president in 2012.” 

Do NOT capitalize  Do not capitalize: 

 seasons or semesters: “Enrollment for the fall 2013 semester…” 

 “state” or “federal” unless the word is part of an official name 

 “student learning outcomes” (do capitalize acronym SLOs) 
And please do not use all caps for formatting or emphasis! 
 



Acronyms  Spell out an acronym the first time you use it in your standard and 
follow with the acronym in parentheses. Example: “ …the District 
Tenure Review and Evaluation Committee (DTREC) reported….”  After 
that, you may use the acronym alone. 

Numbers and percents  Spell out numbers 1‐10 (one through ten). Use numerals for larger 
numbers. 
Spell out “percent” within a sentence (“Almost 40 percent of students 
rated parking as an obstacle…”). Otherwise, use the % symbol. 

 

Specific Phrasing and 
Structure 

 

Self Evaluation  Start the Self Evaluation section with, “The College meets the 
Standard.” (Or, if applicable, “partially meets” or “does not meet”). 
Note: We are using the term College (capitalized), not District. 

Actionable Improvement 
Plans (AIPs) 

If there are no AIPs, just write “None” under that heading. 
If there is an AIP, list it at the end of the part of the Standard that it 
relates to. If there is more than one, do not number them. 
1. Start with a verb: 

 Example: Analyze and develop a plan for assessing General 
Education Learning Outcomes. 

2. Name the position(s) (not individuals by name) responsible for 
taking the lead (if you’re not sure, make an educated guess—this 
part will be reviewed carefully by Mary Kay and the Steering 
Committee later). 

 Example: Dean of Liberal Arts and Sciences, Project LEARN 
3. Give a month and year for completion (educated guess): 

 Example: June 2015 

Citing Evidence  1. Number your sources within the text as you refer to them and then 
numerically order those sources at the end of the Standard section 
or the entire Standard.  

2. Cite your sources with a title and a link (if it exists). 
3. If you cite sources that are not available electronically, please list 

how to locate them next to the title of the source.  
4. The final order and placement for lists of evidence, as well as 

hyperlinks to electronic copies, will be handled by the editors. 

Inclusion of graphics and 
illustrations (tables, flow 
charts, etc.) 

Include the title and the graphic near the text that refers to it. It’s OK if 
the graphic needs to be inserted as a separate page. 
If you know what kind of graphic you want but want it professionally 
designed, describe or illustrate or scan what you would like to see.  

 

Other   

Names  Do not include names of individuals. Refer by position only. 

Stay in third person.  Do not use “we,” “our,” etc. 

And…  Two editors will be going through all of this, so don’t sweat over the 
minute details of comma use, perfect wording, exact alignment of 
bullets and numbers, etc.   

Questions?  Contact Wanda at wburzycki@santarosa.edu or 522‐2781.  

 



Review and Editing Checklist for Standard Drafts 
 

1. Things to know before you read your edited draft 
a. Your draft was read and edited by two editors: Wanda Burzycki and Jessica Green 

(English faculty with accreditation writing experience). 
b. Revisions, edits, comments are based on the needs for the whole document, not any 

problems with quality of the writing. 
c. Editing and revision are still in process 

 
2. Considerations behind recent revising and editing 

a. Consistency of style—third person, use of “College” vs “District,” consistent use of titles 
and acronyms, active voice as appropriate, etc. 

b. Clarity of descriptions to readers from outside the institution 
c. Elimination of repetition, when possible (still in process). Some repetition needs to 

occur because separate evaluators are assigned to different standards. 
d. Reference to the Strategic Plan should occur throughout 
e. Dense descriptions more accessible as bulleted or numbered lists or a separate, boxed 

description 
f. Use of specific examples or illustrations helpful, when possible, if concise 
g. Use of graphics such as tables, flow charts, and other visual representations of 

processes 
h. Pull‐quotes to illustrate important points (maybe) 

 
3. What you need to do next 

 Read through the entire draft.  
 Verify accuracy and, if needed, make corrections  
 Note areas for follow up by your committee or staff or editor 
 Arrange for an editing meeting with Wanda, where we will:  

o Address questions, comments, accuracy, your feedback, and next steps 
o Set your standard’s timeline 

 
4. Follow‐up 

 Delegate as needed—but within timeline 
 Locate evidence, add citations, and finalize evidence list with links 
 Ensure that all information (as determined at meeting with Wanda) is complete and 

accurate 
 
Evidence Formatting 

1. Within the text, end of sentence, in parentheses, Standard number, Evidence List number. In the 
PDF version, this citation will become a hot link to the evidence. 

Example:  
The Classified Senate and SEIU maintain webpages on the College’s website to publicize 
statewide news concerning classified employees, events, and activities and to display agendas 
and minutes of meetings (IV.8). 

 
2. Evidence should be one list at the end of the entire Standard titled “Standard ___ Evidence.” 

The items should be numbered (Arabic numerals) in the order they first appear in the Standard. 
Include the title and the date if it is pertinent (minutes, annual report, etc.) 

 



Timeline for SRJC 2015 Accreditation Institutional Self Evaluation Report 
 
Sept. 5‐12: Review Standard Draft and meet with Wanda Burzycki, Accreditation Self Evaluation Faculty 
Co‐Chair. 
 
Sept. 19: Requested changes, updates, corrections, evidence lists due to Wanda. Accreditation 
standards committees liaisons begin compiling hard copies of all evidence listed. 
 
October 1 (approx.): Graphics Dept. begins design and layout for print and PDF versions 
 
October 15 (approx.): Graphics Dept. completes first proof 
 
October 15‐November 15 (approx.) Deadline for input regarding final edits and updates, including stats 
on SLOs, evaluations, PRPP info, bond, Actionable Improvement Plans, etc. Final editing. 
 
Week of November 17: Final draft of Accreditation Self Evaluation Report posted on SRJC Accreditation 
Web site for college review prior to December Board of Trustees meeting. 
 
November 16‐December 1: Final draft in Graphics for printing. Hard copies of all evidence submitted to 
Mary Kay Rudolph, Accreditation Liaison Officer. 
 
December 9: Board of Trustees approves published version of Institutional Self Evaluation Report 
 
January‐February 2015:  

 Institutional Self Evaluation Report distributed to College Community and External Evaluation 
Team members  

 Accreditation Liaison Officer (Mary Kay Rudolph) notifies ACCJC of any significant updates since 
publication of Institutional Self Evaluation Report 

 
March 2015: External Evaluation Team visits March 9‐12, 2015 

 



Actionable improvement Plans for Standard IIB 
 
IIB.1: The institution assures the quality of student support services and demonstrates that 
these services, regardless of location or means of delivery, support student learning and 
enhance achievement of the mission of the institution. 
 
Actionable Improvement Plan 
 

 Continue to develop Student Services online presence with all Student Services 
programs providing easily identifiable online access. 

 
II.B.3. The institution researches and identifies the learning support needs of its student 
population and provides appropriate services and programs to address those needs.  
 
Actionable Improvement Plan 
 

        Re‐institute the Veterans Task Force to continue to promote a collaborative and holistic 
approach to meeting the needs of student‐veterans.  

 
IIB.4: the institution evaluates student support services to assure their adequacy in meeting 
identified student needs.  Evaluation of these services provides evidence that they contribute 
to the achievement of student learning outcomes.  The institution uses the results of these 
evaluations as the basis for improvement. 
 
Actionable Improvement Plan 
 

 Post all Student Services course and program SLO assessments to SharePoint.  
 
 
Actionable Improvement Plans for Standard IIA 
  

 Over the next six years, the College will demonstrate ongoing, systematic assessment of 
course and programs following established assessment plans. 

 Over the next three years, the College will align general education student learning 
outcomes with institutional outcomes, and assess General Education SLOs at the course 
level. 

 
In Wanda's example, we are told to say, "The College meets this standard."  But, everywhere 
else we refer to the District.  Should we say, "The District meets this standard"? Just a small 
point. 
 



Panel Presentation 
Fall PDA  

August 17, 2007 



 Defining Institutional Purposes and Ensuring 
Educational Objectives 

 ➤ Institutional Purposes 
 ➤ Integrity 



 The institution defines its purposes and establishes 
educational objectives aligned with its purposes 
and character. It has a clear and conscious sense of 
its essential values and character, its distinctive 
elements, its place in the higher education 
community, and its relationship to society at large.  

 Through its purposes and educational objectives, 
the institution dedicates itself to higher learning, 
the search for truth, and the dissemination of 
knowledge.  

 The institution functions with integrity and 
autonomy. 



 Are we who we claim we are? 



 Achieving Educational Objectives Through 
Core Functions 
◦ Teaching and Learning 
◦ Scholarship and Creative Activity 
◦ Support for Student Learning 



 The institution achieves its institutional 
purposes and attains its educational 
objectives through the core functions of 
teaching and learning, scholarship and 
creative activity, and support for student 
learning.  

 It demonstrates that these core functions 
are performed effectively and that they 
support one another in the institution’s 
efforts to attain educational effectiveness. 



 Are we on target in our teaching? 
 How well have our students learned?  



 Developing and Applying Resources and 
Organizational 

 Structures to Ensure Sustainability 
◦ Faculty and Staff 
◦ Fiscal, Physical and Information Resources 
◦ Organizational Structures and Decision-making 

Processes 



 The institution sustains its operations and 
supports the achievement of its educational 
objectives through its investment in human, 
physical, fiscal, and information resources 
and through an appropriate and effective 
set of organizational and decision-making 
structures.  

 These key resources and organizational 
structures promote the achievement of 
institutional purposes and educational 
objectives and create a high quality 
environment for learning. 



 Are we efficient in our resources (physical and 
personnel) and in shared governance? 



 Creating an Organization Committed to 
Learning and Improvement 
◦ Strategic Thinking and Planning 
◦ Commitment to Learning and Improvement 



 The institution conducts sustained, evidence-
based, and participatory discussions about how 
effectively it is accomplishing its purposes and 
achieving its educational objectives. 

 These activities inform both institutional planning 
and systematic evaluations of educational 
effectiveness.  

 The results of institutional inquiry, research, and 
data collection are used to establish priorities at 
different levels of the institution, and to revise 
institutional purposes, structures, and approaches 
to teaching, learning, and scholarly work. 



 How do we evaluate ourselves and make 
improvements in our practice? 



1. Dialogue 
2. Student Learning Outcomes 
3. Institutional Commitments 
4. Evaluation, Planning, and 

Improvement 
5. Organization 
6. Institutional integrity 



 “…The dialogue should purposely guide 
institutional change.  All members of the 
college community should participate in this 
reflection and exchange about student 
achievement, student learning, and the 
effectiveness of its processes, policies, and 
organization…” 

   WASC Accreditation Training Materials 



Five Recommendations: 
 Expanding the “effective principles”  of No 

Child Left Behind 
 Streamlining the process by which students 

apply for financial aid 
 Building a national data framework for 

higher education similar to what is already 
in place for K through 12 students 



 Providing matching funds to colleges, 
universities, and states that collect and 
publicly report student learning outcomes 

 Prodding accrediting agencies to establish 
standards for measuring student learning 

 
 Inside Higher Education, September 26, 2006 

 



 Approved 95 to 0 by Senate on July 24, 2007 
 Changed emphasis from Spellings’ plan for 

extensive Federal regulation. “The 
modifications go a long way toward the CHEA 
(Council on Higher Education Association) 
goal of greater accountability, but led by 
higher education, not by government.” 



 S.1462  eliminated “the laundry list of 
government-specified outcomes indicators” 
and said that the assessment standards may 
vary by institution and are to be established  
by the institution. 



 
We Will…. 
 
If we choose to engage in the dialogue offered 

by opportunities such as accreditation… 
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 Standard IV: Leadership and Governance 
 What is Educational Leadership? 
 

http://www.glasbergen.com/images/92.gif�
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 Creating Clear Communication 
 Providing Motivation 
 Planning for Fiscal Change 
 Planning for Social & Political Change 
 Inspiring Confidence & Competence 
 Seeking Innovative Programs & Approaches 
 Guiding & Training for the Future 
 Upholding the Vision 
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 The Accreditation process allows all of us to 
voice our opinions about how the institution 
should function. 

 Change can happen from within the College 
based on the recommendations of the WASC 
report. 
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 Find a Standard that you are interested in and 
participate in the process. 

 Give honest feedback about your experiences 
with shared governance and leadership. 
 
 



 “Seeing ourselves plainly, we can change, and as we 
do so, it brings a feeling of great relief, as if we 
had dropped a heavy load.” 
 
-Ayya Khema, "Who is My Self?" 
 
Copyright Wisdom Publications 2001. Reprinted from "Daily Wisdom: 365 Buddhist Inspirations," edited by Josh 
Bartok, with permission of Wisdom Publications, 199 Elm St., Somerville MA 02144 U.S.A, www.wisdompubs.org. 
 



While the budget planning process is 
well understood, the linkage between 

budget planning and other 
institutional planning activities is 

vague, informal and not well 
understood by members of the college 

community. 



Although the financial management 
system has served its purpose, the 
college would benefit from a “fully 
integrated” system incorporating 

finance, human resources and student 
data. 



 
Develop processes to assure that resource 

allocation decisions are linked to 
planning efforts and support goals and 

priorities identified in the college’s 
Institutional Master Plan. 



Spent two years developing an 
improved planning and budgeting 
process that will allow the College 
to appropriately link planning and 

budgeting. 



 Planning and budgeting need to be tied to an 
effective program/unit review process. 

 The major purpose of the program/unit 
review is program improvement. 

 Planning begins with identification of goals 
and initiatives congruent with the institution’s 
vision and mission. 

 The program/unit review process must be 
data driven including college and community 
data. 
 



 The process must be transparent so the 
entire college community understands how 
programs/units are evaluated and decisions 
are made for resource allocation based on 
clearly identified goals and initiatives. 

 The process must clearly communicate and 
provide feedback about the resource 
allocation decisions throughout the 
institution. 



 The process should integrate requests for 
staffing, equipment, facilities and other 
financial needs for each program/unit. 

 Requests for new funding should be 
prioritized based upon their ability to help 
the College achieve its vision, mission, goals 
and initiatives. 

 The outcome of the new process should be 
improved planning and resource allocation. 



Each of the four standards requires “evidence” 
that the institution uses analyses of 

quantitative and qualitative data and that the 
“planning cycle” is comprised of evaluation, 

goal setting, resource distribution, 
implementation and reevaluation. 



 



They should: 
 be on a fact-finding mission – a validation of the 

information presented in the self-study. 
 make sure they know the current standards. 
 concentrate on their assignment – do not comment 

on their team or their assignment area. 
 be sure College can document that the self-study is 

indeed accurate with supporting evidence.   
 indicate no reaction to any issue.   
 pass no judgment on past accreditation decisions.  
 never refer to another college or to your own 

institution relative to any standards. 



 



 What is evidence? 
◦ Evidence is the data upon which a judgment or 

conclusion may be based.  It is presented in answer 
to questions that have been deliberately posed 
because an institution regards them as important. 
◦ Evidence tells all stakeholders that an institution 

has investigated its questions and knows 
something about itself – it knows what it achieves. 



 It must undergo analysis and reflection by the 
college community.  The dialogue required 
for analysis and reflection is an integral part 
of the capacity an institution has for using 
the evidence it has accrued to make 
improvements. 



 Good evidence is related to the questions the 
college has investigated and it can be 
replicated, making it reliable. 
◦ In short, Good evidence is: 
 Relevant 
 Verifiable 
 Representative 
 Actionable 



 Evidence of Student Achievement and Student 
Learning 
◦ Student preparedness for college (placement tests) 
◦ Student training needs (employment training, 

transfer education, basic skills, etc.) 
◦ Course completion data, scores on licensure exams 
◦ Retention of students 
◦ Student graduation rates, transfer rates 

 



 Student Learning Outcomes 
◦ Development and dissemination of student 

learning outcomes 
◦ Samples of student work/performance (recitals, 

projects, capstone courses, etc) 
◦ Summary data on measured student learning 

outcomes 
◦ Measurement and analysis of student attainment 

of student learning outcomes used as part of the 
institution’s self evaluation and planning 
processes 
◦ Improvement of the teaching/learning process as 

a result of the above analysis. 



 It is intentional, and a dialogue about its meaning 
and relevance has taken place. 

 It is purposeful, designed to answer questions the 
institution has raised. 

 It has been interpreted and reflected upon, not just 
offered up in its raw and unanalyzed form. 

 It is integrated and presented in a context of other 
information about the institution that creates a 
holistic view of the institution or program. 

 It is cumulative and is corroborated by multiple 
sources of data. 

 It is coherent and sound enough to provide 
guidance for improvement. 



The evidence per se does not lead to 
confirmations of value and quality.  Rather, 

the members of the college community must 
arrive at the decisions about value and quality 

through active judgments. 



 The purpose of good evidence is to 
encourage informed institutional dialogue 
that engages the college community and 
leads to improvement of its processes, 
procedures, policies, relationships, ultimately 
with the effect of improving student learning. 



 Institutional Data Bases 
 Faculty Handbooks 
 Catalogues 
 Student Handbooks 
 Policy Statements 
 Program Unit Review documents 
 Planning documents 
 Minutes of meetings 
 Syllabi 
 Course Outlines 
 Fact Book 
 Survey results 
 Assessment of student work on examinations 
 Class assignments 
 Capstone projects 
 Faculty Grading Rubrics and Analyses of Student Learning Outcomes 
 Special Institutional Research Reports 



 Good evidence should provide the means for 
institutions to make sound judgments about 
quality and future direction, but at the same 
time, it will probably stimulate further inquiry 
about institutional quality. 



STRATEGIC PLANNING DRAFT TIMELINE 

8/30/2012 

Phase 1  Definition – Getting Started 

 IPC ‐ April/May 

 Strategic Planning Task Force  ‐ May 

 Appreciative Inquiry Training ‐ 8/14 

 PDA Day ‐ 8/17 

 Retreat ‐ 8/24 

 Closure of Task Force Planning – 9/14 

 Formation of Council, Core Group and Teams – 9/28 

Phase 2  Discovery  

1. Community Engagement, Appreciation and Data Gathering 

2. Environmental Scan 

 Plan for Outreach, Interviews and Activities 10/1‐12/30 

 Get students involved; think about the target groups and what is the best way to reach all  

 Begin Env Scan  

Phase 3  EnVision  

 Plan for Visioning (Mission, Vision and Values) Outreach and Activities 12/1/12 ‐2/10/13 

 PDA Day – 2/2013 

Phase 4  Design  

1. What should be?  Create preferred future 

2. Making Sense of the Environmental Scan and Data 

 Task Force/Council/Teams come together 3/2013‐5/2013 and 8/2013‐9/2013 (Scan for gaps and 

go back out to the community to gather more information.) 

Phase 5  Building the Future 

1. How to make it happen 

2. Goals/ Strategies 

 Group convened to write plan 10/2013‐12/2013 

 Public Hearing/Presentation ‐ 1/2014 (possibly in all cities in district or central location, 

north/south or broad regions) 

 Evaluation of Process – 1/2014 

 Final Proposed Plan to Board – 2/2014 



 

 

Santa Rosa Junior College 

STRATEGIC PLANNING ORGANIZATION 

LEADERSHIP 
Co‐Chairs – Dr. Frank Chong, President and Terry Shell, Faculty 
 
Function: 
Provide leadership in the development of all aspects of the structure, plans and products of the strategic 
planning process. 
 
Board of Trustees –  Terry Lindley, Jeff Kunde, Bob Burdo, Rick Call, Don Edgar, Onita Pellegrini, Don 
Zumwalt 
 
Function: 
Serve as participants and observers of the process and provide approval of the recommended strategies 
and plan.  
 
 

PROCESS OVERSIGHT 
STRATEGIC PLANNING TASK FORCE 
Function:   
The Strategic Planning Task Force is charged by the President with developing and recommending a set 
of principles, timeline, organizational structure, and projected products of the planning process, 
including stakeholder involvement and communication strategies; overseeing, monitoring and 
evaluating progress of task groups and the overall process; and recommending a final proposed plan to 
the President for consideration by the Board of Trustees. The SPTF will work collaboratively to develop 
and oversee the process; plan meetings and retreat agendas, locations and logistics; provide effective 
facilitation; review and comment on task group plans and work products; monitor process and timeline, 
and research various strategic planning models and approaches for the final written document. 
 
Membership:  
Co‐Chairs ‐ Jane Saldana‐Talley (Administrative Support) and Robin Fautley (Academic Senate President) 
 
Members by Position/Constituency – ??? 
 
Members At‐Large –  ??? 
 
Work Products: 

 Principles, structure and timeline for the process 

 Process oversight plan 

 Final proposed planning document for submission to the President and Board of Trustees 
 
Timeframe:  Throughout the process; August 2012 – February 2014; meet once or twice monthly during 
the academic year and as needed during the summer. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

TASK GROUPS 
In order to carry out the planning process, the following six task groups will be formed and are guided by 

the following: 

1) Each task group will have an administrative and faculty co‐chair. 
2) Each task group will include at least two Strategic Plan Task Force members, but should also 

solicit outside members who have the specific skills and talents needed by the group. 
3) Each task group will define a means to keep students involved on an ongoing basis. 
4) Task group co‐chairs will present work plans to the Strategic Plan Task Force and wait for 

approval by the President before taking action on those work plans. 
5) Task group co‐chairs will regularly meet with the Strategic Plan Task Force to review 

progress, milestones, and work products. 
6) Task groups will establish and publicize a regular meeting schedule and follow the guidelines 

of the SRJC Committee System Best Practices (see 
https://bussharepoint.santarosa.edu/committees/SiteAssets/CommitteeSystemBestPractice
sFinal%201‐20‐11.pdf ) including development and posting of agendas and minutes. 

7) Where appropriate and as necessary, task group work plans will describe how they intend to 
connect with other task groups. 

8) Where appropriate, task group work plans will incorporate and describe how appreciate 
inquiry will be used as a tool for the collaborative process. 

 
TASK GROUP #1 – COMMUNICATIONS 
 
Function: 
The Communications Task Group is responsible for communicating with the College and external 
communities about the planning process, including opportunities to participate and products of the 
process. In collaboration with the Stakeholder Involvement/Outreach team, this group has a pivotal role 
in ensuring that the plan was based on the best thinking of the College and that the planning process 
was open, inclusive and built trust. The Communications Task Group will: 

•  Create and implement a communications plan that identifies effective communication strategies 
for the various stakeholders, both internal and external; 

•  Create and launch electronic or web‐based communication tools; 
•  Write and edit communications and press releases; 
•  Plan and schedule strategic plan updates and forums to communicate with the College 

community; 

 Build a sense of community in the District around strategic planning.  
 

Membership: 

Co‐Chairs – Janet Parmer/Scott Conrad (Administrative Support) and Nancy Persons? (Faculty) 
 
Members by Position/Expertise/Constituency – Julie Thompson? 
 
College‐wide Volunteers ‐ ??? 
 
Work Products: 

 Communications plan 
 
Timeframe:   Throughout process – August 2012 – February 2014 
 
 
 



 

 

TASK GROUP #2 ‐ STAKEHOLDER INVOLVEMENT/OUTREACH 
 
Function: 
The purpose of the Stakeholder Involvement/Outreach Task Group is to identify key stakeholders who 
need to be kept apprised of the process and the progress and to awaken diverse interests to this 
process; develop a plan to seek and encourage input from the communities we serve, by way of 
community listening sessions/town halls, focus groups, surveys and one‐on‐one in‐depth interviews; 
outline concrete steps to include and involve new voices and historically underrepresented constituent 
groups (specifically people of color and the economically disadvantaged);  develop the details of the Best 
Practices 101 syllabus; plan and organize Spring 2013 PDA ; coordinate public hearings/presentations of 
the draft plan; develop a reflection on SRJC’s history and traditions to honor and embrace our past . 
 
Membership: 
Co‐Chairs – ??? (Administrative Support) and ??? (Faculty) 
 
Members by Position/Expertise/Constituency – Scott Rosen, Mary Sandberg? 
 
College‐wide Volunteers ‐ ??? 
 
Work Products:   

 Stakeholder Involvement/Outreach Plan 

 Best Practices 101 Syllabus 

 Spring 2013 PDA Plan 

 Reflection on SRJC’s Legacy of Excellence 
 
Timeframe:  September 2012 – January 2014 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 
TASK GROUP #3 ‐ DATA GATHERING/ENVIRONMENTAL SCAN 
 
Function: 

The purpose of the Data Gathering and Environmental Scan Team is to identify, seek out, and compile a 

body of data that will be shared with all participants in the strategic planning process as the ‘State of the 

College.’ The goal is to create a shared understandings of the local, regional, state, and national 

environment to which the District must respond. This data may include economic, social, technological, 

pedagogical, demographic, legal, regulatory, and/or political trends. Tasks will include: 

 Propose the initial sets of data to be gathered, to create a taxonomy to categorize and study the 
data, and to suggest the optimum size for the task group 

 Coordinate the data gathering activities, analyze and summarize the findings, including a 
situational/needs analysis that specifies results gaps, and an analysis of the College’s situation 
using the SWOT model (strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats); 

 Develop the questions that need to be answered and the data that will be required; 

 Evaluate existing data and compile a data package; 

 Seek out data that the District needs that may not be currently available to us; 

 Evaluate the possibility of employing a consultant for specific aspects of the environmental scan 
and prepare a proposal for consideration; 

 Assure that raw data is interpreted in order to add value and increase usefulness to the planning 
process; 

 As needed, present data to various stakeholder groups and governing bodies. 

Membership: 
Co‐Chairs – KC Greaney (Administrative Support) and ??? (Faculty) 
 
Members by Position/Expertise/Constituency ‐ ??? 
 
College‐wide Volunteers ‐ ??? 
 
Work Products: 

 Data set 

 Needs assessment/situational analysis 

 Environmental Scan 

 SWOT Analysis 
 
Timeframe:  Data gathering – October – December 2012; Environmental Scan – October 2012; Data 
Analysis – December 2012 – February 2013; Data  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

TASK GROUP #4 ‐ MISSION/VISION/VALUES 
 
Function: 
The purpose of the Mission/Vision/Values Task Group is to review the District’s vision, mission 
statement and supporting values last revised and approved in June 2010 and propose a process to invite 
broad input into review and revision, as needed, of these statements. The process of reviewing the 
Mission, Vision, and Values statements will take place, in collaboration with the Institutional Planning 
Council and within the College’s existing structures and college‐wide meeting opportunities (e.g. Spring 
2013 PDA).  Following college‐wide review and comment, the revised Mission/Vision/Values will be 
recommended to the President for approval by the Board of Trustees. 
 
Membership: 
Co‐Chairs – ??? (Administrative Support) and ??? (Faculty) 
 
Members by Position/Expertise/Constituency – Institutional Planning Council 
 
College‐wide Volunteers ‐ ??? 
 
Work Products:  

 Process for review 

 Revised mission (the role we will play), vision, and values statements  
 
Timeframe:  October 2012 – April 2013 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

TASK GROUP #5 ‐ GOALS/OBJECTIVES/STRATEGIES 
 
Function: 
The purpose of the Goals/Objectives/Strategies Task Group is to develop and coordinate a plan by which  
the situational/needs analysis, SWOT analysis, and other data are reviewed and utilized to develop areas 
of focus for strategic goals for 2014‐19 that are then vetted with the College community for review and 
comment; propose an initial set of goals for college‐wide review and comment; recommend strategic 
goals to the President for recommendation and approval by the Board of Trustees; once approved, 
organize Goal Teams to develop measurable objectives for each goal to be presented for college‐wide 
review and comment; coordinate the preparation of essay/white papers for each goal that will address 
the meaning of and strategies for accomplishing the goal and be communicated to internal and external 
college communities. 
 
Membership: 
Co‐Chairs – ??? (Administrative Support) and ??? (Faculty) 
 
Members by Position/Expertise/Constituency ‐ ??? 
 
College‐wide Volunteers ‐ ??? 
 
Work Products:   

 A proposed process to invite broad input into decisions to be made about goals, objectives and 
strategies 

 An initial set of College strategies/areas of focus (the ways in which we will play our role and get 
results) 

 Goals (what results we want to accomplish within our role) 

 Measurable objectives (how much will we change specific results), related activities to achieve 
the objectives within an agreed upon timeframe, assignment of responsibilities for objectives to 
shared governance bodies and committees 

 Goal essay/white papers 
 
Timeframe:   January 2013 – February 2014 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

TASK GROUP #6 – EVALUATION 
 
Function: 
The Evaluation Task Group is responsible for evaluating the planning process, using the process/plan 
principles established and seeking feedback from those involved, as well as developing a plan to 
evaluate the results achieved throughout the implementation of the strategic plan. 
 
Membership: 
Co‐Chairs – KC Greaney (Administrative Support) and ??? (Faculty) 
 
Members by Position/Expertise/Constituency ‐ ??? 
 
College‐wide Volunteers ‐ ??? 
 
Work Products:  

 Planning process evaluation 

 Strategic Plan Evaluation 
o Benchmarks and indicators/measures of institutional effectiveness 
o Schedule of annual progress evaluation 
o A means of assessing the extent to which College decisions are consistent with the 

strategic plan  
 
Timeframe:  September 2012 through February 2014 



 
 
 

2.1 
DEVELOPMENT AND ADOPTION OF DISTRICT POLICIES AND 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES 
ADOPT: APRIL 8, 1985 

REVISED: MARCH 13, 2001 
REVIEWED: JANUARY 8, 2008 

REVIEWED/NO CHANGE: JANUARY 10, 2012 
CATEGORY 3 REVISION: JUNE 10, 2014 

ED CODE: 70902 
 

 
 
The Superintendent/President shall establish and maintain an orderly procedure for preserving and 
making accessible the District By-Laws and Policies, and Administrative Procedures found in the Board-
approved District Policy Manual. These documents shall be accessible, updated periodically, and made 
available to all persons concerned. The Superintendent/President has primary administrative 
responsibility for recommending changes to the By-Laws, Policies, and Procedures to the Board of 
Trustees.  
 
 
District Policies are statements of intent which are adopted by the Board of Trustees. They guide the 
development and implementation of procedures and regulations for operating the District.  
 
Administrative Procedures specify the process and guidelines by which District Policies are implemented. 
The Procedures shall be reviewed by College Council and presented to the Board before implementation 
in the District. The Board will not adopt a procedure unless requested to do so by the 
Superintendent/President or unless adoption is required by Federal or State law.  



 
 
 

2.1P 
PROCEDURES FOR DEVELOPING AND REVISING DISTRICT POLICY AND PROCEDURES 

BOARD REVIEW: FEBRUARY 12, 1990 
REVIEWED: JUNE 14, 1994 

REVIEWED: MARCH 13, 2001 
REVIEWED: JANUARY 8, 2008 
REVISED: JANUARY 10, 2012 

CATEGORY 3 REVISION: JUNE 10, 2014 
 
 

1. The District Policy Manual will be reviewed periodically; revised when needed to correct errors, 
and clarify or improve language or process; and updated to meet Education Code, Title 5, and 
other state or federally mandated requirements. In addition, proposals for new policies, 
procedures, or revisions can originate from any of the following recognized constituent groups: 
Academic Senate, Classified Senate, Associated Students Senate, All Faculty Association (AFA), 
Service Employees International Union (SEIU), Management Team, Administrative Offices, and 
Standing and Presidential Advisory Committees. Academic Policies and Procedures can originate 
from and shall be reviewed by the Educational Planning and Coordinating Council (EPCC). 
District employees may also suggest changes in consultation with the appropriate, recognized 
constituent group(s). 
 

2. All proposed changes to the District Policy Manual, whether new material or revisions of current 
policies and procedures will only be forwarded to College Council after consultation with the 
appropriate, recognized constituent group(s).  
 
Proposals to College Council co-chair(s) must include the following: 
 
 The name of the recognized constituent group(s) proposing changes; 

 
 The name of the individual responsible for drafting any changes needed in the material after 

circulation to constituent groups;  
 
 A brief explanation and rationale for proposed changes suitable for inclusion on future Board 

agendas.  
 
 Should the constituent group reject the proposal after a good faith effort, the employee may 

consult with a College Council co-chair in order to have the proposal considered for College 
Council review. 

 
3. Changes to the District Policy Manual must indicate the appropriate category: 

 
 Category 1: No Change.  Reviewed, current and correct.  Upon approval by College Council, 

to be forwarded to the Board of Trustees for placement on the Consent Agenda. 
 

 Category 2: Technical Change.  Reviewed, current, but revised for accuracy and clarity 
without altering meaning or intent.  Upon approval by College Council, to be forwarded to the 
Board of Trustees for placement on the Consent Agenda. 
 

 Category 3: Substantive Change.  Requires an explanation and rationale for all changes and 
constituent review and dialogue before presentation to College Council. Upon approval by 
College Council, to be forwarded to the Board of Trustees for review and consent. 
 



 
 Category 4: Splitting/Combining/Eliminating Non-substantive Change. Requires an 

explanation and rationale for all changes and constituent review and dialogue before 
presentation to College Council. Upon approval by College Council, to be forwarded to the 
Board of Trustees for placement on the Consent Agenda. 

 
4. College Council requires that all new or revised material be reviewed for clarity, consistency and 

formatting prior to placing the item on its agenda and following changes resulting from constituent 
review.   
 

5. College Council will circulate Category 3 and 4 items to constituent groups as requested by their 
representatives on College Council prior to approving and forwarding to the Superintendent/ 
President for submission to the Board of Trustees. 
 

6. In most cases, a minimum of two College Council sessions (at least one month) will be necessary 
to review draft materials. Individuals and groups facing deadlines for the implementation of new 
policies or procedures must forward draft material in a timely fashion. Category 3 or 4 revisions 
will require additional time. 
 

7. College Council will forward approved proposed changes to the District Policy Manual to the 
Superintendent/President for placement on the Board of Trustees agenda. A cover memo should 
include a brief explanation and rationale and indication of the support or objections of all 
constituent groups. 

 
8. The Board will hear all Category 3 policy items over two separate meetings. The "First Reading" 

is for discussion purposes only. After the "Second Reading," the Board may vote to include the 
proposed policy changes in the District Policy Manual. However, when unusual and compelling 
reasons or legal constraints exist, the Board may elect to review and act on policy material during 
only one session.  

 
9. The distribution of new materials for the District Policy Manual will be the responsibility of the 

Office of the Superintendent/President. After consent or approval by the Board, the Board 
Secretary will forward material to Information Technology for inclusion on the District Web site. A 
printed copy will be maintained by the Office of the Superintendent/President and the Office of the 
Vice President of Academic Affairs. 
 

10. Administrative offices have an ongoing responsibility to review the District Policy Manual, in 
consultation with the appropriate, recognized constituent group(s) and maintain currency in their 
policy/procedures areas. Prior to recommending any revisions to policies or procedures, the 
responsible administrative offices must confirm who the appropriate recognized constituent 
groups are with the Vice President of Academic Affairs. 

 
0.0 By-Laws of the Board of Trustees Superintendent/President 
1.0 Philosophy, Mission and Goals Superintendent/President 
2.0 District Governance Superintendent/President 
3.0 Academic Program Academic Affairs 
4.0 Human Resources Human Resources 
5.0 Finance Business Services 
6.0 Facilities Planning Facilities Operations 
7.0 Community Relations Superintendent/President 
8.0 Student Services Student Services 

 
11. Policy and/or Procedure Review Guidelines 

 
 Policy and procedure should be submitted at the same time.  

 Review all policies and procedures for correct job titles and designated office, District name 
and reference, and references at the top of the document (Ed Code or Title 5 references or 
other policy/procedure). 



 

 Edit using strike-through for deletions and underline for proposed additional language. Do not 
use “Track Changes.” 

 Confirm the appropriate recognized constituent group(s) who would have an interest in 
reviewing the policy and/or procedure related to their purview.  Contact the Vice President of 
Academic Affairs (VPAA) to provide confirmation and/or identification of appropriate group(s).  

 Arrange a meeting with the appropriate representative of the group(s) to review items. 

 
A. Category 1 or 2 - no change or technical change: 

o Request the official Microsoft Word version of the policy and/or procedure from the Vice 
President of Academic Affair's Executive Assistant. 

o Submit your edited version to the Vice President of Academic Affair's Executive 
Assistant. 

o Request a place on the College Council agenda for final review of the policy/procedure 
via the VPAA’s office.  Plan to attend that meeting and present your recommendations to 
College Council. 

o Once approved, College Council will forward the document to the Superintendent/ 
President for review by the Board of Trustees.  

o Send a clean copy of the items along with the edited copy to the Vice President of 
Academic Affair's Executive Assistant for placement on the Board agenda. 

 
B. Category 3 or 4 - substantive change or splitting or combining policy and / or procedure (non-

substantive content changes): 

o Request the official Microsoft Word version of the policy and/or procedure from the Vice 
President of Academic Affair's Executive Assistant.  

o Submit your edited version to the Vice President of Academic Affair's Executive 
Assistant. 

o Request a place on the College Council agenda for preview of the policy/procedure to 
determine which constituent group(s) should review the policy/procedure.  

o Within 2 calendar weeks, contact the constituent group(s) that indicated an interest in 
their group's review to be placed on their agenda. 

o Review the materials with all necessary constituent groups and document their feedback. 

o Submit the new, edited version to the Vice President of Academic Affair's Executive 
Assistant. 

o Request a place on the College Council agenda for final review of the policy/procedure.  

o Once approved, College Council will forward the document to the Superintendent/ 
President for review by the Board of Trustees.  

o Send a clean copy of the items along with the edited copy to the component administrator 
who oversees that section of the Board Policy Manual for placement on the Board 
agenda, and a copy to the Vice President of Academic Affair's Executive Assistant. 



 

2.5 
GOVERNANCE AND THE COMMITTEE SYSTEM 

ADOPT: APRIL 8, 1985 
REVISED: MAY 11, 1995 

REVISED: AUGUST 8, 2000 
REVISED: MARCH 13, 2001 

REVISED: DECEMBER 9, 2008 
CATEGORY 3 REVISION: FEBRUARY 11, 2014 

ED CODE: 70902, 87360, 87357, 87458, 87359, 87663, 87743.1, 87743.2 
Title 5, Section 53200-53204, 51023.5, 51023.7 

 

Participatory governance at the Sonoma County Junior College District follows State and Federal 
legislative directives and California Education Code and statutes, enhanced by historical traditions and 
appropriate professional innovations permissible within these codes.  

Participatory governance is the collective responsibility of the Board of Trustees and four constituent 
groups: faculty, administration, classified staff and students. The Board of Trustees and its designee, the 
Superintendent/President, receive advice and recommendations through the District governance 
committee system, collegial consultation with constituent groups, and the drafting or revising of written 
policy and procedures.  

College Council coordinates and supervises the District governance committee system. As the final 
District-wide policy recommending body, College Council solicits, involves and utilizes the opinion of 
faculty, administrators, classified staff, and students, and provides an opportunity for constituent groups to 
inform and advise each other on policy matters and to debate differences of opinion. It shall insure that 
committees do not misconceive their purpose or overlap their function, and that any policy 
recommendation emanating from one group but affecting other groups be reviewed by appropriate 
committees and/or constituent groups before reaching final approval and being submitted to the Board of 
Trustees. 

Faculty participates in the governance of the District through the Academic Senate and through its 
recognized bargaining unit(s).  

The rights and responsibilities of bargaining agents are described in the contracts between the 
District and the recognized faculty bargaining unit(s). The faculty bargaining units maintains a 
process for assigning representation to College or District committees where designated. 

The rights and responsibilities of the Academic Senate are enumerated in the California 
Education Code and Title 5 Regulations.  The Academic Senate advises the Board through the 
use of Academic Senate resolutions, bilateral agreements with the Board, Academic Senate 
committees, ad hoc task forces, Academic Senate Consultation committees, and other District-
wide committees. When appropriate, the Academic Senate will ensure that students and staff 
effectively participate in the processes through which it develops its recommendations to the 
Board. The Board of Trustees or its designee will consult collegially with the Academic Senate 
when adopting policies and procedures on academic and professional matters, relying primarily 
on the advice and judgment of the Academic Senate or reaching mutual agreement with the 
Academic Senate by written resolution, regulation, or policy. The Academic Senate designs and 
administers a process to appoint faculty to serve on College or District committees, task forces or 
other groups dealing with academic and professional matters. 



Administrators participate in the governance of the District through the Superintendent/President and the 
Management Team. Administrative members of committees are appointed by the Superintendent/ 
President. 

Classified staff participates in the governance of the District and the development of policies, procedures 
and recommendations that will have a significant effect on staff through the Classified Senate and its 
recognized collective bargaining unit(s). 

The rights and responsibilities of bargaining agents are described in the contracts between the 
District and the recognized classified bargaining unit(s). The classified bargaining units maintains 
a process for assigning representation to College or District committees where designated. 

The rights and responsibilities of the Classified Senate are enumerated in the California 
Education Code and Title 5 Regulations.  

Students participate in the development of policies, procedures and recommendations that will have a 
significant effect on students through the Associated Students Senate. These topics shall include:  

1) Grading policies;  
2) Code of student conduct;  
3) Academic disciplinary policies;  
4) Curriculum development;  
5) Courses or programs which should be initiated or discontinued;  
6) Processes for institutional planning and budget development;  
7) Standards and policies regarding student preparation and success;  
8) Student services planning and development; and 
9) Student fees within the authority of the District to adopt.  

Student members of committees are selected in a process designed and administered by the Associated 
Students’ Senate and its President. 

Except in unforeseeable, emergency situations, the Board of Trustees shall not take action on matters 
significantly affecting faculty, administration, classified staff or students until consultation within this 
participatory governance system has taken place.  

Whenever current policies or procedures recorded in the District Policy Manual do not suffice to regulate 
campus activity, past practice shall prevail while participatory governance procedures are activated to 
develop new policy and procedures. 



 
 

 
 

2.5P 
GOVERNANCE AND THE COMMITTEE SYSTEM 

BOARD REVIEW: APRIL 8, 1985 
REVISED: MAY 9, 1995 

REVISED: MAY 13, 1997 
REVISED: AUGUST 8, 2001 
REVISED: MARCH 13, 2001 

REVISED: MAY 13, 2008 
REVISED: DECEMBER 9, 2008 

REVISED: JUNE 9, 2009 
REVISED:  JULY 13, 2010 
REVISED:  MAY 10, 2011 

CATEGORY 2 REVISION: FEBRUARY 11, 2014 
CATEGORY 2 REVISION: JUNE 10, 2014 

 
 

 
The Sonoma County Junior College District recognizes the importance of a broad inclusion of 
perspectives on District committees.  Every effort will be made to reflect this commitment to diversity in 
committee membership varied by race and ethnicity, gender, disability status, belief, age, nationality, 
cultural background, life experiences, and other enriching characteristics.  The responsibility for 
promoting broad inclusion is shared by all segments of the District community. 
 
Committee members are expected to liaison with their association on appropriate matters developed and 
discussed within committee or council groups. 
 
Charters and memberships for all Sonoma County Junior College District governance committees shall 
be approved by College Council and maintained online for use throughout the District. Changes to the 
membership or to the scope of the committee charter must be submitted in writing to College Council for 
review, then reviewed by the Board of Trustees, in the same manner as all District procedures. 
 
District committee descriptions and current rosters are available on the District Web site. Any request for 
change in committee names, functions, composition, meeting times, chair information and the like, shall 
be forwarded in writing to the College Council, which will review, approve, and forward all clerical or 
informational changes to the Web site. New committees, as well as changes regarding member 
composition, authority of the committee, or other substantial alterations, shall be reviewed by the Board of 
Trustees in the same manner as District procedures.  
 
The Office of the Superintendent/President maintains the District Policy Manual and will request periodic 
review of those sections of policy and/or procedures associated with the committee system. The Office of 
the Vice President for Academic Affairs maintains the annual roster of current membership on college 
standing and President’s Advisory committees and committee chairs on the District Web site. Each 
constituent group is responsible for forwarding member names to Academic Affairs by the end of the 
spring semester preceding the year they are assigned to serve, or no later than the first week of each 
academic year.  
 
Standing committees, councils, and Academic Senate consultation committees shall forward copies of 
their agendas and minutes, including attendance, to the administrative member of the committee 
responsible for placing these documents on the District Web site or to the Office of Academic Affairs. 
Standing Councils shall also publish agendas and minutes on the District Web site.  
 
District administrative offices will provide clerical assistance for the District-wide committee system, most 
typically by the offices of administrative members of the committee. 



 

 
 

I. Standing Committees  
 
Standing committees have memberships that include more than one constituent group, and 
responsibilities that generally impact large sectors of the District or regularly scheduled activities. 
Their defined charters, membership lists and meeting schedules are reviewed and must be approved 
through the College Council process and listed on the District Web site. 
 
Standing Committees shall maintain a sustained presence through regularly scheduled meetings and 
the distribution of agendas and minutes to designated individuals and offices and the District Web 
site.  
 
A. Councils 
 

Councils have all the same characteristics as Standing Committees with the added quality of an 
even larger scope of interest. They coordinate, integrate, or review the activities of other 
committees or groups in the District. Councils shall post their agendas and minutes on the District 
Web site.  
 

B. President's Advisory Committees  
 

President's Advisory Committees are created by the Superintendent/President and are advisory 
in nature. Longevity, membership, and meeting schedule are determined by the 
Superintendent/President. While not subject to oversight by College Council, President's Advisory 
Committees that include more than one constituent group shall maintain communication with the 
college community through minutes routed to designated parties and posted on the District Web 
site.  
 

C. Academic Senate Consultation Committees  
 
Academic Senate Consultation Committees are standing committees or councils that deal with 
professional and academic matters designated for faculty and Board collegial consultation by Title 
5, Section 53200. Faculty and administrative co-chairs of Academic Senate Consultation 
Committees are responsible for liaison between the Academic Senate and the Superintendent/ 
President, who will provide the advice or judgment of the committees to the Board. 
 
The Board has agreed with the Academic Senate to rely primarily on the advice or judgment of 
the Academic Senate in Academic Senate Consultation Committees on matters in the following 
areas: 
 
 Curriculum 

 Degree and certificate requirements  

 Grading policies  

 Standards or policies regarding student preparation and success  

 Faculty roles and involvement in accreditation processes  

 
Only in exceptional circumstances and for compelling reasons will the recommendations of the 
Academic Senate not be accepted. If such cases occur, the Board or its designee, upon request 
of the Academic Senate, shall promptly communicate their reasons in writing to the Academic 
Senate. 

 
The Board has agreed to reach mutual written agreement with the Academic Senate on the 
processes and procedures by which the Academic Senate offers its advice and judgment on 
matters in the following areas: 
 
 Educational program development  



 Faculty roles in District governance  

 Policies for faculty development activities  

 Process for program review  

 Processes for institutional planning and budget development  

 Any other academic or professional matter designated through mutual agreement  

 
In the areas in which the Board has elected to rely on mutual written agreement with the 
Academic Senate, if agreement has not been reached, then existing policy shall remain in effect.  
 
Written agreements achieved in the eleven Academic Senate consultation areas listed above 
shall result, whenever possible, in the creation and maintenance of formal written policies and 
procedures.  
 
In cases where Academic Senate Consultation Committee discussions or other forms of 
consultation do not lead to consensus between the faculty and administrative representatives on 
the committee, the faculty may present its opinions to the Board of Trustees either through the 
Superintendent/President or through direct communication with the Board at its regular meetings.  
 
In Academic Senate Consultation Committees, faculty provides principle consultation on other 
matters designated in Education Code: 
 

a. Through joint agreement with the Board, development of District hiring criteria, policies 
and procedures for faculty;  

b. Through joint agreement with the Board, development of District policies and procedures 
regarding equivalencies for minimum qualifications;  

c. Through consultation with the bargaining agent(s) and Academic Senate, faculty 
evaluation procedures and policies, and delineation of faculty service areas and 
competency requirements. 

 
In Academic Senate Consultation Committees, each faculty chair or co-chair must maintain close 
contact, through written and/or oral reports, with the Academic Senate on the issues discussed in 
the committee, and the administrative co-chair serves as liaison to the Superintendent/President 
and Board of Trustees.  
 
Academic Senate Consultation Committees include:  

 
 Basic Skills Committee 

 Curriculum Review Committee 

 District Online Committee  

 District Tenure Review and Evaluations Committee (DTREC)  

 Educational Planning and Coordinating Council (EPCC)  

 Equivalency Committee  

 Institute for Environmental Education Committee  

 Institutional Planning Council (IPC)  

 Professional Development Committee  

 Project LEARN Steering Committee  

 Sabbatical Leave Committee  

 Student Success and Equity Committee 

 Textbook and Instructional Materials 

 
In addition, the following President's Advisory Committees have faculty co-chairs and function as 
Academic Senate Consultation Committees as well:   



 

 
 Budget Advisory Committee  

 Integrated Environmental Planning Committee 

 
Nothing in this section shall be construed to impinge upon or to detract from any negotiation 
agreements between the recognized faculty bargaining unit and the Board of Trustees.  

 
 

D. Career and Technical Education Program Advisory Committees  
 

A Career and Technical Education Advisory Committee is made up of a diverse, representative 
group of individuals whose expertise, experience and abilities represent a cross-section of a 
particular occupational discipline and are recognized experts in their fields. These groups, 
appointed by the Board of Trustees, will assist in the development of educational programs. 

 
E. Ad Hoc Committees (sometimes called "Study Groups" or "Task Forces" by membership 

preference) 
 
 An Ad Hoc Committee is temporary or intermediate in term, formed to take on specific short-term 

tasks or to test the need for a new standing committee, with a time frame likely to span one year 
or less. Any Ad Hoc Committee must select its members from constituent groups with activities 
related to the committee's charter.  

 
F. Forums  
 

Forums are open sessions or groups with no fixed membership. Forums must be widely 
announced to allow for the participation of all interested parties for one-time meetings to present 
or discuss new information or an on-going series of meetings dealing with a specific topic or area. 
 
 

II. COMMITTEE CHAIR OR CO-CHAIRS 
 

A. All information regarding Chair or Co-Chair positions will be recorded in the committee description 
provided on the District Web site, including eligibility to serve, election, and appointment process. 

 
B. If the position of the Chair or Co-Chair is not specified by title or constituent group, then all 

committee members are eligible to serve and a simple majority of members present at the first 
meeting shall nominate and elect a committee chair. It is assumed that all constituent groups 
represented on the committee have been notified of the meeting when the Chair is elected.  

 
C. Those committees that have a dual designation as both President's Advisory Committees and 

Academic Senate Consultation Committees will have faculty/administrative co-chairs: 
 

 Budget Advisory Committee  

 Integrated Environmental Planning Committee 

 Strategic Enrollment Planning Committee 

 
D. The Committee Chair or Co-Chair will:  
 

1. Establish meeting times and locations.  

2. Create and distribute an agenda in a timely fashion.  

3. Conduct meetings in an orderly manner allowing appropriate participation of all individuals 
present.  

4. Ensure that a clear consensus is reached or a vote is taken on action items.  

5. See that written minutes are kept, including attendance, approved, and distributed promptly.  



6. Act as a mentor or assign a mentor to new committee members who are unfamiliar with the 
committee or Sonoma County Junior College District governance.  

7. When serving as co-chair, announce to the committee members how co-chair duties will be 
divided and communicate regularly with co-chair over the construction of the agenda and 
other relevant work.  

 
 

III. DUTIES OF MEMBERS 
 

A. All committee members will:  
 

1. Attend meetings regularly  

2. Plan with the chair for a substitute or proxy vote when an absence is necessary and work 
must continue.  

3. Keep their constituent groups informed of committee actions.  

4. Complete assignments associated with committee work in a timely fashion.  

 
 

IV. EX-OFFICIO MEMBERS 
 

A. All Standing Committees may elect to request ex-officio members by title, in their committee 
description. All others in attendance at meetings are guests or visitors. Ex-officio members:  

 
1. May serve on a committee to provide information and advice to the committee as deemed 

necessary by the committee.  

2. Shall be recorded on the committee description maintained by College Council should their 
attendance become permanent. 

3. Do not vote in committee action. 

 
 

V. AGENDAS AND MINUTES 
 

A. Will be distributed to all committee members and to the distribution list associated with each 
group (individuals with a need to remain informed of topics).  

 
B. Any member of the committee may request to have an item placed on the agenda.  
 
C. It is preferred those individuals not on the committee request items to be placed on an agenda 

through their constituent representatives in that group. 
 
D. Committee and Council agendas and minutes will be placed on the District Web site by the office 

of the designated Manager serving on the committee. If there is no Manager identified, they will 
be forwarded to the office of the Vice President of Academic Affairs. The responsible party will 
have the minutes downloaded onto the District Committees Web page in PDF format. 

 
E. Committees who discuss confidential matters as a part of their charge will place a statement to 

that effect on the District Committees Web page, indicating that minutes are confidential in nature 
and are archived in the administrative co-chairs’ office.  These committees include but are not 
limited to:  Professional Growth Increment, District Tenure Review and Evaluation Committee, 
Faculty Staffing Committee, Equivalency.  Agendas should be placed on the District Committees 
Web page with any names or identifying titles redacted.   

 
 
 



 

VI. SCHEDULING OF COMMITTEE MEETINGS 
 

A. Committee descriptions found on the District Web site represent the current times that Standing 
Committees, Councils, and other constituent groups meet. Ad hoc groups, advisory committees 
or new (proposed) standing groups should work around these time blocks when possible.  

 
B. Changes in meeting dates and times of standing committees, councils, and President's Advisory 

committees should be forwarded to College Council in writing for amendment to the District Web 
site.  

 
 

VII. COLLEGE COUNCIL 
 

The College Council is the final District-wide policy recommending body formed for purposes of 
involving and utilizing the opinion of all segments of the College community. It coordinates and 
supervises the committee system, insuring that committees do not overlap in their function or 
misconceive their purpose; and that any policy recommendation emanating from one group but 
affecting other constituent groups of the District community be reviewed by appropriate committees 
and/or constituent groups before being submitted to the Board of Trustees.  

 
All Standing Committees and Councils shall be considered sub-committees of the College Council in 
matters of policy and in the coordination of committee activity. College Council shall meet twice 
monthly, with special meetings called by the Chair, as needed. Agenda items may originate with any 
member and/or committee of the District and/or by request of the Superintendent/President. College 
Council meetings are open to the College community 

 
A. College Council is obligated to: 
 

1. To solicit the combined thinking of faculty, administrators, classified staff, and students in the 
deliberation of District policy and procedures.  

2. To provide a setting where the different constituent groups can inform and advise each other 
on policy matters as well as debate differences of opinion.  

3. To aid in the orderly process of policy formation, and serve as the highest policy 
recommending body of the District to the Superintendent/President and the Board of 
Trustees.  

4. To aid in the dissemination of items and/or discussion between constituent groups and that 
the Board of Trustees' wishes are brought to the attention of the collective College 
community.  

 
B. Process 
 

1. All matters referred to College Council shall be in writing.  

2. All decisions of College Council shall require a majority vote of the membership of the 
Council.  

3. Policy recommendations found to require modification shall be either:   

a. returned to the originator for reconsideration; or,  

b. revised by College Council (only if minor changes are required) 

 

4. Policy recommendations found to be acceptable as presented will be forwarded to the 
Superintendent/President. The Council must state what bodies reviewed the proposed policy 
and what objections were made, if any. 



5. Recommendations from the Council that include dissenting opinion shall be in writing, and 
shall be forwarded to the Superintendent/President for Board of Trustees review or action.  

6. If the Superintendent/President disagrees with the Council's recommendation, s/he is 
encouraged to refer the matter back to the Council for additional deliberation accompanied by 
written statements from the Superintendent/President.  

7. If the Council again reaches the same conclusions, the Council's recommendation will be 
returned to the Superintendent/President for forwarding to the Board for consideration. The 
Council's chairperson will represent the Council before the Board.  

8. When Council members are presented with policy material that does not pertain to their 
constituent group, work domain or expertise, it is acceptable for them to "pass" or defer on 
these policy matters. 

9. When an academic policy under consideration by the Council refers to the specific topics that 
require the Board to consult with the Academic Senate or to rely on the primary advice and 
opinion of the Academic Senate, the policy material shall be presented to College Council as 
an informational item only. Students shall be invited to attach written comments to documents 
forwarded by the Academic Senate to the Board of Trustees when topics reflect the 10 areas 
of consultation designated in Title 5. 

10. Every effort will be made to resolve all policy differences at the Council level. When the 
Superintendent/President's recommendation to the Board differs from that of the Council’s, 
such differences are recognized as a reflection of the diversity of opinions prevailing in an 
academic institution.  

 
C. College Council shall:  

 
1. Periodically review the District committee structure with respect to purpose, procedures, 

membership and authority, and establish guidelines for review of the recommendations of all 
sub-committees.  
 

2. Establish ad hoc committees as required by policy work or College Council business.  
 

3. Solicit college-wide committee appointments from the administration, Academic Senate, All 
Faculty Association, and Classified Advisory Council of the elected bargaining unit, and the 
Associated Students’ Senate.  

 
4. Provide the College community with a list of all committee appointments for the following year 

by May 1st.  
 
5. Periodically review the scope of all committees to avoid potential duplication.  
 
6. Establish the limits of review with respect to District constituent group interests and set time 

limits for accomplishing work.  
 
7. Route considered policy changes coming from committee groups to appropriate constituents 

for comment prior to forwarding a recommendation to the Superintendent/President.  
 
8. Create, maintain, and distribute “Committee Best Practices” that sustain common standards 

and procedures within the Committee System.  
 

D. College Council Membership  
 

The College Council will be composed of the following representatives.  



 

 
1. Administrators (4)  
 
 Vice President for Academic Affairs and three administrators selected by the 

Superintendent/President (selected annually). The Vice President of Academic Affairs serves 
as permanent secretary to the Council. S/he is responsible for notifying the members of 
meetings, taking and distributing minutes, and contacting appropriate parties to speak about 
certain agenda items. The Office of Academic Affairs will provide clerical assistance for the 
work of the College Council. 

 
2. Faculty (4)  
 
 President of the Academic Senate (for term of office), President of the All Faculty Association 

or his/her designee and two faculty representatives selected by the Academic Senate. Every 
attempt will be made to appoint faculty representing a broad cross-section of the District.  

 
3. Classified (2)  
 
 Selected by the collective bargaining unit President or his/her designee (one selected in even 

years, one selected in odd years).  
 
4. Students (2)  
 
 Selected by the Student Government Assembly.  

 
E. College Council Chair 

 
1. When possible, the College Council Chair will have served on the Council for one year prior 

to being elected from among the faculty representatives.  
 

2. The Chair serves a one-year term, but can be re-elected.  
 

3. The Chair is a full voting member of the Council and will coordinate the agenda with the Vice 
President of Academic Affairs.  
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SECTION 0:   BYLAWS OF THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES

0.1 Role of the Board and Members (Powers, Purposes, Duties) 10/14/2008 x 12/15/2011 1/10/2012

0.2 Limits of Authority 10/14/2008 x 12/15/2011 1/10/2012

0.3 Public Statement by Board Members 10/14/2008 x 12/1/2011 1/10/2012

0.4 Number of Regular Members and Terms of Office 10/14/2008 x 12/15/2011 1/10/2012

0.5 Eligibility for Board Membership 10/14/2008 x 12/1/2011 1/10/2012

0.6 Student Member 2/10/2009 x 12/15/2011 1/10/2012

0.7 Organizational Meeting/Officers of the Board 10/14/2008 x 12/15/2011 1/10/2012

0.8 Duties of the Board Officers 10/14/2008 x 12/1/2011 1/10/2012

0.9 Duties of the Vice President (Deleted) 2/13/2001

0.10 Duties of the Clerk (Deleted) 2/13/2001

0.11 Duties of the Board Secretary 10/14/2008 x 12/1/2011 1/10/2012

0.12 Legal Services 10/14/2008 x 12/1/2011 1/10/2012

0.13 Temporary Committees of the Board 10/14/2008 x 12/1/2011 1/10/2012

0.14 Negotiations Representative(s) 10/14/2008   x 12/15/2011 1/10/2012

0.15 Representatives to Other Agencies or Organizations 10/14/2008 x 12/1/2011 1/10/2012

0.16 Formulation, Adoption, Amendment of Policies and Bylaws 10/14/2008 x 12/1/2011 1/10/2012

0.17 Formulation, Approval, Amendment of Administrative Procedures 10/14/2008 x 12/1/2011 1/10/2012

0.18 Suspension of Policies, By‐Laws, and Procedures 10/14/2008 x 12/15/2011 1/10/2012

0.19 Meetings 10/14/2008 x 12/1/2011 1/10/2012

0.19.1 Time, Place, Notification for Meetings 10/14/2008 x 12/1/2011 1/10/2012

0.19.2 Public and Closed Sessions 10/14/2008 x 12/1/2011 1/10/2012

0.19.3 Construction of Agenda 10/14/2008 x 12/1/2011 1/10/2012
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0.19.4 Advance Delivery of Meeting Materials 10/14/2008 x 12/1/2011 1/10/2012

0.19.5 Meeting Conduct 10/14/2008 x 12/15/2011 1/10/2012

0.19.6 Quorum 10/14/2008 x 12/1/2011 1/10/2012

0.19.7 Minutes and Recording Devices 10/14/2008 x 12/15/2011 1/10/2012

0.19.8 Recording of Votes 10/14/2008 x 12/1/2011 1/10/2012

0.20 Periodic Review and Evaluation 10/14/2008 x 12/15/2011 1/10/2012

0.20P Periodic Review and Evalutaion of the Superintendent/President 10/14/2008 x 12/1/2011 1/10/2012

0.21 Board Action on Issues Not Directly Affecting the College 10/14/2008 x 12/1/2011 1/10/2012

0.22 Code of Ethics for Board of Trustees 10/14/2008 x 12/15/2011 1/10/2012

0.23 Attendance at Meetings, Institutions, Conventions 10/14/2008 x 12/1/2011 1/10/2012

0.24 Board Member Liability Protection 10/14/2008 x 12/1/2011 1/10/2012

0.25 Conflict of Interest Code 10/14/2008 Doug R. x 10/4/2012 10/9/2012

0.26 Removal From Office 10/14/2008 x 12/1/2011 1/10/2012

0.27 Filling Vacancies 10/14/2008 x 12/15/2011 1/10/2012

0.28 Tie Votes in Board Members Elections 10/14/2008 x 12/1/2011 1/10/2012

0.29 General Obligation Bond Measures and Independent Citizens' Bond Oversight 

Committee

10/14/2008 x 12/1/2011 1/10/2012

0.29P Procedures for Establishing and Maintaining the Independent Citizens' Bond 

Oversight Committee

10/14/2008 x 12/15/2011 1/10/2012

0.30 Orientation of New Board Members 10/14/2008 x 12/15/2011 1/10/2012

0.31 Board Self Evaluation 10/14/2008 x 12/15/2011 1/10/2012

SECTION 1:   PHILOSOPHY, MISSION AND GOALS OF SANTA ROSA JUNIOR COLLEGE

1.1 Mission Statement                 6/8/2010 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

SECTION 2:   DISTRICT GOVERNANCE

2.1 Procedures for Developing Board Policies and Administrative Procedures 1/8/2008 MKR, Carol H. X 12/1/2011 1/10/2012
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2.1P Guidelines for Drafting New or Revised Policy and Procedures 1/8/2008 MKR, Carol H. x 12/15/2011 1/10/2012

2.2 Management Team: General Responsibilities 1/8/2008 x 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

2.2P Management Guidelines and Procedures 12/9/2008 Karen F. x

2.2.1 District Superintendent/President 5/13/2008 X 12/1/2011 1/10/2012 & 

12/11/12

2.2.1P District Superintendent/President 5/13/2008 Maria G. x 11/1/2012   & 3/7/13 12/11/2012   & 

4/9/13

2.2.2 Administrative, Classified Management and Confidential Positions 1/8/2008 X 12/1/2011 1/10/2012

2.2.2P Administrative, Classified Management and Confidential Positions 5/13/2008 x 6/12/2012

2.3 Administrative Leeway in Absence of Board of Trustees Policy 1/8/2008 X 12/1/2011 1/10/2012

2.4 Departmental Organization 1/8/2008 X 12/1/2011 1/10/2012  & 5‐13‐13
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2.5 Governance and the Committee System 12/9/2008 MKR, Carol H. x 12/5/2013 1/14/2014

2.5P Governance and the Committee System 5/10/2011 MKR, Carol H. x 12/5/2013 1/14/2014

2.5.1 Diversity on District Committees 6/10/2008 X Deleted 12/5/13 1/14/2014

2.6 Academic Senate 1/8/2008 Robin Fautley/Terry Shell 5/2/2013 5/14/2013

2.6.1 Fraternization in the Workplace 6/14/2011 Karen F. x 12/15/2011 1/10/2012

2.6.2 Academic Senate Professional Ethics Code 1/13/2009 Robin Fautley/Terry Shell

2.7 Discrimination Procedures 6/10/2008 Maria G. x 1/19/2012 2/14/2012

2.7P Discrimination Complaint Procedures 5/10/2011 Karen F.

2.8 Endorsement/Sponsorship/Support 5/13/2008 Mary Kay

2.8P Endorsement/Sponsorship/Support 10/14/2008 Mary Kay

2.9 Legal Claims Management 1/8/2008 Doug R. 1/17/2013 2/10/2013

2.10 Public Notice & Presentation of Collective Bargaining Initial Proposals 10/14/2008 Maria G. x 1/19/2012 2/14/2012

2.11 Student Equity (Moved to 8.1.17) 5/12/2009

2.11P Student Equity (Moved to 8.1.17P) 5/12/2009

2.12 Creation of Auxiliary Organizations 5/13/2008 X 12/1/2011 & 12/5/13 1/10/2012 & 1/14/14

2.12P Creation of Auxiliary Organizations 5/13/2008 Doug R. x 12/5/2013 1/14/2014

2.13 Computer and Communications Technology Use (Moved To 6.9) 12/12/2000 Scott C. x 3/7/2013 4/9/2013

2.13P Computer and Communications Technology Use (Moved To 6.9P) 12/12/2000 Scott C. x 3/7/2013 4/9/2013

2.14 Intellectual Property Rights 1/8/2008 Cherry X 2/7/2013 3/12/2013
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SECTION 3:   ACADEMIC PROGRAM

3.1 General Education 1/8/2008 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012 and     5‐14‐

13

3.1P Procedures for Approving General Education Courses at Santa Rosa Junior College 6/10/2008 Abe F. X 5/2/2013 5/14/2013

3.2 Degree and Certificate Programs 6/9/2009 X 1/19/2012 & 11/1/12 2/14/2012 & 

12/11/12

3.2.1 Development of Majors 6/14/2011 X 4/10/2012

3.2.1P Development of Majors 6/14/2011 X 4/10/2012

3.2.2 Approval of Certificates and Majors 5/10/2011 Kris A. X 5/2/2013 7/9/2013

3.2.2P Approval of Certificates and Majors 5/10/2011 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012 & 7‐9‐13

3.3 Community Education 5/13/2008 X 12/1/2011 1/10/2012

3.4 Non‐Credit Programs and Courses 12/9/2008 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

3.4P Approving Non‐Credit Programs and Courses 6/14/2011 Abe F. X 2/2/2012 3/13/2012 ‐ deleted 7‐

9‐13

3.5 Contract Instruction 1/8/2008 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

3.6 Program Review, Evaluation, Revitalization and Discontinuance 4/12/2011 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

3.6P Program Review, Evaluation, Revitalization and Discontinuance 4/12/2011 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

3.7 External Accreditation of Designated Programs 1/8/2008 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

3.7P External Accreditation of Designated Programs 1/8/2008 X 4/10/2012

3.8 Academic Freedom 5/13/2008 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

3.9 Faculty Member's Obligation to Students 12/9/2008 Karen F. X

3.9.1P Course Syllabi 4/13/2010 Ty, Eric T. X

3.10 Grading 2/10/2009 X 12/6/2012 7/10/2012 & 

2/10/13

3.10P Grading 2/10/2009 X 7/10/2012

3.11 Academic Integrity 1/13/2009 Phyllis U. X 7/10/2012
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3.11P Academic Integrity 1/13/2009 Phyllis U. X 7/10/2012

3.12 Curriculum Development 1/13/2009 X 4/10/2012

3.12.1 Prerequisites, Corequisites, Advisories to Courses 10/14/2008 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

3.12.2 Online Instruction/Distance Education 1/8/2008 Cherry X

3.12.2P Online Instruction/Distance Education 1/8/2008 Cherry X

3.12.3 Accessibility of Online & Web‐based Instructional Materials 7/14/2009 X 12/1/2011 & 2/2/12 1/10/2012

3.12.3P Accessibility of Online & Web‐based Instructional Materials 7/14/2009 X 12/1/2011 & 2/2/12 1/10/2012

3.13 Career and Technical Education Program Advisory Committees 6/8/2010 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

3.13P Career and Technical Education Program Advisory Committees 6/8/2010 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

3.14 The College Calendar 10/14/2008 X 1/19/2012 2/14/2012

3.14.1 Instructional Days and Hours 10/14/2008 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

3.14.1P Instructional Days and Hours 4/14/2009 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

3.14.2 Class Schedule 7/16/2008 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

3.14.3 Instructional Facilities Scheduling and Planning 5/11/2010 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

3.14.3P Instructional Facilities Scheduling and Planning 5/11/2010 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

3.14.4 Minimum Class Size 12/9/2008 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

3.14.5 Class Wait Lists 6/9/2009 X 4/10/2012

3.14.5P Class Wait Lists 4/13/2010 X 4/10/2012

3.15 Final Examinations 3/11/2008 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

3.16 Credit By Examination 5/13/2008 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

3.16P Credit By Examination 5/10/2011 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

3.17 Independent Study 10/14/2008 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012
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3.17P Independent Study 1/8/2008 X 1/19/2012 2/14/2012

3.18 Library Acquisitions 1/8/2008 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

3.18P Library Acquisitions 1/8/2008 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

3.19 Textbooks 7/16/2008 Cherry X 4/4/2013 5/14/2013

3.19P Textbooks NEW Cherry x 4/4/2013 5/14/2013

3.20 Paraprofessional Assistance 1/8/2008 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

3.21 Classroom Coverage 12/9/2008 Joel G. X 11/1/2012 12/11/2012

3.22 Field Trips and College‐Sponsored Activities 1/13/2009 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

3.22P Field Trips and College‐Sponsored Activities 12/9/2008 X 12/1/2011 1/10/2012

3.23 Campus Children's Center 1/8/2008 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

3.23.1 Campus Laboratory School Academic Progress 10/14/2008 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

3.23.2 Campus Laboratory School Calendar and Hours of Operation and Service 1/8/2008 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

3.23.2P Campus Laboratory School Calendar and Hours of Operation and Service 10/14/2008 X 12/1/2011 1/10/2012

3.23.3 Campus Laboratory School Suspension and Termination of Services 1/8/2008 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

3.23.3P Campus Laboratory School Suspension and Termination of Services 10/14/2008 X 12/1/2011 1/10/2012

3.23.4 Campus Laboratory Non‐Subsidized Fees 2/12/2008 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

3.23.5 Campus Laboratory School Children's Advocacy 2/12/2008 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

3.23.6 Campus Laboratory School in Relation to Non Custodial Parent Visiting and 

Temporary Restraining Orders

2/12/2008 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

3.24 Athletics 12/9/2008 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

3.25 Regular Faculty Transfer Between Campuses and/or Centers 1/13/2009 X 12/15/2011 2/14/2012

3.25P Regular Faculty Transfer Between Campuses and/or Centers 12/9/2008 X 12/15/2011 2/14/2012

3.26 Assignment of Office Space for Faculty and Instructional Support Staff X 9/5/2013 4/10/2012 & 10‐8‐13

SECTION 4:   HUMAN RESOURCES
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4.1 Statement of Purposes 12/9/2008 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

4.2 Personnel Files and Confidentiality 1/8/2008 X 1/19/2012 2/14/2012

4.3 Determination of Employment Needs, Recruitment, and Determination of 

Qualifications

Under Revision Karen F.

4.3.1 Under Revision Under Revision Karen F.

4.3.1P Under Revision Under Revision Karen F.

4.3.2 Faculty Hiring: Regular and Adjunct 4/14/2009 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

4.3.2P Faculty Hiring: Regular and Adjunct 3/10/2009 Karen F. X

4.3.2a Faculty Service Areas 1/8/2008 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

4.3.2b Equivalency of Faculty Qualifications 1/8/2008 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

4.3.2bP Equivalency of Faculty Qualifications 1/8/2008 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

4.3.2c Administrative Assignment to a Faculty Position 1/8/2008 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

4.3.2cP Administrative Assignment to a Faculty Position 1/8/2008 X 1/19/2012 2/14/2012

4.3.2d Reduction‐In‐Force of Faculty Positions 1/8/2008 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

4.3.3 Pre‐Employment Physicals 11/10/2009 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

4.3.4 Nepotism 1/8/2008 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

4.3.5 Orientation 1/8/2008 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

4.3.6 Transfers 1/8/2008 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

4.3.7 Probation Periods 12/9/2008 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

4.3.8 Employee Position Status 12/9/2008 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

4.3.9 Classified Hiring: Regular 1/8/2008 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

4.3.9P Classified Hiring: Regular 3/9/2010 X 2/2/2012 3/13/2012

4.3.10 Management Team Hiring 1/8/2008 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012
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4.3.10P Management Team Hiring 12/9/2008 Karen F. X

4.3.11 Equivalency of Minimum Qualifications for Educational and Classified 

Administrators

1/8/2008 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

4.3.11P Equivalency of Minimum Qualifications for Educational and Classified 

Administrators

1/8/2008 X 6/12/2012

4.4 Certificated Assignments (DELETED) 4/10/2001

4.4.1 Percentage of Faculty Assignments 12/9/2008 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

4.4.1P Faculty Load Conversion Table (DELETED ‐ See 4.4.1) 1/8/2008

4.4.2 Office Hours 1/8/2008 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

4.4.3 Commencement Attendance 12/9/2008 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012 & 

11/12/13

4.4.4 Faculty Professional Development Activity Days (PDA) 1/8/2008 X 2/2/2012 3/13/2012

4.5 Salaries and Compensation 12/9/2008 X 2/2/2012 3/13/2012

4.5.1 Salary Placement Guidelines Classified and Management 12/9/2008 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

4.5.1P Salary Placement Guidelines Classified and Management 12/9/2008 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

4.5.2 Professional Growth Increment (Deleted) 4/10/2001

4.5.3 Step Increases 12/9/2008 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

4.5.4 Additional Work Assignments 1/8/2008 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

4.5.4P Additional Work Assignments 12/9/2008 X 1/19/2012 2/14/2012

4.6 Classification 12/9/2008 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

4.6.1 Prescription of Duties and Creation of New Positions 1/8/2008 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

4.6.2 Reclassification of Existing Positions 12/9/2008 X pulled 1/19/12 for 

further review

5/8/2012

4.6.3 Reorganizations 1/8/2008 Karen F. X 12/6/2012 1/8/2013

4.7 Benefits 1/8/2008 X 6/12/2012

4.7.1 Reporting Faculty Absence and Leave Time 1/8/2008 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012
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4.7.1P Reporting Faculty Absence and Leave Time 1/8/2008 Karen F. X pulled 1/19/12 for 

further review

4.8 Leaves of Absence 12/9/2008 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

4.8.1 Sabbatical Leaves 12/9/2008 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

4.8.2 Educational Leaves 12/9/2008 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

4.9 Disciplinary Procedures 1/8/2008 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

4.9.1 Suspension and/or Dismissal of Academic Employees 12/9/2008 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

4.9.2 Mandatory Sick Leave or Transfer of Faculty Employee Due to Mental Incapacity 12/9/2008 X 1/19/2012 2/14/2012

4.9.2P Mandatory Sick Leave or Transfer of Faculty Employee Due to Mental Incapacity 12/9/2008 X pulled 1/19/12 for 

further review

6/12/2012

4.10 Performance Evaluation 12/9/2008 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

4.11 Health and Safety (Moved to 6.8.2) 12/12/2000

4.11P Health and Safety (Moved to 6.8.2P) 12/12/2000

4.11.1 OSHA Compliance (Moved to 6.8.3) 12/12/2000

4.11.2 Drug Free Workplace (Moved to 6.8.4) 12/12/2000

4.11.3 Hazard Communication Program (Moved to 6.8.5) 12/12/2000

4.11.4 No Smoking (Moved to 6.8.6) 12/12/2000

4.11.4P No Smoking (Moved to 6.8.6P) 12/12/2000

4.11.5 Drugs, Tobacco, Alcohol (Moved To 7.4.2) 5/12/2009

4.11.5a Alcohol and Controlled Substance Testing for Drivers of Certain District Vehicles 

(Moved To 6.8.8)

5/12/2009

4.11.6 Infectious Diseases 1/8/2008 Karen F. X 12/6/2012 1/8/2013

4.12 Resignations/Terminations 12/8/2009 X 2/2/2012 3/13/2012

4.13 Pre‐Retirement Reduction of Workload 12/8/2009 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

4.14 Guide to Complaint and Grievance Processes 12/8/2009 X 2/2/2012 3/13/2012
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4.14a Employee Conduct 12/9/2008 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

4.14aP Employee Conduct 12/9/2008 X 2/2/2012 3/13/2012

4.14b Employee Conflict and Crisis Intervention(formerly 4.16a) (DELETED) 5/12/2009

4.14bP Employee Conflict and Crisis Intervention(formerly 4.16aP (DELETED) 5/12/2009

4.14c Workplace Violence Prevention (formerly 4.22) 1/8/2008 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

4.14cP Workplace Violence Prevention (formerly 4.22P) 1/8/2008 X 2/2/2012 3/13/2012

4.15 Layoffs 1/8/2008 X pulled 1/19/12 for 

further review

6/12/2012

4.16 Employer‐Employee Relations 1/8/2008 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

4.17 Faculty and Educational Administrators Seniority Placement 12/9/2008 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

4.18 Early Retirement Option (ERO) 12/9/2008 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

4.18P Certificated Employee Early Retirement Incentive Policy DELETED 4/10/2001

4.19 Disciplinary Procedures for Classified Managers and Confidential Employees 1/8/2008 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

4.19P Disciplinary Procedures for Classified Managers and Confidential Employees 10/19/2010 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

4.20 Reasonable Accommodations for Employees 12/9/2008 X 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

4.20P Reasonable Accommodations for Employees 12/9/2008 X 2/2/2012 3/13/2012

4.21 Privacy and Access 12/9/2008 X 2/2/2012 3/13/2012

4.21P Privacy and Access 12/9/2008 X 2/2/2012 3/13/2012

SECTION 5:   FINANCE  

5.1 Role of Board: Financial 1/13/2009 Doug R. x 3/7/2013 4/9/2013

5.2 Superintendent/President's Budget Activities 1/13/2009 Doug R. X 11/1/2012 12/11/2012

5.3 Budget Development and Administration 3/11/2008 x 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

5.3.1 Preliminary Estimates 3/11/2008 x 11/17/2011 1/10/2012
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5.3.2 Public Review and Adoption of Final Budget 3/11/2008 x 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

5.3.3 Adoption of Final Budget (Deleted) 5/8/2001

5.3.4 Transfer of Funds 3/11/2008 x 11/17/2011 & 

1/17/13

1/10/2012 & 

2/12/13

5.3.4P Transfer of Funds 3/11/2008 Kate J. 1/17/2013 2/12/2013

5.3.5 Fiscal Control 3/11/2008 x 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

5.3.5aP Use and Control of Signature Stamps 3/11/2008 Kate J. 10/3/2013 11/12/2013

5.3.5bP Write Off of Accounts Receivable 3/11/2008 x 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

5.4 Student Fees 3/11/2008 x 11/17/2011 5/14/2013 & 

11/12/13

5.4P Student Fees 3/11/2008 x 11/17/2011 5/14/2013 & 

11/12/13

5.4.1 Other Fees 3/11/2008 Kate J. 2/7/2013 3/12/2013

5.4.1P Other Fees 3/11/2008 Kate J. x 2/7/2013 3/12/2013

5.5 Sale and Disposal of Surplus Property 1/13/2009 x 4/4/2013 5/14/2013

5.5P Sale and Disposal of Surplus Property 1/13/2009 x 4/4/2013 5/14/2013

5.6 Gifts, Bequests and Devises 1/13/2009 Doug R. X 3/7/2013 4/9/2013

5.6P Gifts, Bequests and Devises 1/13/2009 Doug R. X 3/7/2013 4/9/2013

5.7 Investment Policy 1/13/2009 Doug R. X 3/7/2013 4/9/2013

5.8 Purchasing 1/13/2009 11/7/2013 12/10/2013

5.8P Purchasing 1/13/2009 11/7/2013 12/10/2013

5.8.1 Soliciting Prices (Bids and Quotations) 2/10/2009 11/7/2013 12/10/2013

5.8.1P Sole and Single Source Purchases: Obtaining Equipment On a Trial Basis; Filing Pre‐

Award Bid Protests

3/11/2008 11/7/2013 12/10/2013

5.8.2 Contracts 3/10/2009
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5.8.2P Contracts 1/13/2009

5.8.3 Paying For Goods and Services 3/10/2009 Kate J. x 2/7/2013 3/12/2013

5.8.3P Reimbursement for Miscellaneous Expenses and Ratification of Unauthorized 

Commitments

3/10/2009 Kate J. x 2/7/2013 3/12/2013

5.8.4 Travel Reimbursement 3/11/2008 10/3/2013 11/12/2013

5.8.4P Travel Reimbursement 3/10/2009 10/3/2013 11/12/2013

5.8.5 Independent Contractors/Consultants 3/11/2008 x 4/4/2013 5/14/2013

5.8.5P Independent Contractors/Consultants 3/11/2008 x 4/4/2013 5/14/2013

5.8.6 Honorariums 1/13/2009 Kate Jolley X 2/7/13; hold to bring 

as sep Bd item with 

new procedure

5.8.7 Meal Reimbursement, Entertainment Expenses, Community Activities 

Reimbursement

3/11/2008 Kate Jolley x 2/7/2013 3/12/2013

5.8.8 Procurement Credit Cards 9/8/2009 x 4/4/2013 5/14/2013

5.8.8P Procurement Credit Cards Use and Control 9/8/2009 x 4/4/2013 5/14/2013
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5.8.9 Environmentally Preferable Purchasing Policy (Interim) 2/8/2011 5/2/2013 5/14/2013

5.9 Accounting System 3/11/2008 x 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

5.9.1 General Fund 3/11/2008 x 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

5.9.2 Capital Projects Fund 3/11/2008 x 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

5.9.3 Funds 3/11/2008 x 11/17/2011 1/10/2012 & 

11/12/13

5.9.3P Bank Accounts 3/11/2008 x 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

5.9.4 Encumbering 3/11/2008 x 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

5.9.5 Classification of Expenditures 3/11/2008 x 11/17/2011 1/10/2012 & 

11/12/13

5.9.5a Capital Assets 3/10/2009 x 11/17/2011 1/10/2012 & 

11/12/13

5.9.6 Periodic Financial Reports 3/11/2008 x 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

5.9.7 Annual Audits 3/11/2008 x 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

5.9.7P Annual Audits 3/11/2008 x 11/17/2011 & 

1/17/13

1/10/2012 & 

2/12/13

5.9.7a Internal Audits 3/11/2008 x 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

5.9.8 Student Organization Account 3/11/2008 x 11/17/2011 & 

1/17/13

1/10/2012 & 

2/12/13

5.9.9 Reimbursements for Personal Use 3/11/2008 x 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

5.10 Food Service Management 1/13/2009 Doug, Tim Bosma x 11/1/2012 12/11/2012

5.11 Care of District Records 3/11/2008

5.12 Fiscal Review of Auxiliary Operations 3/11/2008 x 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

5.13 American Express and Travel‐Related Expenses 3/11/2008 x 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

5.13P American Express and Travel‐Related Expenses 3/11/2008 Kate Jolley x Deleted 10/3/13 11/12/2013

5.14 Disaster Preparedness  (will move to 6.12) 3/11/2008 Tony x Deleted 10/3/13 11/12/2013

5.15 Enrollment Fee Reimbursement Program 3/11/2008 Kate J. x 1/17/2013 2/12/2013
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SECTION 6:   FACILITIES PLANNING  

6.0 Institutional Research 3/11/2008 Jane S‐T x 1/19/2012 2/14/2012

6.1 Facilities: Planning 3/11/2008 x 5/8/2012

6.1.1 Facilities Needs Assessment 3/11/2008 x 5/8/2012

6.1.2 Existing Structures 3/11/2008 x 12/1/2011 1/10/2012

6.1.3 Additions and Remodeling 3/11/2008 x 5/8/2012

6.1.4 Facilities: Educational Specifications 3/11/2008 x 5/8/2012

6.2 Facilities: Capital Outlay Programming 3/11/2008 x 5/8/2012

6.2.1 Space Inventory and Utilization 3/11/2008 x 5/8/2012

6.2.2 Five Year Capital Outlay Program 3/11/2008 x 12/1/2011 1/10/2012

6.2.3 Scheduled Maintenance Program 3/11/2008 x 5/8/2012

6.2.4 Hazardous Materials Removal Program 3/11/2008 Doug Kuula x

6.3 Facilities: Capital Outlay 3/11/2008 x 12/1/2011 1/10/2012

6.3.1 General Management of Facilities Planning Projects 3/11/2008 x 5/8/2012

6.3.2 Facilities: Specific Project Administration 3/11/2008 x 5/8/2012

6.4 Facilities: Design 3/11/2008 x 12/1/2011 1/10/2012

6.4.1 Facilities: Design Standards 3/11/2008 x 12/1/2011 1/10/2012

6.4.2 Facilities: Architects and Engineers 3/11/2008 x 12/1/2011 1/10/2012

6.4.2a Facilities: Contracts and Services 3/11/2008 x 5/8/2012

6.4.3 Facilities: Drawings and Specifications 3/11/2008 x 12/1/2011 1/10/2012

6.4.4 Construction Related Equipment 3/11/2008 x 5/8/2012

6.5 Site Selection 3/11/2008 x 6/12/2012

6.5.1 Site Development 3/11/2008 x 12/1/2011 1/10/2012
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6.5.2 Facilities: Acquisition 3/11/2008 x 12/1/2011 1/10/2012

6.5.3 Land Use 3/11/2008 x 12/1/2011 1/10/2012

6.5.4 Native Oak and Landmark Tree Protection 3/11/2008 x 12/1/2011 1/10/2012

6.5.4P Native Oak and Landmark Tree Protection 3/11/2008 x 12/1/2011 1/10/2012

6.6 Facility Project Financial Management 12/9/2008 Tony x 6/12/2012

6.6.1 Facilities: Cost Estimating 3/11/2008 Tony x 6/12/2012

6.6.2 Payment to Consultants and Contractors 3/11/2008 x 12/1/2011 1/10/2012

6.6.3 Facilities: Progress Payments 3/11/2008 Tony x pulled 12/1/2011 now 

Cat 2

6/12/2012

6.6.4 Change Orders, Retention and Final Payments 3/11/2008 Tony x pulled 12/1/2011 now 

Cat 2

6/12/2012

6.6.5 Liquidated Damages 3/11/2008 x 12/1/2011 1/10/2012

6.7 Construction 3/11/2008 Tony x 6/12/2012

6.7.1 Bidding and Documentation 3/11/2008 x 12/1/2011 1/10/2012

6.7.2 Facilities: Project Supervision and Inspection 3/11/2008 Tony x 6/12/2012

6.7.3 Facilities: Acceptance 3/11/2008 Tony x 6/12/2012

6.7.4 Facilities: Dedication 3/11/2008 x 12/1/2011 1/10/2012

6.7.5 Facilities: Building Plaques 3/11/2008 x 12/1/2011 1/10/2012

6.7.5P Facilities: Building Plaques 3/11/2008 x 12/1/2011 1/10/2012

6.7.6 Facilities: Memorials 3/11/2008 x 12/1/2011 1/10/2012

6.7.6P Facilities: Memorials 3/11/2008 Tony x 6/12/2012

6.8 Facilities Operations 3/11/2008 x 12/1/2011 1/10/2012

6.8.1 Toxic Waste 3/11/2008 Doug Kuula x pulled 12/1/2011 now 

Cat 2

6/12/2012
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6.8.2 Health and Safety 3/11/2008 Doug Kuula x 4/18/2013

6.8.2P Health and Safety 3/11/2008 Doug Kuula x 4/18/2013

6.8.3 OSHA Compliance 3/11/2008 Doug Kuula x 11/7/2013 12/10/2013

6.8.4 Drug‐Free Workplace 3/11/2008 x 12/1/2011 1/10/2012

6.8.5 Hazard Communication Program 12/9/2008 Doug Kuula x pulled 12/1/2011 now 

Cat 2

6/12/2012

6.8.6 District Smoke‐Free Campus Environment 12/9/2008 x 12/1/2011 & 

11/15/12

1/10/2012 & 

12/11/12

6.8.6P Smoke‐Free Environment Procedural Guidelines 7/14/2009 x 12/1/2011 & 

11/15/12

1/10/2012 & 

12/11/12

6.8.7 District Energy Policy 12/9/2008 Tony x 6/12/2012

6.8.7P District Energy Guidelines 12/9/2008 Tony x 6/12/2012

6.8.8 Alcohol and Controlled Substance Testing for Drivers of Certain District Vehicles 5/12/2009 x 12/1/2011 1/10/2012

6.9 Computer and Communications Technology Use     NOW POLICY 2.13 3/11/2008 Scott C. x X    sent back for 

revisions

4/10/2012

6.9P Computer and Communications Technology Use     NOW PROCEDURE 2.13P 3/11/2008 Scott C. X    sent back for 

revisions

5/8/2012

6.10 Public Sculptures/Installations 9/8/2009 x 12/1/2011 1/10/2012

6.10P Public Sculptures/Installations 9/8/2009 x 12/1/2011 1/10/2012

SECTION 7:   COMMUNITY RELATIONS  

7.1 Communication With the Public (Public Information Program) 10/14/2008 Sabrina x 1/19/2012 2/14/2012

7.1.1 College News Releases/Official Announcements 10/14/2008 Sabrina x 1/19/2012 2/14/2012

7.2 News Media Coverage of Board Meetings 10/14/2008 x 12/1/2011 1/10/2012

7.3 Santa Rosa Junior College Foundation 10/14/2008 Doug x 12/5/2013 1/14/2014

7.4 Relations Between Public and College Personnel 10/14/2008 Maria G. x

7.4.1 Complaints Concerning College Personnel 10/14/2008 Maria G. x

7.4.2 Drugs, Tobacco, Alcohol 5/12/2009 Doug R., Matt McCaffrey x
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7.5 Relations With Local Government Agencies 10/14/2008 Maria G.

7.6 Use of College Facilities 3/10/2009 Tony x

7.6P Use of College Facilities 3/10/2009 Tony x

7.6.1 Mail Handling 1/13/2009 Doug x

7.7 Citizens' Advisory Committees 10/14/2008 RFA x 1/19/2012 & 11/7/13 2/14/2012 & 

12/10/13

7.8 Soliciting Funds on Campus 1/13/2009 Doug x 12/5/2013 1/14/2014

7.8.1 Fund Raising 3/10/2009 Doug 12/5/2013 1/14/2014

7.8.1P Fund Raising 4/14/2009 Doug 12/5/2013 1/14/2014

7.9 Campus Disturbances/Loitering 12/9/2008 Doug x

7.10 Vandalism 12/9/2008 x 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

7.11 Closed Campus 12/9/2008 Doug x Pulled 12‐1‐11 for 

further review    4‐4‐

13

5/14/2013

7.12 Parking and Traffic Regulations 12/9/2008 x 12/1/2011 1/10/2012

7.12P Parking and Traffic Regulations 4/13/2010 Doug, Matt McCaffrey x

7.13 District Police 12/9/2008 x 12/1/2011 1/10/2012

7.13.1 Campus Crime Reporting and Campus Security Act 12/9/2008 x 12/1/2011 1/10/2012

7.14 Wine and Special Events 2/12/2008 Doug x 12/5/2013 1/14/2014

7.14P Wine and Special Events Guidelines for Responsible Hosting 2/12/2008 Doug x 12/5/2013 1/14/2014

7.15 Honorary Degrees 10/14/2008 x 12/1/2011 1/10/2012

7.16 Children and Visitors in the Classroom and Work Areas 12/9/2008 Ricardo x

7.17 Service Animals 2/10/2009 Ricardo/Patie W. x 5/2/2016 6/11/2013

7.17P Service Animals 2/10/2009 Ricardo/Patie W. x 5/2/2016 6/11/2013
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7.18 Response to Rape and Sexual Assault 3/10/2009 Doug, Matt McCaffrey x

7.18P Response to Rape and Sexual Assault Procedures 3/10/2009 Doug, Matt McCaffrey x

7.19 Animal Control 12/9/2008 Ricardo/Karen x 12/6/2012 1/8/2013

SECTION 8:   STUDENT SERVICES  

8.1 Admission and Enrollment 2/12/2008 x 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

8.1.1 Access for Students With Disabilities 2/12/2008 x 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

8.1.1P Academic Adjustments, Alterations, Course Substitutions/Waivers for Students 

With Disabilities

3/11/2008 x 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

8.1.2 Resident Status for Non‐Resident Police Academy and In‐ Service Law 

Enforcement Enrollees

2/12/2008 x 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

8.1.2P Resident Status for Non‐Resident Police Academy and In‐Service Law Enforcement 

Enrollees

2/12/2008 x 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

8.1.3 Registration and Enrollment 3/11/2008 Ricardo x

8.1.4 Fees and Refunds 3/11/2008 x 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

8.1.5 Attendance Requirements 5/11/2010 Ricardo/Freyja x 1/19/2012  Two 

readings at BOT

4/10/2012

8.1.6 Academic Renewal 3/11/2008 x 2/2/2012 3/13/2012

8.1.7 Student Unit Load 5/13/2008 x 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

8.1.8 Change of Program 2/12/2008 Ricardo x

8.1.9 Commencement 2/12/2008 x 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

8.1.10 Recognition of Achievement/Dean's Honor List 2/12/2008 Ricardo x 5/2/2013 6/11/2013

8.1.10P Dean's Honor List 2/12/2008 Ricardo x 5/2/2013 6/11/2013

8.1.11 Special Admission of K‐12 Students 1/13/2009 x 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

8.1.11P Special Admission Administrative Procedures 1/13/2009 Ricardo x

8.1.12 Student Educational Leaves 3/11/2008 x 11/17/2011 & 

12/5/13

1/10/2012 & 1/14/14

8.1.13 Status of Transferring Students 2/12/2008 Ricardo x
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8.1.14 Remedial Coursework Unit Limitation 5/13/2008 x 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

8.1.14P Remedial Coursework Unit Limitation 5/13/2008 x 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

8.1.15 Auditing of Classes 2/12/2008 x 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

8.1.15P Auditing of Classes 11/9/2010 x 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

8.1.16 Repetition of Courses 12/14/2010 Ricardo/Freyja x 5/8/2012  and     5‐14‐

13

8.1.16P Repetition of Courses 11/9/2010 Ricardo/Freyja x 5/8/2012  and     5‐14‐

13

8.1.17 Student Equity 5/12/2009 x 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

8.1.17P Student Equity 5/12/2009

8.2 Student Rights and Responsibilities 3/11/2008 x 2/2/2012 3/13/2012

8.2.1 Non‐Discrimination 3/11/2008 Karen F. 10/17/2013 11/12/2013

8.2.2 Student Grievances/Complaints 3/11/2008 Robert E. x 7/10/2012

8.2.2P Student Grievances/Complaints 6/10/2008 Robert E. x 7/10/2012 & 

12/11/12

8.2.3 Student Access to Student Records 5/13/2008 x 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

8.2.4 Moved to 3.1.6 11/14/2000

8.2.5 Grounds for Barring Student From Class (DELETED) 5/12/2009

8.2.6 Probation, Dismissal, and Readmission 3/11/2008 x 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

8.2.6P Probation, Dismissal and Readmission 1/13/2009 x 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

8.2.7 DELETED 11/14/2000

8.2.8 Student Discipline 5/13/2008 x 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

8.2.9 Student Educational Rights and Privacy 11/10/2009 x 11/17/2011 & 

10/3/13

1/10/2012 & 

11/12/13

8.2.9P Student Educational Rights and Privacy 11/10/2009 Ricardo x
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8.3 Student Support Services 3/11/2008 x 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

8.3.1 Articulation/Transfer Center 3/11/2008 x 2/2/2012 3/13/2012

8.3.2 Counseling 3/11/2008 x 2/2/2012 1/10/2012

8.3.3 Career Development Service Center 2/12/2008 x 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

8.3.4 Assessment 6/10/2008 x 5/8/2012

8.3.4P Assessment 6/10/2008 x 5/8/2012

8.3.5 Adult Reentry 3/11/2008 x 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

8.3.6 Veterans Services 3/11/2008 x 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

8.3.7 Financial Aid and Scholarship Services 3/11/2008 x 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

8.3.8 Employment Services 3/11/2008 x 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

8.3.9 Housing (Moved to 8.5.9) 5/12/2009

8.3.9P Housing (DELETED) 5/12/2009

8.3.10 Proctoring Services for non‐SRJC Exams 7/16/2008 x 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

8.3.10P Proctoring Services for non‐SRJC Exams 7/16/2008 x 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

8.3.11 Doyle Scholarship Program 8/9/2011 x 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

8.4 Student Health Services 2/12/2008 Ricardo/Susan Q. x 3/7/2013 4/9/2013

8.4P Student Health Services 10/14/2008 Ricardo/Susan Q. x 3/7/2013 4/9/2013

8.4.1 Student Health Services Fee                  COMBINED INTO 8.4 3/11/2008 x 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

8.4.2 Student Accident Insurance 1/13/2009 Doug R. x 11/1/2012 12/11/2012

8.4.3 Student Health Services Optional Service Charges                COMBINED INTO 8.4p 2/12/2008 x 1/19/2012 2/14/2012

8.4.3P Student Health Services Optional Service Charges                COMBINED INTO 8.4p 2/12/2008 x 1/19/2012 2/14/2012

8.5 Student Affairs 5/13/2008 x 11/17/2011 1/10/2012
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8.5.1 Student Government 5/13/2008 x 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

8.5.2 Student Clubs, Organizations or Ad Hoc Groups 5/13/2008 x 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

8.5.2P Student Clubs, Organizations or Ad Hoc Groups 5/13/2008 Ricardo x

8.5.3 Student Production of Goods and Services 2/12/2008 x 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

8.5.4 Student Publications 2/12/2008 x 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

8.5.5 Speakers 3/11/2008 Ricardo x 11/7/2013 12/10/2013

8.5.6 Solicitation of Funds and Distribution of Literature on Campus 2/12/2008 sent back for further 

review; now Cat 3

x 11/17/2011 & 

11/7/13

1/10/2012 & 

12/10/13

8.5.6P Distribution of Literature on Campus 3/11/2008 sent back for further 

review; now Cat 3

x 1/19/2012 & 11/7/13 2/14/2012 & 

12/10/13

8.5.7 Identification Cards 2/12/2008 x 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

8.5.8 Travel/Extra Class Activities 2/12/2008 x 11/17/2011 1/10/2012

8.5.9 Student Off‐Campus Housing Assistance 5/12/2009 x 1/19/2012 2/14/2012

8.6 Matriculation 6/10/2008 x 11/17/2011 3/13/2012

8.6P Matriculation 6/10/2008 Ricardo x

8.7 Athletics (Moved to 3.24) 5/8/2001

8.8 Extended Opportunity Programs and Services (EOPS) 3/11/2008 Ricardo x 10/3/2013 11/12/2013

8.9 Cooperative Agencies Resources for Education (CARE) 3/11/2008 x 1/19/2012 & 10/3/13 2/14/2012 & 

11/12/13

Updated       2‐

28‐13  FG



Article 14A: Regular Faculty Evaluations 

Last Modified: 2013 Agreement Article 14A: Regular Faculty Evaluations 
2014-17 AFA/Sonoma County Junior College District Contract page 1 of 20 

CONTENTS 

14A.01 Definitions 
14A.02 Education Code References 
14A.03 Overview 
14A.04 Ethical Behavior for the Evaluation Process 
14A.05 Determination of Regular Faculty to be Evaluated 
14A.06  Timeline for the Evaluation Process 
14A.07 Notification of the Evaluee 
14A.08  Identification of the Evaluation Team 
14A.09 Supervising Administrator and Department Chair Conference 
14A.10 Submission of the Evaluation Materials 
14A.11 Observation Report and Student Evaluations 
14A.12 Final Report 
14A.13 Incomplete or Late Evaluations 
14A.14 Submitting the Evaluation File 
14A.15 Follow-up Evaluation 
14A.16 Checklist of Evaluation Roles and Duties 
14A.17 Identification of the Department Chair 
14A.18  Identification of the Supervising Administrator 
14A.19 Identification of the Appropriate Vice President 
14A.20 Establishing and Implementing Rotation Lists 
14A.21 Special Situations and Other Provisions 

14A.01 DEFINITIONS 

“CONFER” means to discuss using any appropriate form of communication, such as 
in person, by email, in writing, by telephone, or in a videoconference. 

“CONTINUING EVALUATIONS” means those evaluations that occur after 
probationary faculty members have completed their tenure review process. (See 
Article 30: Tenure Review.) 

“DEPARTMENT PEER” means a faculty peer chosen from a rotation list consisting of 
faculty in the same discipline or faculty from all disciplines in the department. 

“EVALUATION MATERIALS” means official documentation associated with the 
evaluation process, such as syllabi, teaching or allied schedule, or self-assessment. 
Only the specified evaluation materials are placed in the evaluee’s personnel file. 

“EVALUATION FILE” means a compilation of evaluation reports that are part of the 
evaluation process. 

“NON DEPARTMENT PEER” means a faculty peer chosen from a pool of all those 
regular faculty members who chose the option of a peer from outside the 
department. 

14A.02 EDUCATION CODE REFERENCES 
A. Participants: The team evaluation, following the procedures outlined in this 

article, serves to fulfill the intent of AB 1725 Section 4(v)(5). “A faculty member’s 
students, administrators and peers should all contribute to his or her evaluation, 
but the faculty should, in the usual case, play a central role in the evaluation 
process and, together with the appropriate administrator, assume principal 
responsibility for the effectiveness of the process.”   
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14A.02. B. Evaluation Cycle: “Contract employees shall be evaluated at least once in each 
academic year. Regular employees shall be evaluated at least once in every three 
academic years. Temporary employees shall be evaluated within the first year of 
employment. Thereafter, evaluation shall be at least every six regular semesters, 
or once every nine regular quarters, as applicable.” (Ed Code Section 87663[a]) 

C. Peer Review Process: “Evaluations shall include, but not be limited to, a peer 
review process. The peer review process shall be on a departmental or divisional 
basis, and shall address the forthcoming demographics of California, and the 
principles of affirmative action. The process shall require that the peers reviewing 
are both representative of the diversity of California and sensitive to affirmative 
action concerns, all without compromising quality and excellence in teaching.”  
(Ed Code Sections 87663[c] and [d]). 

D. Responsibility: The faculty and District administration share the responsibility for 
the evaluation process. The evaluation teams and the District administration reach 
conclusions regarding performance evaluation, and also address and affirm the 
need “to recognize and acknowledge good performance, to enhance satisfactory 
performance and help employees who are performing satisfactorily further their 
growth, to identify weak performance and assist employees in achieving needed 
improvement, and to document unsatisfactory performance.” (AB 1725 Section 
4[v][4]) 

E. Student Evaluation: “It is the intent of the Legislature that faculty evaluation 
include, to the extent practicable, student evaluation.” (Ed Code Section 87663[g])  

F. Specific Procedures and Standards: “The governing board of each district, in 
consultation with the faculty, shall adopt rules and regulations establishing the 
specific procedures for the evaluation of its contract and regular employees on an 
individual basis and setting forth reasonable but specific standards which it expects 
its faculty to meet in the performance of their duties. Such procedures and standards 
shall be uniform for all contract employees of the district with similar general duties 
and responsibilities and shall be uniform for all regular employees of the district with 
similar general duties and responsibilities.” (Ed Code Section 87664) 

14A.03 OVERVIEW 

A. Evaluation Objectives: The evaluation process provides information to the 
regular faculty member being evaluated, hereinafter called the evaluee, and to the 
district about performance in the four (4) major categories of the regular faculty 
job description: student contact-related duties, district/department service, 
professional development and other required job duties. These are described in the 
regular faculty job description as appropriate for the employment category. (See 
Article 17: Job Descriptions.) 

B. Four Areas of Job Performance Evaluation: The four (4) areas of job 
performance are: 

1. Student Contact-Related Duties: Student contact-related duties for both 
instructional and allied assignments are evaluated through observations, written 
student evaluations, and evidence of job performance or student concerns or 
complaints brought to the attention of, and verified by, the department chair or 
supervising administrator.   
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14A.03. B. 2. District and Department Service: District and department service includes 
both required and self-directed service. It is generally documented in the 
regular faculty member’s Self-Assessment Report, through discussion with the 
faculty member and his/her colleagues, and through verification of attendance 
at committee meetings or events. 

3. Professional Development: Professional development includes required 
professional development obligations, as well as those independent activities 
initiated by the faculty member that support or promote the discipline or the 
profession academically or in the community, whether paid or unpaid and 
regardless of payment source. 

4. Other Required Duties: Other required duties include those activities 
mandated by other sections of the AFA/District Contract, District Policies and 
Procedures, or local, state, or federal statute, such as keeping office hours and 
turning in census rosters and grades on time. This portion of faculty duties will 
be performed according to established dates or deadlines, as well as in 
adherence to District policies. 

C. District Tenure Review & Evaluations Committee (DTREC): The District and 
AFA will establish and maintain this committee.  

1. The committee will:  

a. Approve, review, and update tenure review and evaluation documents and 
forms. 

b. Recommend actions to the District in specific matters relating to evaluations 
or tenure review. 

c. Serve as a resource for those involved in tenure review or evaluation 
processes. 

d. Respond to inquiries regarding the interpretation of Contract language in 
matters relating to evaluations or tenure review. (Article 6: Interpretation of 
the Contract, section 6.01) 

2. The committee will consist of three (3) members appointed by the District, two 
(2) faculty members appointed by AFA (one (1) an adjunct faculty member), two 
(2) faculty members appointed by the Academic Senate (one (1) a department 
chair). 

3. The District and AFA will each designate one (1) of their appointees to serve as 
the co-chairs of the committee. 

4. The committee co-chairs, by mutual agreement, may appoint ad hoc members to 
the committee for a specific period of time. Ad hoc members do not vote in 
committee decisions. 

14A.04 ETHICAL BEHAVIOR FOR THE EVALUATION PROCESS: The evaluation process 
demands the highest ethical and professional behavior by all participants, including 
the following. 

A. Confidentiality: To protect the rights of all faculty members and all other 
participants, all aspects of the evaluation process are to be kept in the strictest 
confidence. The evaluation team will maintain confidentiality unless: 

1. The evaluee shares evaluation reports or discusses otherwise confidential aspects 
of the process with someone outside the evaluation process. In this case all 
parties may then discuss all aspects of the process in order to investigate, clarify, 
or conciliate.   
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14.04. A. 2. Comments of participants, or the evaluation documents, are required in response 
to the demands of legal procedures. 

3. Information needs to be shared with legal counsel or with supervisors in the 
organizational structure who have a right to know. 

B. Objectivity: Evaluation team members will maintain objectivity during the 
process. If any participant in the evaluation process believes lack of objectivity is 
influencing the proceedings, s/he should refer the matter to one of the following: 

1. The Vice President of Human Resources for matters related to protected groups.  

2. The Academic Senate Ethics and Professional Relations Committee for matters 
related to professional and ethical behavior of faculty members on the team. 

3. The next level of administration for matters related to professional and ethical 
behavior of the supervising administrator on the team.  

4. The All Faculty Association (AFA) Conciliation/Grievance Officer for any concern 
or question the faculty member might have about the objectivity of the process. 
The AFA Conciliation/Grievance Officer will bring those questions or concerns to 
the District Tenure Review and Evaluation Committee. If and when necessary, 
the Committee will make a recommendation to the Vice President of Academic 
Affairs. The Vice President of Academic Affairs will make the final determination 
based on the Committee’s recommendation. 

C. Interpretation of Article 14A  

1. If there is a difference of interpretation between the District and AFA, or between 
the evaluee and the evaluation team, about the implementation of this article, 
such matters will be referred to the District Tenure Review and Evaluations 
Committee (DTREC) for review and recommendation.  

2. District representatives will send their inquiries to the Dean of Curriculum and 
Educational Support Services.  

3. Faculty members or AFA representatives will send their inquiries to the AFA Co-
chair of DTREC. 

14A.05 DETERMINATION OF REGULAR FACULTY TO BE EVALUATED 

A. Evaluation Period: The evaluation period covers three (3) academic years, 
starting in the beginning of the fall semester of each year and inclusive of the 
evaluation year. During all three (3) years, faculty members are responsible to 
keep records of District and department service, including Student Learning 
Objective assessment activities, and professional development that will be listed in 
the Self-Assessment Report.  

B. Semester of Evaluation: Department chairs will assign regular faculty to either a 
fall or spring evaluation. The evaluation will observe the timelines in this article. 

C. Duration of Evaluation: An evaluation remains in effect until replaced by a more 
recent evaluation.   
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14A.06 TIMELINE FOR THE EVALUATION PROCESS  

A. Steps and Timeline: The timeline below briefly explains the evaluation process 
step by step in chronological order. (For a complete description of the process, see 
the other provisions of this article.) The timeline below is for evaluations of full-
semester assignments. This is a recommended timeline, and participants may vary 
from the timeline so long as they meet the three (3) mandatory dates. The three 
(3) mandatory due dates for this process are: 

1. Week 2: Notification of the evaluation (District) 
2. Week 5: Submission of the syllabi and schedule (Evaluee) 
3. Week 16: Meeting or conference with the evaluee (District and Evaluee) 

 The District’s failure to meet the two (2) mandatory District deadlines may result in 
the evaluation being set aside if requested by the evaluee. The evaluee’s failure to 
submit materials or to cooperate does not halt or delay the process. The remaining 
deadlines are simply recommended dates. 

B. Week 2: No later than the end of Week 2 of the evaluation semester 
(mandatory deadline) the Office of the Dean of Curriculum and Educational 
Support Services: 

1. Notifies regular faculty members who are due for evaluation and sends evaluation 
forms and instructions via District email to evaluees. 

2. Notifies department chair and supervising administrator of the regular faculty 
members who are due for evaluations. 

C. Week 3: No later than the end of Week 3 of the evaluation semester: 

1. The department chair or evaluation committee identifies the department peer 
from the rotation list and informs the evaluee. The evaluee has the right to reject 
one (1) department peer.  

2. Notification to the department peer does not occur until the evaluee accepts or 
rejects the peer in Week 4. No response is considered acceptance. 

3. The evaluee may request a non-department peer. An email request sent to the 
chair is sufficient, followed by a signed copy of the Non-Department Peer request 
form.  

4. Requests for a non-department peer must be made no later than the end of 
Week 3 of the fall semester, regardless of whether the evaluation is scheduled 
for fall or spring. Requests submitted after this date will be denied. 

D. Week 4: No later than the end of Week 4 of the evaluation semester: 

1. If the evaluee rejects the first department peer selected from the rotation list, 
the department chair selects the next available peer from the rotation list and 
informs the evaluee. The evaluee has no further right to reject a peer.  

2. The department chair and supervising administrator consult and deliberate about 
all regular evaluations in the department and determine if the department chair 
will observe and whether or not the supervising administrator will request to 
observe. 

3. The chair informs the evaluee of the members of evaluation team, including the 
department peer, and identifies which members of the team will be conducting 
observations (email notification preferred). The peer always observes. 

4. The chair informs the department peer of the evaluation team assignment. 
5. The department chair and supervising administrator determine if classified staff 

input is desired for any evaluations and plan to distribute those feedback forms. 
The feedback forms must be pre-approved by DTREC.   
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14A.06. E. Week 5: No later than the end of Week 5 of the evaluation semester: 

1. The Dean of Curriculum and Educational Support Services coordinates the 
selection of non-department peers.  

2. The evaluee submits his/her course syllabi, schedule of instructional or allied 
duties, and self-assessment to the department chair (email preferred) 
(mandatory deadline). 

3. The department chair ensures that an evaluation file for evaluation materials is 
created and maintained in a confidential manner. 

F. Week 6: No later than the end of Week 6 of the evaluation semester: 

1. The department chair sends copies of the syllabi, schedule, and self-assessment 
to the peer and the supervising administrator (email preferred). 

2. The supervising administrator notifies the Dean of Curriculum and Education 
Support Services of department peers and identifies which members of the team 
will conduct an observation (email list preferred). 

G. Weeks 6 through 11: During Weeks 6 through 11 of the evaluation semester: 

1. Each observer contacts the evaluee to find a mutually agreeable time for the 
observation. 

2. Each observer conducts an observation and may be responsible for the collection 
of the Student Evaluation forms. If more than one evaluator is observing a 
particular section, the team will coordinate so that only one (1) set of student 
evaluation forms is collected.  

3. The department chair ensures that student evaluations are tabulated and that a 
summary of the tabulated evaluations is sent to the observer.  

H. Week 12: No later than the end of Week 12 of the evaluation semester: 

1. Each observer meets or confers with the evaluee to discuss the Observation 
Report, including the narrative and summary of student comments. The 
Observation Report may be shared by paper copy, email, or FAX, and the 
conference may occur in person, by telephone, by email, or other appropriate 
means of communication. When using email or FAX, the observer should save a 
copy of the transmission as evidence of communication. 

2. Each observer sends a copy of his/her Observation Report, including the 
summary of student evaluations, to the other members of the team (email 
preferred).  

3. The observer signs the original Observation Report and sends it to the 
department chair. 

I. Week 13: No later than the end of Week 13 of the evaluation semester: 

1. All members of the team confer about the rating for student contact-related 
duties. Evidence about student contact-related duties, such as student concerns 
or complaints brought to the attention of, and verified by, the department chair 
or supervising administrator may be included in the deliberation. 

2. The department chair and supervising administrator confer to assign a rating for 
District/department service, professional development, and other required duties. 
For efficiency, the department chair and the supervising administrator may 
discuss more than one (1) regular faculty evaluation at the same time.  
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14.06. I. 3. The department chair completes the Final Report form, designating a rating for 
each category, and circulates it for signature by each member of the team. 

4. If an “Improvement Needed” rating is considered in the student contact-related 
category, all three (3) members of the team will confer, reach conclusions about 
recommendations and follow-up, and identify one (1) member to write the 
narrative for the Final Report.  

5. A narrative is required when an “Improvement Needed” rating is given in any 
category. A brief narrative is required to describe follow-up for a “Satisfactory, 
with Minor Improvement Needed” rating. 

6. If there is no agreement on any of the final ratings, one (1) or more members 
may write a Minority Report.  

J. Week 14: No later than the end of Week 14 of the evaluation semester: If any 
team member writes a Minority Report, it is due no later than five (5) working days 
after ratings have been determined on the Final Report. 

K. Week 16: No later than the end of Week 16 of the evaluation semester 
(mandatory deadline): 

1. The Observation Report(s), Final Report and any Minority Report(s) are ready for 
the evaluee’s review and signature. 

2. If all categories are rated “Satisfactory,” including “Satisfactory, with Minor 
Improvement Needed,” the department chair meets or confers with the evaluee 
to review and sign the Observation Report(s), the Final Report, and any Minority 
Report(s).  

3. If any category is rated “Improvement Needed,” the department chair forwards 
the evaluation file to the supervising administrator. The supervising administrator 
meets with the evaluee to review and sign the Observation Report(s), the Final 
Report, and any Minority Report(s). The chair may choose to participate in that 
meeting. 

4. The evaluee has ten (10) working days to respond in writing to the Observation 
Report(s), the Final Report, and any Minority Report(s). The evaluee’s response 
will be included in the evaluation file. 

L. End of semester: No later than the end of the semester (recommended 
deadline): 

1. The department chair forwards any remaining evaluation files to the supervising 
administrator. 

2. The supervising administrator’s office verifies that the evaluation files are 
complete and sends the files to the Office of the Dean of Curriculum and 
Educational Support Services. 

14A.07 NOTIFICATION OF THE EVALUEE 

A. No later than the end of Week 2, the Office of the Dean of Curriculum and 
Educational Support Services notifies regular faculty members who are due for 
evaluation and sends evaluation forms and instructions via District email to evaluees. 

B.  No later than the end of Week 2, the Office of the Dean of Curriculum and 
Educational Support Services notifies department chairs and supervising 
administrators of the regular faculty members who are due for evaluation.  
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14A.08 IDENTIFICATION OF THE EVALUATION TEAM: Identification of the evaluation 
team will occur no later than Week 4 (recommended timeline) unless a non-
department peer was requested. No individual may serve in multiple roles on the 
team. (See section 14A.17 for identification of the individual who serves as chair in 
departments without elected chairs. See section 14A.21 for the process when the 
chair is the evaluee.) 

A. Department Peer: The department peer will be selected from the rotation list. 
(See section 14A.20 for a description of how the rotation list is created and 
maintained.) 

1.  In making department peer assignments from the rotation list, the department 
chair/committee will take into account class scheduling conflicts and, if 
necessary, move to the next name on the rotation list.  

2. The evaluee has the right to reject one (1) department peer. When that occurs, 
the chair/committee will identify a new department peer by choosing the next 
available name from the rotation list. 

3.  With the prior agreement of the supervising administrator, a department chair 
may offer any probationary faculty member in Years 2, 3, or 4 of the tenure 
review process the opportunity to serve as an evaluator for regular and/or 
adjunct faculty evaluations, provided that the evaluee is not a member of the 
probationary faculty member’s tenure review team. The probationary faculty 
member may accept or decline this offer without prejudice. The only exception to 
this arrangement will be if a probationary faculty member has an assignment that 
requires evaluations of others as a part of the job description. In that case, the 
evaluations are a required part of the job in all years of employment. 

B. Non-Department Peer: A non-department peer is chosen in the fall semester 
only from the pool of all those regular faculty members who chose the option to 
have a peer evaluator from outside the department. 

1. Requests for a non-department peer must be made no later than the end of 
Week 3 of the fall semester, regardless of whether the evaluation is scheduled 
for fall or spring. Requests submitted after this date will be denied. 

2. The evaluee may request a non-department peer. An email request sent to the 
chair is sufficient, followed by a signed copy of the Non-Department Peer request 
form. 

3. The Vice President of Academic Affairs or designee, in the presence of the DTREC 
faculty co-chair or designee, will randomly assign non-department peers to 
teams. In no case will the assignment be reciprocal.  

4. If the evaluee has chosen to exercise the non-department peer option, s/he does 
not have the right to reject the individual assigned.  

5. If only one (1) or two (2) faculty members request a non-department peer, the 
faculty co-chair of DTREC will solicit faculty volunteers to serve as a non-
department peer. If that fails, then the option will not be available that semester. 

6. The Office of the Dean of Curriculum and Education support services will notify 
the team when a non-department peer is identified. 

C. Department Chair: The department chair is the individual in office at the time of the 
evaluation.  

D. Supervising Administrator: The appropriate supervising administrator will serve on 
the team. (See section 14A.18 for the identification of the appropriate administrator.)  
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14A.08. E. Classified Staff Participation in the Evaluation Process  

1. The evaluation team, when it deems it to be appropriate, will solicit classified 
staff input by gathering anonymous responses to a set of questions regarding the 
evaluee’s student contact-related duties.  

2. The team will submit the questions to DTREC for review and approval prior to 
their use.  

3. The department chair’s office will tabulate and share the responses to the 
questions with each member of the team. 

14A.09 SUPERVISING ADMINISTRATOR AND DEPARTMENT CHAIR CONFERENCE  
A. No later than the end of Week 4 of each semester (recommended timeline), the 

department chair and supervising administrator will consult and deliberate about all 
of the regular faculty evaluations in the department and determine if the chair will 
observe and/or if the supervising administrator will request to observe. 

1. A department chair has the right to conduct an observation, but may choose to 
waive that right. 

2.  Upon consultation with the chair, the supervising administrator may request to 
perform a student contact observation. The DTREC co-chairs will consider this 
request based on a rationale submitted by the supervising administrator. This 
observation will not be performed without DTREC co-chair consensus approval. 
The co-chairs of DTREC will decide if the administrator will be allowed to observe. 
If they do not agree, DTREC will consider the rationale and determine by majority 
vote if the administrator will be allowed to observe. The co-chairs of DTREC will 
inform the administrator of the decision. 

3. The purpose of this conference is to: 
a. Discuss any recommendations or follow-up required from previous 

evaluations. 
b. Establish a plan for observations for the semester, including who will be 

observing and which courses, sections and/or duties will be observed. If 
more than one (1) evaluator is observing a particular section, the team will 
coordinate so that only one (1) set of student evaluation forms is collected.  

c. For evaluation of instructional faculty members, the evaluation team is 
allowed to collect student evaluation forms only from the sections that are 
observed. 

d. Determine if classified staff input is appropriate. If so, the team will write 
questions to submit to DTREC for approval.  

B. No later than the end of Week 4, the department chair will notify the evaluee of 
the evaluation team, including who will observe (email preferred), unless a non-
department peer has been requested, which requires more time. 

14A.10 SUBMISSION OF THE EVALUATION MATERIALS  

A. Evaluation Materials: No later than the end of Week 5 (mandatory deadline) 
of the evaluation semester, the evaluee will submit evaluation materials to the 
department chair. For regular faculty, evaluation materials include: 
1. Responses to recommendations made in prior evaluation(s); 
2. A schedule of classes and/or other student contact-related duties;  
3. Current course syllabi for all courses taught that semester; and 

4. The Self-Assessment Report, described below.   
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14A.10. B. Self-Assessment Report: The Self-Assessment Report should include the 
following: 

1. Self-reflection on strengths and areas for improvement, as well as plans for 
professional development. This report should include reflections on any student 
learning outcomes assessments in which the evaluee has participated over the 
three-year evaluation period, which includes the evaluation year. 

2. Responses to suggestions and recommendations made in prior evaluation(s). 

3. A list and description of any District and department service and any 
professional development activities performed over the three-year evaluation 
period, which includes the evaluation year. (See Article 17: Job Descriptions.) 
Failure to submit these lists could result in an “Improvement Needed” rating in 
the District/department service and/or professional development categories for 
lack of information. 

C. Tracking and Reminders  

1. The office of the supervising administrator will track all regular faculty 
evaluations on a form developed by Academic Affairs. 

2. The department chair will compile and store all evaluation reports in a 
confidential manner. 

3. The department chair will send to the Office of the Dean of Curriculum and 
Educational Support Services the names of all evaluees who have not submitted 
the required materials. Those evaluees will receive notification that they have not 
fulfilled their responsibilities under Article 14A. 

D. Review of Previous Evaluations: Members of the evaluation team may not 
review previous evaluations of the evaluee unless the team is conducting a follow-
up evaluation. For a follow-up evaluation, members of the team may review only 
the most recent evaluation for which the evaluee received either an “Improvement 
Needed” or “Satisfactory, with Minor Improvement Needed” rating. 

14A.11 OBSERVATION REPORT AND STUDENT EVALUATIONS: Generally speaking, 
observations will occur in Weeks 6 through 11 (recommended timeline). 

A. Scheduling the Observation  

1. Each team member who has committed to do an observation will contact the 
evaluee to schedule a mutually agreeable date and time to observe student 
contact-related duties during Weeks 6 through 11 of the evaluation semester 
(recommended timeline).  

2. If the evaluee fails to respond to a request and one (1) reminder to establish a 
mutually agreeable date/time, the observer can choose the date and time and 
simply notify the evaluee. 

 B. Observation Report: Each member of the evaluation team who participates in an 
observation will follow these steps. 

1. The observer will attend and observe one (1) class session, part of a class 
session, or a reasonable portion of student contact-related duties of allied faculty 
members. Online observations will be limited to approximately one (1) week of 
online learning or one (1) module of teaching.   
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14.11. B. 2. The Observation Report form requires a written narrative. It also includes criteria 
for job performance. Observers are encouraged to use the DTREC rubric when 
applying these criteria. This rubric informs, but does not determine, the rating on 
the Final Report.  

3. For each section observed, the observer will distribute and collect anonymous 
student evaluations, using a DTREC-approved Student Evaluation form. If more 
than one (1) evaluator is observing a particular section, the team will coordinate 
so that only one (1) set of student evaluations is collected. Student Evaluation 
forms for online classes will be sent electronically and gathered confidentially. A 
classified employee will tally student evaluations in a confidential manner; 
student workers will not be allowed to perform this work. 

4. For allied faculty, a representative sampling of students may be asked to 
complete a Student Evaluation form. Each department will develop its own 
procedure for the collection of student feedback for allied student contact-related 
duties. These procedures and forms must be submitted to DTREC for approval 
and kept on file in the office of the appropriate vice president (either Academic 
Affairs or Student Services). 

5. Evidence from student evaluations will be incorporated into the Observation 
Report narrative as appropriate. 

6. Evidence of job performance and verified student concerns or complaints brought 
to the attention of any member of the evaluation team may be included in the 
Observation Report.  

7. The observer will meet or confer about items contained in or related to the 
Observation Report. 

8. The observer will send (email preferred) the Observation Report and the 
summary of student evaluations to each team member no later than Week 12 
(recommended timeline) of the evaluation semester. 

9. Observers will submit their Observation Reports signed by the observer to the 
department chair no later than the end of Week 12 of the evaluation semester 
(recommended timeline).  

10. To preserve the students’ right to anonymity, the original Student Evaluation 
forms will not be shared with the evaluee.  

11. Upon conclusion of the evaluation semester, if all ratings are “Satisfactory” or 
“Satisfactory, with Minor Improvement Needed,” the student evaluation forms 
will be shredded or destroyed. If any rating is “Improvement Needed,” the 
student evaluations will be kept on file confidentially for one (1) year from the 
date of the evaluee’s signature on the Final Report. 

14A.12 FINAL REPORT  

A. Final Report Conclusions: No later than Week 13 (recommended timeline), the 
evaluation team will begin deliberations about the Final Report. The Final Report 
documents the performance of the evaluee in the four (4) categories of a regular 
faculty member’s job. (See Article 17: Job Descriptions). The Final Report 
represents a synthesis of the conclusions reached by team members in the area of 
student contact-related duties and the agreement of the chair and the supervising 
administrator with regard to all other required duties.   
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14A.12. A. 1. Student Contact-Related Duties: A synthesis of the conclusions of all team 
members. If there is no consensus, then the majority opinion prevails. If there is 
no majority, then each observer will submit a Minority Report, and the 
appropriate vice president (see section 14A.19) will determine the final rating. 

2. District/Department Service: The department chair and supervising administrator 
will confer and assign this rating. If they disagree, the team will decide the rating 
by consensus or by vote, if necessary. 

3. Professional Development: The department chair and supervising administrator 
will confer and assign this rating. If they disagree, the team will decide the rating 
by consensus or by vote, if necessary. 

4. Other Required Duties: The department chair and supervising administrator will 
confer and assign this rating for the team. If they disagree, the team will decide 
the rating by consensus or by vote, if necessary. 

B. Final Report Ratings: In each category, the following ratings may be given:  

1. “Satisfactory”: Meets or exceeds expectations for all required job duties in a 
particular category. 

2. “Satisfactory, with Minor Improvement Needed.” Meets expectations for all 
required job duties in a particular category with minor exceptions. A brief 
narrative may require the evaluee to submit evidence of improvement to the 
supervising administrator on the team. For example, if a syllabus needs 
improvement, the revised syllabus would be submitted. A follow-up evaluation is 
not required; however, if the evaluee does not provide the required information 
by the following semester, the supervising administrator may initiate a follow-up 
evaluation. 

3. “Improvement Needed”: Fails to meet expectations in one (1) or more job duties 
in a particular category. Specific area(s) needing improvement will be identified. 
A follow-up evaluation is required. 

C. Final Report Narrative  

1. If an “Improvement Needed” rating (which does not include “Satisfactory, with 
Minor Improvement Needed”) is assigned in either category, a narrative will be 
written that includes recommendations, a follow-up plan, and a timeline. The team 
appoints one (1) member to write the narrative with input from all members. 

a. The narrative must include specific objectives and activities for 
improvement, a specific timeline for demonstrating improvement, and a 
date for the follow-up evaluation. 

b. Activities may include, but are not limited to: Instructional Skills Workshop, 
classroom assessment techniques training, peer consultation, course work, 
technology training, in-service training, or other activities designed to 
address the specific area of concern identified by the team. 

c. The team may later modify the initial follow-up plan and timeline as a result 
of discussion with the evaluee. In that case, a revised Final Report narrative 
will be written, signed by all evaluation team members and the evaluee, 
and submitted for inclusion in the evaluation file.  

d. The District and the evaluation team will make every effort to assist and 
support the evaluee in achieving the needed improvement.   
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14A.12. C. 1. e. A follow-up evaluation is required in the next semester in which the evaluee 
has an assignment, and will be conducted according to the provisions of 
section 14A.15 of this article.  

2. If a “Satisfactory, with Minor Improvement Needed” rating is assigned in any 
category, a brief narrative will be written that states the improvement needed 
and how that improvement will be demonstrated. Improvement is expected to 
occur the following semester unless another time frame is specified. A follow-up 
evaluation is not required 

3. If the rating is “Satisfactory,” a narrative is not required. 

D. Minority Report  

1. In the event that the team cannot agree on a rating in a particular category, the 
majority opinion prevails. If all members of the team disagree on a rating, each 
will submit a minority report, and the appropriate vice-president will determine 
the final rating. Any team member may prepare a minority report, using the 
approved Minority Report form, and submit it to the supervising administrator on 
the team to be included in the faculty member’s evaluation file.  

2. The Minority Report is due no later than five (5) working days after the Final 
Report ratings are determined. Minority reports that are not submitted to the 
supervising administrator by this deadline will not be considered or included in 
the evaluation file. 

E. Final Conference with the Evaluee 

1. No later than the end of Week 16 of the evaluation semester (mandatory 
deadline) if the ratings in all categories are satisfactory, the department chair 
will meet or confer with evaluee to review the Observation Report(s), the Final 
Report, and any Minority Report(s).  

2. If an “Improvement Needed” rating (does not include “Satisfactory, with Minor 
Improvement Needed”) has been assigned in any category, the supervising 
administrator will meet or confer with the evaluee to review the Observation 
Report(s), the Final Report, and Minority Report(s). The department chair may 
choose to attend that meeting. 

F. Signature: The evaluee will sign each Observation Report, the Final Report and 
any Minority Report(s). In signing the reports, the evaluee acknowledges having 
reviewed and discussed the report. The evaluee’s signature does not necessarily 
indicate agreement with the report.  

G. Evaluee’s Written Response: The evaluee may submit a written response to any 
Observation Report, Minority Report, or Final Report to the supervising 
administrator on the team, within ten (10) working days from the date the faculty 
member met or conferred with an evaluation team member(s) to discuss the 
reports. The evaluee’s Written Response will become part of the evaluation file. 

14A.13 INCOMPLETE OR LATE EVALUATIONS 

A. In the event that an evaluation team has not produced a Final Report by the 
required due date (Week 16) because one (1) or more members of the team have 
not fulfilled their obligations, every effort will be made to complete the evaluation 
the following semester of employment. If necessary, members of the original team 
may be replaced.   
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14A.13. A. 1. If the department or non-department peer has not fulfilled his/her obligations, 
the department chair may appoint another faculty member from the rotation list 
to fulfill the role of department peer. 

               2. If the department chair has not fulfilled his/her obligations, the supervising 
administrator may appoint another individual, preferably from the department, to 
serve as department chair. 

3. If the supervising administrator has not fulfilled his/her obligations, the 
appropriate vice president may appoint a different academic administrator to 
fulfill that role.  

B. Department or non-department peers who do not fulfill their obligations may face 
disciplinary action, such as an oral reprimand, a written reprimand, or a letter to 
their personnel file, except when due to circumstances beyond their control. 

C. Any changes to the composition of the new team will be reported to the Dean of 
Curriculum and Educational Support Services. 

14A.14 SUBMITTING THE EVALUATION FILE 

A. Evaluation File: The department chair will collect all documentation related to the 
evaluation process for each evaluee, as outlined below. The evaluation file will 
include: 

1. Self-Assessment Report; 
2. Observation Report for each observer; 
3. Summary of Student Evaluations for each section observed; 
4. Final Report; 
5. Minority Report(s), if any; and 
6. Evaluee’s Written Response, if any. 

 The evaluee’s syllabi and schedule of instructional or allied duties are not 
considered confidential and do not become part of the evaluation file. They may be 
discarded when the process is complete. 

B. Submission of Evaluation Materials: The department chair will forward the 
evaluation file to the supervising administrator. The supervising administrator will 
submit the complete evaluation file to the Office of the Dean of Curriculum and 
Educational Support Services. 

C. Evaluations Stored in Personnel: At the conclusion of each evaluation semester, 
the Dean of Curriculum and Educational Support Services will convey the 
completed evaluation files to Human Resources for inclusion in individual personnel 
files. (See Article 20: Personnel Files.) 

14A.15 FOLLOW-UP EVALUATION: A follow-up evaluation is required if “Improvement 
Needed” is the rating in any of the four (4) categories of job performance, adhering 
to the relevant timeline and provisions of this article. 

A. Follow-Up Team: Whenever possible, the department peer who served on the 
original evaluation team will serve on the follow-up evaluation team. If that is not 
possible, the department chair will select a new department peer from the rotation 
list, and the Dean of Curriculum and Educational Support Services will be notified. 
The department chair and supervising administrator will be those currently serving 
in those positions.   
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14A.15. B. Follow-Up Observation: If the “Improvement Needed” rating is in the area of 
student contact-related duties, one (1) or more members of the team will conduct 
an observation, collect student evaluations, and write an Observation Report, to be 
signed by the evaluee.  

            C. Follow-up for District/Department Service or Professional Development:  
If the “Improvement Needed” rating is in the area of District/department service or 
professional development, the follow-up evaluation will be limited to those areas. 
An observation is not required. 

D. Follow-Up for Other Required Duties: If the “Improvement Needed” rating is in 
the area of other required duties, an observation is not required. Only the specific 
areas for improvement and fulfillment of recommendations need to be evaluated.  

E. Final Report: A Final Report with a narrative will serve to document a follow-up 
evaluation in these areas. 

14A.16 CHECKLIST OF EVALUATION ROLES AND DUTIES: The following checklists are 
provided simply to highlight the roles of the various participants in the evaluation 
process. They are not intended to be exhaustive. For a complete description of the 
process, see the other provisions of this article. 

A. Supervising Administrator Duties: The supervising administrator is a 
participating member of the evaluation team and is responsible to: 

1. Consult and deliberate with the department chair at the beginning of each 
semester to determine if the department chair should plan to observe and/or if 
the supervising administrator should request to observe. 

2. When approved to do so, observe student contact-related duties, distribute and 
collect student evaluation forms, and prepare an Observation Report.  

3. Report the evaluation team membership to the Dean of Curriculum and 
Educational Support Services  

4. Track all regular faculty evaluations on a form determined by Academic Affairs. 

5. Meet with the evaluee in the event of an “Improvement Needed” rating (does not 
include “Satisfactory, with Minor Improvement Needed”) in any category. The 
department chair may choose to attend. 

6. Verify completion of evaluation documentation, including all signatures and 
dates, prior to submission of the file to the Dean of Curriculum and Educational 
Support Services. 

B.  Department Chair Duties: The department chair is responsible to:  

1. Consult and deliberate with the supervising administrator at the beginning of 
each semester to determine if the chair should plan to observe and/or if the 
supervising administrator should request to observe. 

2. Create an evaluation file, maintaining in a confidential manner all evaluations 
reports.  

3. Send copies of syllabi, schedule of instructional or allied duties, and self-
assessment to the other team members (email preferred). 

4. Observe student contact-related duties, distribute and collect student evaluation 
forms, and prepare an Observation Report. The department chair may choose to 
waive the right to observe.   
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14A.16. B. 5. Supervise the preparation of the summary of student evaluations and destroy 
student evaluations in a confidential manner at the conclusion of the evaluation 
cycle each semester, except when an “Improvement Needed” rating has been 
given in any category. Student workers may not perform any aspect of this work.  

                6. Confer with the supervising administrator to assign a rating for District/ 
department service, professional development, and other required duties on the 
Final Report. 

7. Meet or confer with the evaluee to review and sign the Observation Report(s), 
the Final Report, and any Minority Report(s), except in the case where an 
“Improvement Needed” rating has been given. 

8. Review and update rotation lists every spring semester. 

C. Department or Non-Department Peer Duties: The department or non-
department peer is responsible to: 

1. Observe student contact-related duties, distribute and collect student evaluation 
forms, and prepare and sign an Observation Report. 

2. Meet or confer with the evaluee to review and discuss the Observation Report and 
send a copy of the report and the student evaluation summary to the evaluee. 

3. Sign and submit the Observation Report to the chair. 

4. Confer with other members of the team on the student-contact-related-duties 
rating in the Final Report. Confer with other members of the team, as needed, on 
other ratings. 

5. Review and sign the Final Report. 

D. Dean of Curriculum and Education Support Services Duties: The Dean is 
responsible to: 

1. Serve as administrative co-chair of DTREC and maintain and archive the following 
items: evaluation forms, committee minutes, committee clarifications of Article 
14A and 14B procedures, and committee recommendations to the Vice President 
of Academic Affairs.  

2. Report to DTREC any changes to the team composition during the evaluation cycle. 

3. Provide centralized tracking for all faculty evaluations. 

4. Notify all evaluees who are due for evaluation. 

5. Notify evaluees who have not submitted all evaluation materials by the 
established deadline. 

6. Collect evaluation files and convey them to Human Resources at the completion 
of the evaluation cycle.  

E. District Tenure Review and Evaluation Committee Duties: The committee will: 

1. Serve as a resource for evaluation teams. Differences regarding interpretation of 
this article are to be referred to DTREC. Queries requesting clarification of matters 
not clearly explained or not covered in this article are to be referred to DTREC. 

2. Make recommendations to the Vice President of Academic Affairs for final action.  

3. Approve all evaluation forms and classified staff questionnaires. 

4. Approve processes for distributing and collecting student evaluations for allied 
faculty student contact-related duties.   
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14A.16. E. 5. Determine the most appropriate individual(s) to serve in the department chair 
role for departments without elected chairs. 

 F. Vice President of Academic Affairs Duties: The Vice President of Academic 
Affairs will: 
1.  Appoint a different administrator, if necessary, to serve as the supervising 

administrator on a late or incomplete evaluation. 
2. Consider recommendations from DTREC. If the Vice President of Academic Affairs 

agrees with the DTREC recommendation, that recommendation will constitute an 
official interpretation of the Contract. If the Vice President of Academic Affairs 
does not agree with the DTREC recommendation, the matter will be referred to 
AFA and the District for resolution. 

3. Communicate in writing to DTREC, AFA, and others as appropriate, within five (5) 
working days of receipt of the DTREC recommendation.  

14A.17 IDENTIFICATION OF THE DEPARTMENT CHAIR 
A. The individual currently serving as department chair at the time of the evaluation 

will fulfill the department chair role. When another person is elected or appointed 
as department chair, the membership of the evaluation team will reflect that 
change.  

B. For Health Sciences, Public Safety, and Work Experience, the director or program 
coordinator of the various programs will serve in the department chair role for a 
particular discipline. If there is no director or coordinator, DTREC will recommend 
who should perform the role. 

C. For other departments with no elected department chair, DTREC will be consulted 
and will make a recommendation about who should serve in the department chair 
role. 

14A.18 IDENTIFICATION OF THE SUPERVISING ADMINISTRATOR: Regular faculty 
members may provide instructional or allied duties at more than one (1) site; 
however, each regular faculty member will be assigned to a “home” department 
and location. For regular faculty evaluations, the appropriate supervising 
administrator is based on location, as follows. If the supervising administrator 
changes, the membership of the evaluation team will reflect that change. 

A. Petaluma Campus: For the evaluation of regular faculty members whose “home” 
location is the Petaluma Campus, the following will serve as the supervising 
administrator on the evaluation team.  
1. Instructional faculty members: the instructional dean(s) for the Petaluma 

campus. 
2. Counseling faculty members: the Dean of Student Services for Petaluma. 
3. DRD faculty members: the Dean of the Disabilities Resources Department. 
4. EOPS faculty members: the Director of EOPS. 
5. Learning Resources faculty members: the Dean of Learning Resources and 

Educational Technology. 

B. Santa Rosa Campus and Related Sites: For evaluation of regular faculty 
members whose “home” location is the Santa Rosa Campus and related sites, the 
following will serve as the supervising administrator on the evaluation team: 
1. Instructional faculty members: the supervising administrator for that discipline.  
2. Counseling faculty members: the Dean of Counseling and Student Services.  
3. DRD faculty members: the Dean of the Disabilities Resources Department.  
4. EOPS faculty members: the Director of EOPS.   
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14A.18. B. 5. Learning Resources faculty members: the Dean of Learning Resources and 
Educational Technology 

14A.19 IDENTIFICATION OF THE APPROPRIATE VICE PRESIDENT: The “appropriate” 
vice-president for each campus is as follows: 

A. Santa Rosa Campus and Related Sites  
1. For instructional faculty members whose “home” is at the Santa Rosa campus 

and related sites: the Vice-President of Academic Affairs. 
2. For faculty members in Counseling, Extended Opportunity Programs and 

Services (EOPS), and Disabilities Resources (DRD) at the Santa Rosa campus 
and related sites: the Vice President of Student Services. 

B. Petaluma Campus and Related Sites 
1. For instructional faculty members whose “home” is the Petaluma campus and 

related sites, the Vice-President of Academic Affairs, in consultation with the 
Vice President of the Petaluma Campus. 

2. For faculty members in Counseling, Extended Opportunity Programs and 
Services (EOPS), and Disabilities Resources (DRD) at the Petaluma campus and 
related sites: the Vice President of the Petaluma Campus in conjunction with 
the Vice President of Student Services. 

14A.20 ESTABLISHING AND IMPLEMENTING ROTATION LISTS 

A. Establishing the Rotation List: In order to help assure objectivity, the 
department peer will be chosen from a departmental rotation list constructed in the 
following way. 
1. At a regularly scheduled department meeting, to which all regular, 

probationary, and adjunct faculty members are invited, the department will 
determine the method to be used to organize the rotation list by consensus or 
by majority vote of all of those attending. If a department later wants to 
change its procedures, this same process must be followed. 

2. All regular faculty members will be included on the list, as performing 
evaluations is a required District/department service. Probationary faculty 
members in Years 2, 3, and 4 of tenure review may be included on the list with 
their consent. 

3. Adjunct faculty members will not be included on the rotation list. 
4. Departments may determine if the rotation lists will be organized by 

department or by disciplines within the department. By default, rotation lists 
will be departmental unless the department goes through the process described 
in paragraph 14A.20.A.1. 

B. Implementing the Rotation List 

1. The department chair will review and update the rotation list every spring 
semester in preparation for the following year’s appointments.  

2. A copy of the rotation list will be sent to the Vice President of Academic Affairs 
each spring semester, and the Vice President’s office will send a copy to AFA to 
be posted on the AFA Website. 

3. Each semester or term, the department chair or evaluations committee will select 
a department peer from the rotation list for each evaluation team. 

4. If there is a conflict with the selected evaluator’s instructional or allied schedule, 
the chair or committee will return to the rotation list and select the next available 
name.   
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14A.20. B. 5. Evaluators are expected to participate in evaluations at all sites in the District, 
including online. The evaluator is responsible for his/her own transportation. 
Mileage reimbursement will be paid according to District Policy 5.8.4P. 

14A.21 SPECIAL SITUATIONS AND OTHER PROVISIONS 

A. Assignment in More than One Department: Regular faculty members who 
provide instructional or allied services in more than one (1) department will have a 
single, three-year evaluation cycle based upon their “home” department.  

B. Summer Evaluation Timeline: For regular faculty members who are evaluated 
during the summer, the following timeline will be used:  

1. Week 1 (recommended): Notification of the evaluee and identification of the 
evaluation team. 

2. Weeks 2 through 5 (recommended): Observation and distribution and 
collection of student evaluations. 

3. Week 6 (recommended): Team confers to discuss the Final Report and any 
Minority Report(s), and chair or supervising administrator meets or confers with 
the evaluee. 

C. When the Department Chair is the Evaluee 

1. When a department chair is the evaluee, a different individual must serve in the 
chair role. The chair/committee will choose the next available faculty member 
from the rotation list to serve in the chair role for this limited situation. If the 
selected individual performs an observation, it will count as fulfilling his/her 
obligation to serve in rotation. 

2. In the event that there is no other faculty member available to serve in the chair 
role, the supervising administrator will solicit a faculty member from outside the 
department to serve. 

D. Modifications to the Timeline: Timelines may be modified to reflect need. The 
department chair may adjust due dates and the recommended timelines from the 
semester-length calendar outlined in section 14A.06 as needed to accommodate 
less than full-length-semester evaluation activities (for example, evaluations of 
faculty who teach primarily short courses). If the evaluee has any concerns about 
the timeline, s/he may bring those concerns to the AFA Conciliation/Grievance 
Officer, who may refer the matter to DTREC.  

E. Out-of-Cycle Evaluation  

1. If the department chair and supervising administrator consult, deliberate, and 
mutually agree that there is a need for an evaluation before the next evaluation 
is due, a regular faculty member may be evaluated out-of-cycle.  

2. The need for this evaluation will be identified on or before the end of the second 
week of the evaluation semester, so that the faculty member can submit 
evaluation materials and an appropriate team can be identified.  

3. The timeline and deadlines will be the same as for any other regular evaluation 
described in this article.  

4. The completion date of the out-of-cycle evaluation will determine the next three-
year cycle.   
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14A.21. E. 5. In the event that the District has set aside an evaluation, an out-of-cycle 
evaluation will not be performed before the next in-cycle evaluation, unless the 
out-of-cycle evaluation is triggered by performance issues that have arisen since 
that evaluation was set aside. 

           F. Evaluation Cycle for Recent SRJC Retirees 

1. Contract faculty members who retire and who are hired as adjunct faculty within 
one (1) year of their retirement date will be evaluated in the sixth semester of 
employment after their last regular faculty evaluation. 

2. If the contract faculty member has not been evaluated within the last six (6) 
semesters, s/he must be evaluated in the first semester of adjunct employment. 

G. Regular Faculty Members on Leave  

1. In the event that the regular faculty evaluee is on approved leave for the entire 
year that includes the evaluation semester, the process will be postponed until 
the next academic year. The evaluation conducted at that time will conclude the 
current evaluation cycle. 

2. In the event that a regular faculty evaluee is on an approved one-semester leave 
during the evaluation year, the evaluation will occur in the semester that the 
evaluee is next performing his/her regular faculty assignment. 
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14B.01 DEFINITIONS 

“CONFER” means to discuss using any appropriate form of communication, such as 
in person, by email, in writing, by telephone, or in a videoconference. 

“CONTINUING EVALUATIONS” means those evaluations that occur after a 
probationary faculty member has completed the probationary period. 

“DEPARTMENT PEER” means a faculty peer chosen from a rotation list consisting of 
faculty in the same discipline or faculty from all disciplines in the department. 

“EVALUATION MATERIALS” means official documentation associated with the 
evaluation process, such as syllabi, teaching or allied schedule, or self-assessment. 
Only the specified evaluation materials are placed in the evaluee’s personnel file. 

“EVALUATION FILE” means a compilation of evaluation reports that are part of the 
evaluation process. 

14B.02 EDUCATION CODE REFERENCES 

A. Participants: The team evaluation, following the procedures outlined in this 
article, serves to fulfill the intent of AB 1725 Section 4(v)(5). “A faculty member’s 
students, administrators and peers should all contribute to his or her evaluation, 
but the faculty should, in the usual case, play a central role in the evaluation 
process and, together with the appropriate administrator, assume principal 
responsibility for the effectiveness of the process.”  
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14B.02. B. Evaluation Cycle: “Contract employees shall be evaluated at least once in each 
academic year. Regular employees shall be evaluated at least once in every three 
academic years. Temporary employees shall be evaluated within the first year of 
employment. Thereafter, evaluation shall be at least every six regular semesters, 
or once every nine regular quarters, as applicable.” (Ed Code Section 87663[a]) 

C. Peer Review Process: “Evaluations shall include, but not be limited to, a peer 
review process. The peer review process shall be on a departmental or divisional 
basis, and shall address the forthcoming demographics of California, and the 
principles of affirmative action. The process shall require that the peers reviewing 
are both representative of the diversity of California and sensitive to affirmative 
action concerns, all without compromising quality and excellence in teaching.”  
(Ed Code Sections 87663[c] and [d]) 

D. Responsibility: The faculty and District administration share the responsibility for 
the evaluation process. The evaluation teams and the District administration reach 
conclusions regarding performance evaluation, and also address and affirm the 
need “to recognize and acknowledge good performance, and to enhance 
satisfactory performance; help employees who are performing satisfactorily further 
their growth, to identify weak performance and assist employees in achieving 
needed improvement, and to document unsatisfactory performance.” (Assembly 
Bill 1725 section 4[v][4]) 

E. Student Evaluation: “It is the intent of the Legislature that faculty evaluation 
include, to the extent practicable, student evaluation.” (Ed Code 87663[g]) 

F. Specific Procedures and Standards: “The governing board of each district, in 
consultation with the faculty, shall adopt rules and regulations establishing the 
specific procedures for the evaluation of its contract and regular employees on an 
individual basis and setting forth reasonable but specific standards which it expects 
its faculty to meet in the performance of their duties. Such procedures and 
standards shall be uniform for all contract employees of the district with similar 
general duties and responsibilities and shall be uniform for all regular employees of 
the district with similar general duties and responsibilities.” (Ed Code 87664)  

14B.03 OVERVIEW 
A. Evaluation Objectives: The evaluation process provides information to the 

adjunct faculty member being evaluated, hereinafter called the evaluee, and to the 
District about performance in the two (2) major categories of the adjunct faculty 
job description: student contact-related duties and other required job duties. These 
are described in the adjunct faculty job description as appropriate for the 
employment category. (See Article 17: Job Descriptions.)  

B. Two Areas of Job Performance Evaluation: The two (2) areas of job performance 
are: 

1. Student Contact-Related Duties: Student contact-related duties for both 
instructional and allied assignments are evaluated through observations, 
written student evaluations, and evidence of job performance or student 
concerns or complaints brought to the attention of, and verified by, the 
department chair or supervising administrator.  

2. Other Required Duties: Other required duties include those activities 
mandated by other sections of the AFA/District Contract, District Policies and 
Procedures, or local, state, or federal statute, such as keeping office hours and 
turning in census rosters and grades on time. This portion of faculty duties will 
be performed according to established dates or deadlines, as well as in 
adherence to District policies. 
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14B.04 ETHICAL BEHAVIOR FOR THE EVALUATION PROCESS: The evaluation process 
demands the highest ethical and professional behavior by all participants, including 
the following. 

A. Confidentiality: To protect the rights of all faculty members and all other 
participants, all aspects of the evaluation process are to be kept in the strictest 
confidence. The evaluation team will maintain confidentiality unless: 

1. The evaluee shares evaluation reports or discusses otherwise confidential 
aspects of the process with someone outside the evaluation process. In this 
case all parties may then discuss all aspects of the process in order to 
investigate, clarify, or conciliate. 

2. Comments of participants, or the evaluation documents, are required in 
response to the demands of legal procedures. 

3. Information needs to be shared with legal counsel or with supervisors in the 
organizational structure who have a right to know. 

B. Objectivity: Evaluation team members will maintain objectivity during the 
process. If any participant in the evaluation process believes lack of objectivity is 
influencing the proceedings, s/he should refer the matter to one of the following: 

1. The Vice President of Human Resources for matters related to protected 
groups.  

2. The Academic Senate Ethics and Professional Relations Committee for matters 
related to professional and ethical behavior of faculty members on the team. 

3. The next level of administration for matters related to professional and ethical 
behavior of the supervising administrator on the team. 

4. The All Faculty Association (AFA) Conciliation/Grievance Officer for any concern 
or question the faculty member might have about the objectivity of the 
process. The AFA Conciliation/Grievance Officer will bring those questions or 
concerns to the District Tenure Review and Evaluation Committee. If and when 
necessary, the Committee will make a recommendation to the Vice President of 
Academic Affairs. The Vice President of Academic Affairs will make the final 
determination based on the Committee’s recommendation. 

C. Interpretation of Article 14B 

1. If there is a difference of interpretation between the District and AFA, or 
between the evaluee and the evaluation team, about the implementation of this 
article, such matters should be referred to the District Tenure Review and 
Evaluations Committee (DTREC) for review and recommendation.  

2. District representatives should send their inquiries to the Dean of Curriculum 
and Educational Support Services.  

3. Faculty members or AFA representatives should send their inquiries to the AFA 
Co-chair of DTREC. 

14B.05 DETERMINATION OF ADJUNCT FACULTY TO BE EVALUATED 

A. Evaluation Period 

1. The evaluation period for adjunct faculty members covers six (6) semesters, 
inclusive of the evaluation semester.  

2. An evaluation remains in effect until replaced by a more recent evaluation. 
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14B.05.A. 3. Adjunct faculty members who are employed only in summer terms will be 
evaluated every third summer, inclusive of the evaluation summer. Adjunct 
faculty members who are employed during fall and/or spring semesters and 
summer term will be evaluated every six (6) semesters/terms, inclusive of the 
evaluation semester/term, but no more frequently than every three (3) years. 

4. A cancelled class or a cancelled allied assignment does not count as an 
assignment performed for the purpose of evaluation unless the adjunct faculty 
member performed some work and was compensated for all or part of that 
assignment. 

5. Adjunct faculty members who are employed in more than one (1) department 
will have a separate evaluation cycle in each department. 

B. Determination Date: Adjunct faculty to be evaluated will be determined based on 
faculty assignments included in the class scheduling system as of the first day of 
classes for each semester or term. 

C. Probationary Evaluations: An adjunct faculty member is considered to be in a 
probationary period during Semesters 1 through 5 of employment. The adjunct 
faculty member has no reassignment rights or right to “usual load” during the 
probationary period. An adjunct faculty member in the probationary period does 
not have the right to reject a department peer. 

1. In the first probationary evaluation, performed in Semester 1 or 2 of 
employment, the team will consist of the department chair, the supervising 
administrator, and a department peer chosen by the department chair. 

2. In the second probationary evaluation, performed in Semester 3 or 4 of 
employment, the team will again consist of the department chair, supervising 
administrator, and a department peer chosen by the department chair. The 
department peer may be the same or different individual than in the first 
probationary evaluation. This team will determine if a third probationary 
evaluation is needed.  

3. A third probationary evaluation may be performed in Semester 5 if the second 
probationary evaluation team so determines during the second probationary 
evaluation. The team will again consist of the department chair, supervising 
administrator, and a department peer chosen by the department chair. The 
department peer may be the same or different individual than in the first and 
second probationary evaluations. 

D. Continuing Evaluations  

1. For continuing evaluations, an adjunct faculty member will be evaluated during 
the sixth semester from the last probationary or continuing evaluation.  

2. For continuing evaluations, the evaluation team will consist of the department 
chair, the supervising administrator, and one department peer from the 
rotation list. 
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14B.06 TIMELINE FOR THE EVALUATION PROCESS  

A. Steps and Timeline: The timeline below briefly explains the evaluation process 
step by step in chronological order. (For a complete description of the process, see 
the other provisions of this article.) The timeline below is for evaluations of full-
semester assignments. This is a recommended timeline, and participants may vary 
from the timeline so long as they meet the three (3) mandatory dates. The three 
(3) mandatory due dates for this process include: 

1. Week 2: Notification of the evaluation (District) 

2. Week 5: Submission of the syllabi and schedule (Evaluee) 

3. Week 16: Meeting or conference with the evaluee (District and Evaluee) 

The District’s failure to meet the two (2) mandatory District deadlines could result 
in the evaluation being set aside if requested by the evaluee. The evaluee’s failure 
to submit materials or to cooperate does not halt or delay the process. The 
remaining deadlines are simply recommended dates. 

B. Week 2: No later than the end of Week 2 of the evaluation semester 
(mandatory deadline), the Office of the Dean of Curriculum and Educational 
Support Services: 

1. Notifies adjunct faculty members who are due for evaluation and sends 
evaluation forms and instructions via District email to evaluees. 

2. Notifies department chair and supervising administrator of the adjunct faculty 
members who are due for evaluations. 

C. Week 3: No later than the end of Week 3 of the evaluation semester:  

1. The department chair or evaluation committee identifies the department peer 
from the rotation list and informs the evaluee. The evaluee has the right to 
reject one (1) department peer. Adjunct faculty members do not have the 
option of a non-department peer.  

2. Notification to the department peer does not occur until the evaluee accepts or 
rejects the peer in Week 4. No response is considered acceptance.  

D. Week 4: No later than the end of Week 4 of the evaluation semester: 

1. If the evaluee rejects the first department peer selected from the rotation list, 
the department chair selects the next available peer from the rotation list and 
informs the evaluee. The evaluee has no further right to reject a peer. Note: 
adjunct faculty members in the probationary period do not have the right to 
reject a peer.  

2. The department chair and supervising administrator consult and deliberate 
about all adjunct evaluations in the department and determine if the 
department chair will choose to observe and/or if the supervising administrator 
will request to observe. 

3. The chair informs the evaluee of the members of the evaluation team, including 
the department peer, and identifies which members of the team will be 
conducting observations (email notification preferred). The peer always 
observes. 

4. The chair informs the department peer of the evaluation team assignment. 

5. The department chair and supervising administrator determine if classified staff 
input is desired for any evaluations and plan to distribute those feedback forms. 
The feedback forms must be pre-approved by DTREC. 
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14B.06 E. Week 5: No later than the end of Week 5 of the evaluation semester: 

1. The evaluee submits his/her course syllabi and schedule of instructional or 
allied duties to the department chair (email preferred) (mandatory deadline). 

2. The department chair ensures that an evaluation file for evaluation materials is 
created and maintained in a confidential manner. 

F. Week 6: No later than the end of Week 6 of the evaluation semester: 

1. The department chair sends copies of the syllabi and schedule to the peer and 
the supervising administrator (email preferred). 

2. The supervising administrator notifies the Dean of Curriculum and Education 
Support Services of department peers and identifies which members of the 
team will conduct an observation (email list preferred). 

G. Weeks 6 through 11: During Weeks 6 through 11 of the evaluation semester: 
1. Each observer contacts the evaluee to find a mutually agreeable time for the 

observation. 
2. Each observer conducts an observation and may be responsible for the 

collection of the Student Evaluation forms. If more than one (1) evaluator is 
observing a particular section, the team will coordinate so that only one (1) set 
of student evaluation forms is collected.  

3. The department chair ensures that student evaluations are tabulated and that a 
summary of the tabulated evaluations is sent to the observer.  

H. Week 12: No later than the end of Week 12 of the evaluation semester:  
1. Each observer meets or confers with the evaluee to discuss the Observation 

Report, including the narrative and summary of student comments. The 
Observation Report may be shared by paper copy, email, or FAX, and the 
conference may occur in person, by telephone, by email, or other appropriate 
means of communication. When using email or FAX, the observer should save a 
copy of the transmission as evidence of communication. 

2. Each observer sends a copy of his/her Observation Report, including the 
summary of student evaluations, to the other members of the team (email 
preferred).  

3. The observer signs the original Observation Report and sends it to the 
department chair. 

I. Week 13: No later than the end of Week 13 of the evaluation semester:  
1. All members of the team confer about the rating for student contact-related 

duties. Evidence about student contact-related duties, such as student concerns 
or complaints brought to the attention of, and verified by, the department chair 
or supervising administrator may be included in the deliberation. 

2. The department chair and supervising administrator confer to assign a rating 
for other required duties. For efficiency, the department chair and the 
supervising administrator may discuss more than one (1) adjunct faculty 
evaluation at the same time. 

3. The department chair completes the Final Report form, designating a rating for 
each category, and circulates it for signature by each member of the team. 

4. If an “Improvement Needed” rating is considered in the student contact-related 
category, all three (3) members of the team will confer, reach conclusions 
about recommendations and follow-up, and identify one (1) member to write 
the narrative for the Final Report.  
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14B.06. I. 5. A narrative is required when an “Improvement Needed” rating is given in any 
category. A brief narrative is required to describe follow-up for a “Satisfactory, 
with Minor Improvement Needed” rating. 

6. If there is no agreement on any of the final ratings, one (1) or more members 
may write a Minority Report.  

J. Week 14: No later than the end of Week 14 of the evaluation semester: If any 
team member writes a Minority Report, it is due no later than five (5) working days 
after ratings have been determined on the Final Report. 

K. Week 16: No later than the end of Week 16 of the evaluation semester 
(mandatory deadline): 

1. The Observation Report(s), Final Report and any Minority Report(s) are ready 
for the evaluee’s review and signature. 

2. If all categories are rated “Satisfactory,” including “Satisfactory, with Minor 
Improvement Needed,” the department chair meets or confers with the evaluee 
to review and sign the Observation Report(s), the Final Report, and any 
Minority Report(s).  

3. If any category is rated “Improvement Needed,” the department chair forwards 
the evaluation file to the supervising administrator. The supervising 
administrator meets with the evaluee to review and sign the Observation 
Report(s), the Final Report, and any Minority Report(s). The chair may choose 
to participate in that meeting. 

4. The evaluee has ten (10) working days to respond in writing to the Observation 
Report(s), the Final Report, and any Minority Report(s). The evaluee’s response 
will be included in the evaluation file. 

L. End of semester: No later than the end of the semester (recommended deadline): 

1. The department chair forwards any remaining evaluation files to the supervising 
administrator. 

2. The supervising administrator’s office verifies that the evaluation files are 
complete and sends the files to the Office of the Dean of Curriculum and 
Educational Support Services.  

14B.07 NOTIFICATION OF THE EVALUEE 

A. No later than the end of Week 2, the Office of the Dean of Curriculum and 
Educational Support Services notifies adjunct faculty members who are due for 
evaluation and sends evaluation forms and instructions via District email to evaluees. 

B. No later than the end of Week 2, the Office of the Dean of Curriculum and 
Educational Support Services notifies department chairs and supervising 
administrators of the adjunct faculty members who are due for evaluation. 

14B.08 IDENTIFICATION OF THE EVALUATION TEAM: Identification of the evaluation 
team will occur no later than Week 4 (recommended timeline). No individual may 
serve in multiple roles on the team. (See section 14B.17 for identification of the 
individual who serves as chair in departments without elected chairs. See section 
14B.21 for the process when the chair is the evaluee.)  
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14B.08 A. Department Peer: The department peer will be selected from the rotation list, 
except for adjunct probationary evaluations. (For probationary evaluations, see 
section 14B.05.C. See section 14B.20 for a description of how the rotation list is 
created and maintained.) 
1.  In making department peer assignments from the rotation list, the department 

chair/committee will take into account class scheduling conflicts and, if 
necessary, move to the next name on the rotation list. However, for adjunct 
probationary evaluations, the chair will appoint a peer rather than using the 
rotation list. 

2. The evaluee has the right to reject one (1) department peer. When that occurs, 
the chair/committee will identify a new department peer by choosing the next 
available name from the rotation list. 

B.  Department Chair: The department chair is the individual in office at the time of 
the evaluation. 

C. Supervising Administrator: The appropriate supervising administrator will serve on 
the team. (See section 14B.18 for the identification of the appropriate administrator.) 

D. Classified Staff Participation in the Evaluation Process  

1. The evaluation team, when it deems it to be appropriate, will solicit classified 
staff input by gathering anonymous responses to a set of questions regarding 
the evaluee’s student contact-related duties.  

2. The team will submit the questions to DTREC for review and approval prior to 
their use.  

3. The department chair’s office will tabulate and share the responses to the 
questions with each member of the team. 

14B.09 SUPERVISING ADMINISTRATOR AND DEPARTMENT CHAIR CONFERENCE  

A. No later than the end of Week 4 of each semester (recommended timeline), the 
department chair and supervising administrator will consult and deliberate about all 
of the adjunct faculty evaluations in the department and determine if the chair will 
observe and/or if the supervising administrator will request to observe. 

1. The purpose of this conference is to: 

a. Discuss any recommendations or follow-up required from previous 
evaluations.  

b. Establish a plan for observations for the semester, including who will be 
observing and which courses, sections and/or duties will be observed.  

1) If more than one (1) evaluator is observing a particular section, the 
team will coordinate so that only one (1) set of student evaluation forms 
is collected. 

2) For evaluation of instructional faculty members, the evaluation team is 
allowed to collect student evaluation forms only from the sections that 
they observe.  

c. Determine if classified staff input is appropriate. If so, the team will write 
questions to submit to DTREC for approval.  

2. A department chair has the right to conduct an observation, but may choose to 
waive that right. 
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14B.09. A. 3. Upon consultation with the chair, the supervising administrator may request to 
perform a student observation; however, s/he may not perform this 
observation without DTREC approval. The DTREC co-chairs will consider this 
request based on a rationale submitted by the supervising administrator and 
decide if the administrator will be allowed to observe. If the two (2) co-chairs 
do not agree, DTREC will consider the rationale and determine by majority vote 
if the administrator will be allowed to observe. The co-chairs of DTREC will 
inform the administrator of the decision. 

B. No later than the end of Week 4, the department chair will notify the evaluee of 
the evaluation team, including who will observe (email preferred). 

14B.10 SUBMISSION OF THE EVALUATION MATERIALS  

A. Evaluation Materials: No later than the end of Week 5 (mandatory deadline) 
of the evaluation semester, the evaluee will submit evaluation materials to the 
department chair. For adjunct faculty, evaluation materials include: 

1. Responses to recommendations made in prior evaluation(s); 

2. A schedule of classes and/or other student contact-related duties; and 

3. Current course syllabi for all courses taught that semester. 

B. Tracking and Reminders 

1. The office of the supervising administrator will track all adjunct faculty 
evaluations on a form developed by Academic Affairs. 

2. The department chair will compile and store all evaluation reports in a 
confidential manner. 

3. The department chair will send to the Office of the Dean of Curriculum and 
Educational Support Services the names of all evaluees who have not submitted 
the required materials. Those evaluees will receive notification that they have 
not fulfilled their responsibilities under Article 14B. 

C. Review of Previous Evaluations: Members of the evaluation team may not 
review previous evaluations of the evaluee unless the team is conducting a follow-
up evaluation. For a follow-up evaluation, members of the team may review only 
the most recent evaluation for which the evaluee received either an “Improvement 
Needed” or “Satisfactory, with Minor Improvement Needed” rating. 

14B.11 OBSERVATION REPORT AND STUDENT EVALUATIONS: Generally speaking, 
observations will occur in Weeks 6 through 11 (recommended timeline). 

A. Scheduling the Observation  

1. Each team member who has committed to do an observation will contact the 
evaluee to schedule a mutually agreeable date and time to observe student 
contact-related duties during Weeks 6 through 11 of the evaluation semester 
(recommended timeline). 

2. If the evaluee fails to respond to a request and one (1) reminder to establish a 
mutually agreeable date/time, the observer can choose the date and time and 
simply notify the evaluee. 
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14B.11.B. Observation Report: Each member of the evaluation team who participates in an 
observation will follow these steps. 

1. The observer will attend and observe one (1) class session, part of a class 
session, or a reasonable portion of student contact-related duties of allied 
faculty members. Online observations will be limited to approximately one (1) 
week of online learning or one (1) module of teaching. 

2. The Observation Report form requires a written narrative. It also includes 
criteria for job performance. Observers are encouraged to use the DTREC rubric 
when applying these criteria. This rubric informs, but does not determine, the 
rating on the Final Report. 

3. For each section observed, the observer will distribute and collect anonymous 
student evaluations, using a DTREC-approved Student Evaluation form. If more 
than one (1) evaluator is observing a particular section, the team will 
coordinate so that only one (1) set of student evaluations is collected. Student 
Evaluation forms for online classes will be sent electronically and gathered 
confidentially. A classified employee will tally student evaluations in a 
confidential manner; student workers will not be allowed to perform this work.  

4. For allied faculty, a representative sampling of students may be asked to 
complete a Student Evaluation form. Each department will develop its own 
procedure for the collection of student feedback for allied student contact-
related duties. These procedures and forms must be submitted to DTREC for 
approval and kept on file in the office of the appropriate vice president (either 
Academic Affairs or Student Services). 

5. Evidence from student evaluations will be incorporated into the Observation 
Report narrative as appropriate.  

6. Evidence of job performance and verified student concerns or complaints 
brought to the attention of any member of the evaluation team may be 
included in the Observation Report.  

7. The observer will meet or confer about items contained in or related to the 
Observation Report.  

8. The observer will send (email preferred) the Observation Report and the 
summary of student evaluations to each team member no later than Week 12 
(recommended timeline) of the evaluation semester.  

9. Observers will submit their Observation Reports signed by the observer to the 
department chair no later than the end of Week 12 of the evaluation semester 
(recommended timeline).  

10. To preserve the students’ right to anonymity, the original Student Evaluation 
forms will not be shared with the evaluee.  

11. Upon conclusion of the evaluation semester, if all ratings are “Satisfactory” or 
“Satisfactory, with Minor Improvement Needed,” the student evaluation forms 
will be shredded or destroyed. If any rating is “Improvement Needed,” the 
student evaluations will be kept on file confidentially for one (1) year from the 
date of the evaluee’s signature on the Final Report. 
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14B.12 FINAL REPORT 

A. Final Report Conclusions: No later than Week 13 (recommended timeline), the 
evaluation team will begin deliberations about the Final Report. The Final Report 
documents the performance of the evaluee in the two (2) categories of an adjunct 
faculty member’s job. (See Article 17: Job Descriptions). The Final Report 
represents a synthesis of the conclusions reached by team members in the area of 
student contact-related duties and the agreement of the chair and the supervising 
administrator with regard to all other required duties. 
1. Student Contact-Related Duties: A synthesis of the conclusions of all team 

members. If there is no consensus, then the majority opinion prevails. If there 
is no majority, then each observer will submit a Minority Report, and the 
appropriate vice president (see section 14B.19) will determine the final rating. 

2. Other Required Duties: The department chair and supervising administrator will 
confer and assign this rating. If they disagree, the team will decide the rating 
by consensus or by vote, if necessary. 

B. Final Report Ratings: In each category, the following ratings may be given:  
1. “Satisfactory”: Meets or exceeds expectations for all required job duties in a 

particular category. 
2. “Satisfactory, with Minor Improvement Needed.” Meets expectations for all 

required job duties in a particular category with minor exceptions. A brief  
narrative may require the evaluee to submit evidence of improvement to the 
supervising administrator on the team. For example, if a syllabus needs 
improvement, the revised syllabus would be submitted. A follow-up evaluation 
is not required; however, if the evaluee does not provide the required 
information by the following semester, the supervising administrator may 
initiate a follow-up evaluation.  

 3. “Improvement Needed”: Fails to meet expectations in one or more job duties in 
a particular category. Specific area(s) needing improvement will be identified. A 
follow-up evaluation is required in the next semester in which the evaluee has 
an assignment. 

C. Final Report Narrative 
1. If an “Improvement Needed” rating (which does not include “Satisfactory, with 

Minor Improvement Needed”) is assigned in either category, a narrative will be 
written that includes recommendations, a follow-up plan, and a timeline. The team 
appoints one (1) member to write the narrative with input from all members. 
a. The narrative must include specific objectives and activities for 

improvement, a specific timeline for demonstrating improvement, and a 
date for the follow-up evaluation. 

b. Activities may include, but are not limited to: Instructional Skills Workshop, 
classroom assessment techniques training, peer consultation, course work, 
technology training, in-service training, or other activities designed to 
address the specific area of concern identified by the team.  

c. The team may later modify the initial follow-up plan and timeline as a result 
of discussion with the evaluee. In that case, a revised Final Report narrative 
will be written, signed by all evaluation team members and the evaluee, 
and submitted for inclusion in the evaluation file.  

d. The District and the evaluation team will make every effort to assist and 
support the evaluee in achieving the needed improvement.  

e. A follow-up evaluation is required in the next semester in which the evaluee 
has an assignment, and will be conducted according to the provisions of 
section 14B.15 of this article.  
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14B.12. C. 2. If a “Satisfactory, with Minor Improvement Needed” rating is assigned in either 
category, a brief narrative will be written that states the improvement needed 
and how that improvement will be demonstrated. Improvement is expected to 
occur the following semester unless another time frame is specified. A follow-up 
evaluation is not required. 

3. If the rating is “Satisfactory,” a narrative is not required. 

D. Minority Report  

1. In the event that the team cannot agree on a rating in a particular category, 
the majority opinion prevails. If all members of the team disagree on a rating, 
each will submit a minority report, and the appropriate vice-president will 
determine the final rating. Any team member may prepare a minority report, 
using the approved Minority Report form, and submit it to the supervising 
administrator on the team to be included in the faculty member’s evaluation 
file.  

2. The Minority Report is due no later than five (5) working days after the Final 
Report ratings are determined. Minority reports that are not submitted to the 
supervising administrator by this deadline will not be considered or included in 
the evaluation file. 

E. Final Conference with the Evaluee  

1. No later than the end of Week 16 of the evaluation semester (mandatory 
deadline), if the ratings in all categories are satisfactory, the department chair 
will meet or confer with evaluee to review the Observation Report(s), the Final 
Report, and any Minority Report(s).  

2. If an “Improvement Needed” rating (does not include “Satisfactory, with Minor 
Improvement Needed”) has been assigned in either category, the supervising 
administrator will meet or confer with the evaluee to review the Observation 
Report(s), the Final Report, and Minority Report(s). The department chair may 
choose to attend that meeting. 

F. Signature: The evaluee will sign each Observation Report, the Final Report and 
any Minority Report(s). In signing the reports, the evaluee acknowledges having 
reviewed and discussed the report. The evaluee’s signature does not necessarily 
indicate agreement with the report.  

G. Evaluee’s Written Response: The evaluee may submit a written response to any 
Observation Report, Minority Report, or Final Report to the supervising 
administrator on the team, within ten (10) working days from the date the faculty 
member met or conferred with an evaluation team member(s) to discuss the 
reports. The evaluee’s Written Response will become part of the evaluation file. 

14B.13 INCOMPLETE OR LATE EVALUATIONS 
A. In the event that an evaluation team has not produced a Final Report by the 

required due date (Week 16) because one (1) or more members of the team have 
not fulfilled their obligations, every effort will be made to complete the evaluation 
the following semester of employment. If necessary, members of the original team 
may be replaced.  

1. If the department or non-department peer has not fulfilled his/her obligations, 
the department chair may appoint another faculty member from the rotation 
list to fulfill the role of department peer. 
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14B.13. A. 2. If the department chair has not fulfilled his/her obligations, the supervising 
administrator may appoint another individual, preferably from the department, 
to serve as department chair. 

3. If the supervising administrator has not fulfilled his/her obligations, the 
appropriate vice president may appoint a different academic administrator to 
fulfill that role. 

B. Department or non-department peers who do not fulfill their obligations may face 
disciplinary action, such as an oral reprimand, a written reprimand, or a letter to 
their personnel file, except when due to circumstances beyond their control. 

C. Any changes to the composition of the new team will be reported to Dean of 
Curriculum and Educational Support Services. 

14B.14 SUBMITTING THE EVALUATION FILE 

A. Evaluation File: The department chair will collect all documentation related to the 
evaluation process for each evaluee, as outlined below. The evaluation file will include: 

1. Observation Report for each observer; 

2. Summary of Student Evaluations for each section observed; 

3. Final Report;  

4. Minority Report(s), if any; and 

5. Evaluee’s Written Response, if any. 

The evaluee’s syllabi and schedule of instructional or allied duties are not 
considered confidential and do not become part of the evaluation file. They may be 
discarded when the process is complete. 

B. Submission of Evaluation Materials: The department chair will forward the 
evaluation file to the supervising administrator. The supervising administrator will 
submit the complete evaluation file to the Office of the Dean of Curriculum and 
Educational Support Services. 

C. Evaluations Stored in Personnel: At the conclusion of each evaluation semester, 
the Dean of Curriculum and Educational Support Services will convey the 
completed evaluation files to Human Resources for inclusion in individual personnel 
files. (See Article 20: Personnel Files.) 

14B.15 FOLLOW-UP EVALUATION: A follow-up evaluation is required if “Improvement 
Needed” is the rating in either of the two (2) categories of job performance, 
adhering to the relevant timeline and provisions of this article. 

A. Follow-Up Team: Whenever possible, the department peer who served on the 
original evaluation team will serve on the follow-up evaluation team. If that is not 
possible, the department chair will select a new department peer from the rotation 
list, and the Dean of Curriculum and Educational Support Services will be notified. 
The department chair and supervising administrator will be those currently serving 
in those positions.  

B. Follow-Up Observation: If the “Improvement Needed” rating is in the area of 
student contact-related duties, one (1) or more members of the team will conduct 
an observation, collect student evaluations, and write an Observation Report, to be 
signed by the evaluee. 
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14B.15 C. Follow-Up for Other Required Duties: If the “Improvement Needed” rating is in 
the area of other required duties, an observation is not required. Only the specific 
areas for improvement and fulfillment of recommendations need to be evaluated. 

D. Final Report: A Final Report with a narrative will serve to document a follow-up 
evaluation in these areas. 

14B.16 CHECKLIST OF EVALUATION ROLES AND DUTIES: The following checklists are 
provided simply to highlight the roles of the various participants in the evaluation 
process. They are not intended to be exhaustive. For a complete description of the 
process, see the other provisions of this article.  

A. Supervising Administrator Duties: The supervising administrator is a 
participating member of the evaluation team and is responsible to:  

1. Consult and deliberate with the department chair at the beginning of each 
semester to determine if the department chair and/or the supervising 
administrator plan(s) to observe. 

2. When approved to do so, observe student contact-related duties, distribute and 
collect student evaluations forms, and prepare an Observation Report.  

3. Report the evaluation team membership to the Dean of Curriculum and 
Educational Support Services  

4. Track all adjunct faculty evaluations on a form determined by Academic Affairs. 

5. Meet with the evaluee in the event of an “Improvement Needed” rating (does 
not include “Satisfactory, with Minor Improvement Needed”) in either category. 
The department chair may choose to attend. 

6. Verify completion of evaluation documentation, including all signatures and 
dates, prior to submission of the file to the Dean of Curriculum and Educational 
Support Services. 

B.  Department Chair Duties: The department chair is responsible to: 
1. Consult and deliberate with the supervising administrator at the beginning of 

each semester to determine if the chair and/or the supervising administrator 
plan to observe. 

2. Create an evaluation file, maintaining in a confidential manner all evaluation 
reports.  

3. Send copies of syllabi and schedule of instructional or allied duties to the other 
team members (email preferred). 

4. Observe student contact-related duties, distribute and collect student 
evaluation forms, and prepare an Observation Report. The department chair 
may choose to waive the right to observe. 

5. Supervise the preparation of the summary of student evaluations and destroy 
student evaluations in a confidential manner at the conclusion of the evaluation 
cycle each semester, except when an “Improvement Needed” rating has been 
given in either category. Student workers may not perform any aspect of this work. 

6. Confer with the supervising administrator to assign a rating for other required 
duties on the Final Report. 

7. Meet or confer with the evaluee to review and sign the Observation Report(s), 
the Final Report, and any Minority Report(s), except in the case where an 
“Improvement Needed” rating has been given. 

8. Review and update rotation lists every spring semester. 
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14B.16. C. Department Peer Duties: The department peer is responsible to: 

1. Observe student contact-related duties, distribute and collect student 
evaluation forms, and prepare and sign an Observation Report. 

2. Meet or confer with the evaluee to review and discuss the Observation Report and 
send a copy of the report and the student evaluation summary to the evaluee. 

3. Sign and submit the Observation Report to the chair. 

4. Confer with other members of the team on the student-contact-related-duties 
rating in the Final Report. Confer with other members of the team, as needed, 
on other ratings. 

5. Review and sign the Final Report. 

D. Dean of Curriculum and Education Support Services Duties: The Dean is 
responsible to: 

1. Serve as administrative co-chair of DTREC and maintain and archive the 
following items: evaluation forms, committee minutes, committee clarifications 
of Article 14A and 14B procedures, and committee recommendations to the 
Vice President of Academic Affairs.  

2. Report to DTREC any changes to the team composition during the evaluation cycle. 

3. Provide centralized tracking for all faculty evaluations. 

4. Notify all evaluees who are due for evaluation. 

5. Notify evaluees who have not submitted all evaluation materials by the 
established deadline. 

6. Collect evaluation files and convey them to Human Resources at the completion 
of the evaluation cycle.  

E. District Tenure Review and Evaluation Committee Duties: The committee will: 

1. Serve as a resource for evaluation teams. Differences regarding interpretation of 
this article are to be referred to DTREC. Queries requesting clarification of matters 
not clearly explained or not covered in this article are to be referred to DTREC. 

2. Make recommendations to the Vice President of Academic Affairs for final action.  

3. Approve all evaluation forms and classified staff questionnaires. 

4. Approve processes for distributing and collecting student evaluations for allied 
faculty student contact-related duties. 

5. Determine the most appropriate individual(s) to serve in the department chair 
role for departments without elected chairs. 

F. Vice President of Academic Affairs Duties: The Vice President of Academic 
Affairs will: 

1. Appoint a different administrator, if necessary, to serve as the supervising 
administrator on a late or incomplete evaluation. 

2. Consider recommendations from DTREC. If the Vice President of Academic 
Affairs agrees with the DTREC recommendation, that recommendation will 
constitute an official interpretation of the Contract. If the Vice President of 
Academic Affairs does not agree with the DTREC recommendation, the matter 
will be referred to AFA and the District for resolution. 

3. Communicate in writing to DTREC, AFA, and others as appropriate, within five 
(5) working days of receipt of the DTREC recommendation.  
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14B.17 IDENTIFICATION OF THE DEPARTMENT CHAIR 
A. The individual currently serving as department chair at the time of the evaluation 

will fulfill the department chair role. When another person is elected or appointed 
as department chair, the membership of the evaluation team will reflect that 
change.  

B. For Health Sciences, Public Safety, and Work Experience, the director or program 
coordinator of the various programs will serve in the department chair role for a 
particular discipline. If there is no director or coordinator, DTREC will recommend 
who should perform the role. 

C. For other departments with no elected department chair, DTREC will be consulted 
and will make a recommendation about who should serve in the department chair 
role. 

14B.18 IDENTIFICATION OF THE SUPERVISING ADMINISTRATOR: Because adjunct 
faculty members may be assigned to various sites in different semesters, 
identification of the supervising administrator on the evaluation team is based on 
area of supervision rather than location, as follows.  

A. Adjunct Instructors at All Sites: the supervising administrator to whom the 
discipline/department reports. 

B. Adjunct Counselors at All Sites: the Dean of Counseling and Student Services.  

C. Adjunct Disability Resources Specialists at All Sites: the Dean of the 
Disabilities Resources Department.  

D. Adjunct EOPS Counselors at All Sites: The Dean of Counseling and Student 
Services.  

E. Adjunct Librarians at All Sites: the Dean of Learning Resources and Educational 
Technology 

F. Change in Supervising Administrators: If the supervising administrator 
changes, the membership of the evaluation team will reflect that change. If the 
supervising administrator is not able to complete the full process due to absence or 
removal from the team, the appropriate vice president will appoint a replacement 
to take his/her place.  

14B.19 IDENTIFICATION OF THE APPROPRIATE VICE PRESIDENT: Because adjunct 
faculty members may have assignments in multiple locations, the appropriate Vice 
President is based on reporting relationships, not location. 

A. Santa Rosa Campus and Related Sites 
1. For adjunct instructional faculty members whose assignment is at the Santa 

Rosa campus and related sites: the Vice President of Academic Affairs. 
2. For adjunct counselors, EOPS counselors, and Disabilities Resources specialists 

whose assignment is at the Santa Rosa campus or related sites: the Vice 
President of Student Services. 

B. Petaluma Campus and Related Sites 
1. For adjunct instructional faculty members whose assignment is at the Petaluma 

Campus or related sites: the Vice President of Academic Affairs in consultation 
with the Vice President of the Petaluma campus. 

2. For adjunct counselors, EOPS counselors and Disability Resources specialists 
with an assignment at the Petaluma campus: the Vice President of Student 
Services in consultation with the Vice President of the Petaluma Campus.  
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14B.20 ESTABLISHING AND IMPLEMENTING ROTATION LISTS 

A. Establishing the Rotation List: In order to help assure objectivity, the 
department peer for continuing evaluations will be chosen from a departmental 
rotation list constructed in the following way. 
1. At a regularly scheduled department meeting, to which all adjunct and contract 

faculty members are invited, the department will determine the method to be 
used to organize the rotation list by consensus or by majority vote of all of 
those attending. If a department later wants to changes its procedures, this 
same process must be followed. 

2. All regular faculty members will be included on the list, as performing 
evaluations is a required District/department service. Probationary faculty 
members in Years 2, 3, and 4 of tenure review may be included on the list with 
their consent. 

3. Adjunct faculty members will not be included on the rotation list. 
4. Departments may determine if the rotation lists will be organized by 

department or by disciplines within the department. By default, rotation lists 
will be departmental unless the department goes through the process described 
in paragraph 14B.20.A.1. 

B. Implementing the Rotation List 
1. The department chair will review and update the rotation list every spring 

semester in preparation for the following year’s appointments.  
2. A copy of the rotation list will be sent to the Vice President of Academic Affairs 

each spring semester, and the Vice President’s office will send a copy to AFA to 
be posted on the AFA Website. 

3. Each semester or term, the department chair or evaluations committee will 
select a department peer from the rotation list for each evaluation team. 

4. If there is a conflict with the selected evaluator’s instructional or allied 
schedule, the chair or committee will return to the rotation list and select the 
next available name. 

5. Evaluators are expected to participate in evaluations at all sites in the District, 
including online. The evaluator is responsible for his/her own transportation. 
Mileage reimbursement will be paid according to District Policy 5.8.4P. 

14B.21 SPECIAL SITUATIONS AND OTHER PROVISIONS 

A. Summer Evaluation Timeline: For adjunct faculty members who are evaluated 
during the summer, the following timeline will be used:  

1. Week 1 (recommended): Notification of the evaluee and identification of the 
evaluation team. 

2. Weeks 2 through 5 (recommended): Observation and distribution and 
collection of student evaluations. 

3. Week 6 (recommended): Team confers to discuss the Final Report and any Minority 
Report(s), and chair or supervising administrator meets or confers with the evaluee. 
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14B.21. B. When the Department Chair is the Evaluee 

1. When a department chair is the evaluee, a different individual must serve in the 
chair role. The chair/committee will choose the next available faculty member 
from the rotation list to serve in the chair role for this limited situation. If the 
selected individual performs an observation, it will count as fulfilling his/her 
obligation to serve in rotation. 

2. In the event that there is no other faculty member available to serve in the 
chair role, the supervising administrator will solicit a faculty member from 
outside the department to serve.  

C. Modifications to the Timeline: Timelines may be modified to reflect need. The 
department chair may adjust due dates and the recommended timelines from the 
semester-length calendar outlined in section 14B.06 as needed to accommodate 
less than full-length-semester evaluation activities, for example evaluations of 
faculty who teach primarily short courses. If the evaluee has any concerns about 
the timeline, s/he may bring those concerns to the AFA Conciliation and Grievance 
Officer, who may refer the matter to DTREC. 

D. Out-of-Cycle Evaluation 

1. If the department chair and supervising administrator consult, deliberate, and 
mutually agree that there is a need for an evaluation before the next evaluation 
is due, an adjunct faculty member may be evaluated out-of-cycle.  

2. The need for this evaluation will be identified on or before the end of the 
second week of the evaluation semester, so that the evaluee can submit 
evaluation materials and an appropriate team can be identified.  

3. The timeline and deadlines will be the same as any other adjunct evaluation 
described in this article.  

4. The completion date of the out-of-cycle evaluation will determine the next six-
semester cycle. 

5. In the event that the District has set aside an evaluation, an out-of-cycle 
evaluation will not be performed before the next in-cycle evaluation, unless the 
out-of-cycle evaluation is triggered by performance issues that have arisen 
since that evaluation was set aside. 

E. Evaluation Cycle for Recent SRJC Retirees 

1. Contract faculty members who retire and who are hired as adjunct faculty 
within one (1) year of their retirement date will be evaluated in the sixth 
semester of employment after their last regular faculty evaluation. 

2. If the contract faculty member has not been evaluated within the last six (6) 
semesters, he/she must be evaluated in the first semester of adjunct employment. 

F. Adjunct Faculty Members on Leave: In the event that an adjunct evaluee is on 
an approved one-semester leave during the evaluation semester, the evaluation 
will occur in the semester that the evaluee is next performing an adjunct faculty 
assignment. 

G. Provisions of this article may be waived or revised by DTREC for adjunct faculty 
evaluations in the Department of Public Safety or in the Work Experience 
Department. Such waivers and revisions will be determined in consultation with the 
department and submitted in writing to AFA and the District, and they will become 
effective upon the written approval of AFA and the District. 
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